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ABSTRACT
A

AR

\dAn analysis of the 1987-88 Persian Gulf crisis is
pursued by examining the relationship between the stated
political objectives and the military means (role of force)
used in attempting to attain those goals. The purpose of
this study is twofold: First, to evaluate the "strategic"
process that led to U.S. involvement in the Gulf and
determine how effective that process was in achieving the
stated political goals. And second, to avaluate allied
cooperation and NATO's effort to address Persian Gulf
security issues and its subsequent impact on the U.S.
reflagging pelicy. The study does not evaluate tactic¢s but
rather focuses on the strategic perspective of U.S. Persian
Gulf policy in terms of the relationship between ends and
means. objectives and resources, and capabilities and
intentions. :

U.S. policy is found to be strategically deficient as
the military tactic of protecting Kuwaiti ships was not
placed in a comprehensive strategic context. The confusion
over the proper definition of the objective allowed the
available options to remain limited to two unattractive
alternatives: reflag and protect Kuwaiti ships or abandon
the public commitment to Kuwait and suffer the loss of
credibility in the Arab world. Moreover, the strategic
course of action chosen to achieve the statad political

objectives dependaed on Iragi war aims and Iranian restraint
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to succeed. Similarly, by framing the initial protection of
shipping plan in unilateral terms and then pursuing
diplomatic efforts to enlarge the commitment into a
multilateral operation by securing allied assistance the
United States forced a showdown with its allies over who had
the greater share of responsibility in protecting Western
oil supplies.

The study concludes that U.S. policy violated one of
the cardinal rules of matching political objectives with
military realities: aveoid multiple objectives with competing
priorities. Finally, the study propnses a set of
alternative strategies and recommendations based on a
regional and collective security approach that emphasizes
low—intensity=-conflict while confining the military

objective to the more narrow issue of freedom of navigation

in international waterways.




PREFACE

As a naval officer with a good deal of operational
experience, I have had the unigue opportunity toc observe the
use of military power as a means in seeking political
objectives from operational theatres as diverse as the North
Arabian Sea, the Mediterranean Sea, and the Northern and
Western Pacific Ocean. 1In a sense, this study began when I
found myself on the implementing end of policy, albiet on
the tactical level, in late February of 1979 when the Carter

administration decided to dispatch the USS Constellation

(CV-64) to the Gulf of Aden in response to the invasion of "
the Yemen Arab Republic (YAR) by the Soviet-backed Marxist
regime of the People's Democratic Republic of Yemen (PDRY).
The decision to support North Yemen in its dispute with
South Yemen had both global and regional implications for
the rapidly deteriorating "twin pillars" policy adopted by
the Nixon administration nine years earlier: with the
Iranian revolution at fever pitch (the Shah had recently
fled the country) and the Soviet penchant for meddling in
the Horn of Africa apparently reaching new heights, the
Carter administration deemed it essential to send a strong
signal of American resolve not to allow the remaining pillar
of that policy —-- Saudi Arabia -- to fall.

Two yvears later I again found myself on the
implementing end of policy this time onbeoard the USS

Independence (CV-62) then on station in the North Arabian
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Sea in response to the continuing Iran hostage crisis. In

January of 1981, with the Independence still on station, the

hostages were released. A few months later, the
Independence was diverted to the eastern Mediterranean in
response to the placement of Syrian SA-6 surface-to-air
missiles in the BeKka Vvalley. This seemingly subtle move
signalled the beginning of an ever increasing American
presence in Lebanon which would culminate in the terrorist

® bombing of the U.S. Marine barracks in 1883 and the
subsequent removal of all U.S. forces from Lebanon the
following year.

® In late May of 1981, while on the game deployment and
in a movas that ceemed caloulated *to demon<trate further the
political-military flexibility of an aircraft carrier, I

e found myself involved in what was to be the beginning of a
series of highly coorxrdinated, Reagan adwinistration Airected
freedom of navigation exercises conducted in and around the

® disputed waters and airspace of the Gulf of Sidra. This, of
course, was merely a mild precursor to the series of more
violent military c¢enfrontations between the United States

e and Libya prevalent throughout the decade of the 1980's.
When one considers the odds of being invelved in the
political use of seapower on four separate occasions in less

® than three years, I was not surprised when in February of

1988 I found myself back in the North Arabian Sea, this time

® ix
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onboard the USS Enterprise (CVN-—-65) in support of the U.S.

reflagging operation in the Persian Gulf.

As a student of international relations, I found that
the theoretical literature on the role force plays in
achieving political objectives was diverse and quite
comprehensive. But I alsc found the literature somewhat
lacking in critical analyses of specific crises from the

operational perspective of that often elusive point at which

theory meets practice. This is not to say that the
literature is bereft of analyses of c¢risis situations in
which theory is applied to practice; indeed, there have been
many seminal studies conducted using this framework. Rather
that the vast majority of these analyses have been conducted
from the outside looking in Very few studies have been
conducted from the implementation end looking back up at the
policy end. For example, an indepth review of the awvailable
primary and secondary sources such as government re&ports,
books and periodicals written in the wake of the 1987-88
Persian Gulf crisis reveal a plethora of information on the
mechanics of the crisis but very little effort has been
devoted to a systematic analysis and evaluation of the
"strategic" process that led to U.S. and allied involvement
in the Gulf nor a determination of how =ffective that
process was in achieving the stated pelitical objectives.
Likewise, a review of recent U.S. and international Ph.D.

abstracts and titles reveal that none have focused




specifica’ly on the issue of political objectives and

military means (to include allied cooperation) during the

1987-88 crisis nor have any of the major studies been

conducted from the operational perspective. Thus it is

hoped that this study will build upon and make a contribution

to the existing c¢risis management and alliance cohesion

literature by examining, from the operational perspective, -
the theoretical and practical factors pertaining to the U.S.

and allied involvement in this unique crisis.

To a great extent, I based this study on my practical
experience with the seemingly inherent difficulty and
problems associated with transforming policy into action.
Additionally, my studies in both the theoretical and
practical aspects of crisis management, alliance cohesion,
strategy and policy, international security studies,
political theory and specific courses on the diplomatic
history, politics and culture of Southwest Asia at the
Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy and the U.S. Naval War
College c¢reated the analyftical framework within which I
cheose to avaluate this crisis.

The overwhelming portion of the research for this study
involved primary open-source information c¢ontained in a host
of U.S. Government documents all pertaining to U.S. policy
in the Persian Gulf. Those included carefully prepared and
derailed reports from the Departments of State, Defense,

Energy, and the Navy as well ag Congressional staff reperts.
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Additionally., extensive use was made of sworn testimony
taken before numerous Congressional hearings convened
between 1987 and 1989 on U.S. Persian Gulf policy as it
pertained to the reflagging of the Kuwaiti tankers.
Specific information relating to allied cooperation in
the Gulf was found in international government reports and
commuﬁiques from the Assembly ¢of the Western European Union,
the various committee's of the North Atlantic Assembly, the
Defense Planning Committee and North Atlantic¢ Council of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, European parliamentary
hearings as well as documents and reports from specific
agencies of the five European nations inveolwed in the Gulf.
While secondary sources, such as think-tank policy
papers and books, newspaper and periodical analyses, and
conceptual model studies were used extensiwvely, I have, for
the most part, stayed as close as possible to official
policy statements as the basis for my analysis. The reader
should be aware, however, that the analysis and conclusions
presented in this study are done so without the benefit of
access to classified information. In a sense, what
precludes this study from being complete is an analysis of
the classified command histories of those naval units that
took part in the reflagging operation as well as internal
State and Defense Department and National Security Council

[NSC) memorandums and agreements with those regional and

allied states that cooperated with the United States, The




continuing security interests of those nations will prohibit
early declassification of these documents. Such an
omission, however necessary and understandable, hampers the
researcher's ability to uncover the true political objective
vis-a-vis the publically stated one, thereby raising the
possibility of basing one's line of reasoning on the wrong
premise,

An additional limitation was the need to examine
original sources published in French, German, Italian,
Flemish and Dutch. However, many of these original sources
were available in translation through the Foreign Broadcast
Information Service (FBIS) and the U.S. Information Service
(U.S.I.5.). I also gained access to the translation
services contained in the State Department's unclassified
Eurcpean wireless files during visits to NATO headquarters
and U.S. embassies in several European capitals. Neither of
these limitations, however, should adversely affect the

-
4

conclusions and findings of this study.

An undertaking of this magnitude cannot be completed
successfully without the help and dedicated support of
others. Acknowledgements are therefore in order: I remain
particularly grateful to Admiral Charles R. Larson, USN, the
current Commander-in-Chief, Pacific Fleet and the former
Depury Chief of Naval Operations for Plans, Policy and

Operations (MP-06) and his Executive Assistant Captain

Sp=ncer Johnson, USMN, for their faith and confidence in my
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ability to successfully complete the two-year Fletcher
program. They went out on the proverbial limb on my behalf
and I trust I have n»at let them down. In short, without the
"second year," I could not have written this dissertation.

I also am persoconally indebted to RearrAdmiral Tony
Less, USN, the current Assistant Teputy Chief of HNaval
Operations for Plans, Policy and Operations (QOP-06B) and the
former Commander, Joint Task Force Middle East (CJTFME) for
taking time from his busy schedule to discuss with me the
operational aspects of implementing the reflagging policy.
In my opinion, he remains the consummate naval warrior and
master of that often elusive point at which theory meets
practice -- or as he no doubt would prefer -- that point at
which the rubber meets the road.

I remain egually grateful to the staffs of the National
Policy and Command Organization Office of the Chief of Naval
Operations (OP-602) and the Department of National Security
Affairs {(CODE 56BN} and the Civilian Institutions Programs
Office (CODE 031) at the Naval Post Graduate School for
their dedicated supportc throughout my stay at Fletcher. I
am particularly indebted to Captains Ray Figueras and Robert
Dilks, USN, and Thomas C. Bruneau for their insightful
advice on selecting the best method to navigate one's way
through bureaucratic mine fields. Their management of the

Navy's post-masters program in international relations -- a

vital source for the Navy's future strategists -- was




nothing short of superb. I remain fortunate to have taken
part in the program.

The staffs of the U.S. Defense Attache and Political
Military Affairs Offices in the U.S. embassies in London,
Brussels, The Hague, Paris, Bonn and Fome were most helpful
inrproviding written unclassified background information on
the Eurcopean contributions to the Gulf operation. In : ;
particular, Lieutenant Colonel Roger Yarbro, USA, in
Brussels, Mr. Donald E. Braum in The Hague, HMr. John Berry
in Paris, Mr. James Herd in London, Ms. Silvia Eirv in
Rome and Mr., Colin Cameron of the Western European Union
were extremely helpful in pointing a seemingly disoriented
Ph.D. student in the right direction. Likewise. Mr. Martin
McCusker, Director of the Defense and Security Committee at
the North Atlantic Assembly in RBrussels, was kind enough to
let me use their small but highly specialized library for
tha European portion of my research. I am particularly
indebted to Caprtain Peter M. Swartz, USN, the Director of
the Defense Operations Division at the U.,S, Mission at NATO
headquarters for taking time from his busy schedule to host

m
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on My two visits to his office. His suggestions on the
available and appropriate information sources and avenues of
apprroach to the research problem proved invaluable to the
succesgsful completion of this project.

I remain desply gratzful te Professors Robert L.

Pfaltzgraff, Jr., John P. Roche and Pichard H, Shultrz, Jr.,




who ably directed me throughout the course of this study.
Their trust and confidence in my ability to conduct
independent research and writing as well as their
recognition of the unique time constraints associated with a
naval aviation career streamlined what could have been a
much more compiicated and lengthy process. I alone,
however, remain responsible for errors of fact, opinion, and
omission as well as for the findings presented in this
study. The administrative, technical, profsssional and
moral support provided by the faculty and staff of
Fletcher's International Security Studies Program Department
and the Registrar's Office far exceeded normal expectations.
They have given new meaning to the concept of taking care of
your own. Indeed, while the Charles River gang may receive
more fanfare and at times seem somewhat aloof, the Mystic
River gang made me feel right at home.

T also am indebted to Professor Andrew Hess, the

Dircector of Fletchor's Southwest Asia Program, his friend
William A. ¥irby, the Depury Assistant Secretary of State in
the Bureau of MNear Eastern and South Asian Affairs and
Ambagsador William Rugh, currently the Director of the
Office of Hear Eastern Affairs at the U.S. Informarion
Agency, for their support and encouragement. Their many
hours of enlightening and insightful classroom, lecture and

after hours Aiscussioecng pertaining to Southwegt Asia and

Tslamic civilization provided me with a refreshing and
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balanced perspective to an often perplexing, elusive, and
volatile subject.

Anyone even remotely familiar with the mechanics of
piecing together a dissertation or a manuscript of any sort
appreciates the immense and painstaking effort that goes
into ensuring the prescribed format and style areradhered
to, Ellen McDonald and Paula Cammarata of the Fletcher
School's Edwin Ginn Library staff were particularly helpful
in this regard. They introduced me to the intracacies of
Kate Turabian and patiently and professionally fielded ny
seemingly endless questions on style and format. Likewise,
T also am indebted to William V. Luti and Donna King who,
despite my shortcomings in grammar and syntax, read the
entire manuscript (several times) and offered constructive
suggestions in both areas. Once again, however, I alone am
responsible for any contortions of the English language.
Finally, Mrs. Carol Levesque worked faithfully and
diligently in the word processing stage of this project
despite her busy schedule and my penchant for red ink.

I am also indebted to my parents, siblings and daughter
for their unyielding support and sncouragement throughout
the course of this two~and~a-half vear project. 1In
partizular, I owe a special debt of gratitude to my parents
for providing a continuing series of palatable explanations
for my eight-y=ar-<ld daughter on why and how her father

could spend so much time in the library reading a seemingly
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abnormal amount cf "grown-up" books when he could have been
home reading something as delightful and heartwarming as The
Wolf Story to her at bedtime. They give new meaning to the
age-o0ld addage that nothing makes a child as smart as having
grandparents.

As a final note, I would like to point out that the
inspiration for pursuing this study grew out of my personal
participation in both the Farnest Will convoy and Praying
Mantis combat operations conducted from January through June
of 1988 in the Persian Gulf. My motivation is simply to
participate in and contribute to the continuing effort to
close the ever-narrowing gap between civilian and military
thinking on the role force plays in seeking political
objectives in this era of "violent peace." Matthew B.
Ridgeway's simple yet eloquent expression that the “soldier
is the statesman's junior partner" drives to the heart of
the matter and provides further inspiration for this study.

Finally, the contents of this study reflect my own

personal views and are not necessarily endorsed by the U.S.

Department of Defense or the U.S. Navy.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

At the outset of a war its character
and scope should be determined on the basis of
the political probabilities. The closer these
political probabilities drive war toward the
absclute, the more the belligerent states are
involved and drawn in to its vortex, the
clearer appear the connections between its
separate actions, and the more imperative the
need not to take the first step without
considering the last.

von Clausewitz, On War, 1831

The Proeoblem

On 14 April, 1988, the U.S5.S. Samuel B. Roberts (FFG-

58) was hit and severely damaged by a mine while operating
2

<

55 miles northeast of Qatar. 'flie mine was a 385 pound
device that exploded on the port side of the keel adjacent
to the engine room as the ship was maneuvering to avoid
other mines spotted by lookouts. The explosion ripped a 30
by 23 foot hole in the ship below the waterline, destroyed a

15 foot section of the keel, pushed the main shaft back

1

Carl von Clausewitz, On War (edited and translated
by Michael Howard and Peter Paret with introductcry essays
by Peter Paret, Michael Howard and Bernard Brodie and a
commentary by Bernard Brodie). (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1976), p. 584.

2
Pat Towe

11, "New Gulf Inciden
Debate," Congressional Quarterly Week

1988, p. 1058




approximately 18 inches, knocked the reduction gear housing
off its mounting, and seriously injured ten young sailors.3
To keep the ship's stern from breaking off, the crew welded
steel plates and strung cables acrxoss the damaged area in
what has been described as a c¢lassic text~book case of
damage control. The crews heroic efforts saved the ship and
avoided further injuries and potential loss of 1ife.4 -

Four days later, the U.S, Navy, in combined air and
surface attacks, engaged the Iranian Navy in a day-long
battle in the southern Persian Gulf. Immediately after the
fog of battle had lifted and the results of the navy's
superb combat performance became c¢lear, a host of questions
surfaced as to the relationship between our stated political
objectives and the military means (rocle of force) used in
attempting to achieve those objectives. This debate
reflected the age-old attempt to rationalize the political
context within which military force is applied. It has long
been recognized that the use of force is not an end in
itself but a means by which states pursue political

opjectives. In recent years, a lack of consensus has

emerged on how force is to be applied within this political

3

Rear Admiral George N. Gee, USN, "Statement," U.S.
Congress, House, Committee on Appropriations, Department of
Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1988, Hearings
{Washingtou: U.S5. Govi., Print. Qff., 1989), prart six, p.
1235.

4
Towell, p. 1058.




context. (No doubt as a result of the continuing
manifestation of the Vietnam War syndrome.) This lack of
consensus is dramatically illustrated by the long-standing
institutional differences between intra-governmental
agencies in the political-military decision-making arena in
Washington, D.C. A recent study concluded that a
dysfunction exists between civilian and military thinking on
the use of force as an instrument of national policy.5
Civilian planners prefer to work from a set of options that
maximize flexibility and reauces the risk of failure. They
tend to view the instrgments of war as a means to send
diplomatic signals. Conversely, military planners prefer to
deal with concrete objectives and view the purpose of force
to prevail rather than send subtle diplomatic signals. To
the military planner, the use of force is designed to

increase an adversary's perception that the foreign policy

of the United States is backed by a potent military force

5The study was conducted by the U.S. Naval War College
Strategic Studies Group which had been tasked by then Chief-
of-Naval Operations, Admiral James D. Watkins, to analyze
the peacetime use of naval forces and to develop a
"proactive”" means of employing these forces to avoid crises.
The CNO felt that naval forces were keing used as a "force
of convenience" rather than as a part of an overall
strategy. For more information see: ldarshall Bremment.
"Civilian-Military Relations in the Context of National
Security Policymaking.," Naval War College Review, Winter
1988, p. 27.




structure with the political will and resolve tc use those
6

means when vital national interests are at stake,
Purpose

The Persian Gulf crisis of July 1987 itnrough December
1988 reminds us once again of the essential need to estab-
lish a sound balance between political objectives and
mi;itary means, The elemental concept that a clear sense of
purpose must form the basis of all plans of action has been
the cornerstone of strategic thought for over 2,500 years.
Throughout the centuries, strategists have made it
abundantly clear that the relationship between military and
political objectives is central to the decision to resort to
force in the conduct of international relations. Therefore,
the purpose of this study is twofold: First, to examine the
relationship between the stated political objectives of the
U.S. Persian Gulf policy and the military means (role of
force) used in attempting to attain those goals. And
second, to formulate causal statements and hypotheses
pertaining to the sources (both theoretical and practical)
of allied cooperative and noncooperative behavior and then
test these hypotheses against the Persian Gulf crisis caswe

study.

6
Harry G, Summers Jr., "Employing Forcce Advance

Al r te
Policy," U.S. News and World Report, 7 April 1986, p. 2




To accomplish the first task, the study will address the
following research questions posed on both the strategic and
tactical level: Strategically, what issues are truly vital
national interests? Are the threats to U.S. interests in
the region substantial? Can it be proven that a disruption
of tanker traffic through the Strait of Hormuz would be an
economic disaster for the West? (1973 proved painful but
not unbearable). Would Soviet intervention in Iran really
trigger a U.S8. response, given public and congressional
antipathy toward Iran? Would the politically sophisticated
ruling families of the Gulf ©il shiekdoms really allow
Soviet political and military agents to establish a beach-
head in the region? 1Is the U,S.-Soviet competition in the
region a zerc-sum game? What is the relationship between
Kuwaiti tanker protection and U.S. strategic objectives? On
the tactical level, what are we trying to accomplish? What
is the military objective? Wheo are we trying to influence
or coerce? How are we trying to influence or coerce them?
How much and what type of force do we employ? How do we
define success? When is the crisis over? When can forces
be withdrawn? And how do we modify the strategy if
conditions change? Admittedly, the scope of these research
questions, at first glance, appears quite extensive.
However, both the rosearch process and the answers are

intended to serve as a foundation upon which to focus the

analytical effort on the specific issue of political ends




and military means in the Persian Gulf.

Moreover, this study seeks to evaluate the "strategic"
process that led to U.S. involvement in the Gulf and
determine how effective that process was in achieving the
stated political goals., The approach to this task is taken
from the perspective of classical policy and strategy
formulation: the process by which "ends are related to
means, intentions to capabilities, and objectives to
resources."7

Additionally, this study includes several basic
assumptions: First, that the publicly stated objectives of
the policy are in fact the real ones upon which the strategy
is based. Second, that the complexity of international
relations often makes it difficult to establish a
relationship between cause and effect in both theory and
practice. Third, that the analysis, where possible, avoids
ex post facto judgments and attempts to evaluate the
strategy according to the goals set by the policymakers.
And finally, that the grouping of dysfunctional thinking on

the role of force into civilian and military categories is a

generalization made only for analytical purposes. This is a

7
John Lewis Gaddis, Strategies of Containment, A

Critical Appraisal of Postwar American National Security

Policy (New York: Oxford University Press, 1982), p. viii.
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complex issue that transcends and often crosses military,
civilian, and intra-governmental agency 1ines.8

The second portion of the analysis focuses on allied
cooperation and NATO's efforts to address Persian Gulf
security issues as they pertained to the U.S. decision to
reflag eleven Ruwaiti oil tankers. The following research
questions form the basis for this portion of the political-
military analysis: How can we understand the initial
American failure to elicit EBurcpean support for the
reflagging operation? Moreover, how can we explain the
gradual shift of position by the Europeans to one of (tacit)
support for U.S. policy under the auspices of the Western
European Union (WEU)? 1In short, why did a political
agreement and its subsequent transformation into an

operational agreement emerge? The answers to these

questions can be found by an analysis of the four hypotheses

explaining alliance cooperation and then applying them to

the c¢case study.

8

Pcrhaps the most celebrated case of this dysfunctien
was reflected in a series of extraordinary speeches made by
former Secretary of State George P. Shultz and Secretary of
Defense Caspar W. Weinberger throughout 1984 in the
aftermath of several bloody terrorist attacks on U.S.
citizens overseas. The issues focused on the appropriate
use of military force to counter overseas threats. In an
ironic reversal of roles, shultz maintained that the use of
force is an important factor in diplomatic endeavors and
should be used as a specific tool to fight terrorism while
Weinberger admonished policymakers on the limits of military
force and the need for extreme caution and care in
employing it. Shultz's views were expressed in public
speeches at Yeshiva University in New York on 9 December, at




The first section of this analysis outlines the
evolution of NATO policy toward Southwest Asia and
identifies examples of both cooperative and noncooperative
behavior. The second section establishes four central
hypotheses that seek to explain intra-alliance behavior.
These hypotheses are derived from both systemic and domestic
models of international politics:

The external threat hypothesis suggests that
alliance cohesion rises and falls with the external
threats to collective security. The alliance
security dilemma hypothesis proposes that cohesion
is a function of the coercive potential of the alliance
leader and its ability to exact cooperative behavior
from its weaker partners. The collective action
hypothesis suggests that alliance behavior is
fundamentally a public goods problem. The domestic
politics hypothesis asserts that alliance behavior
is determined primarily by political and econonic
factors at the domestic level.

The third section tests these hypotheses against the
reflagging case study to determine which one (or
combinations thereof! best explains the behavior that
eventually led to allied cooperation in the Persian Guilf.
In the final section, some general conclusions are drawn
regarding the sources of alliance c¢ohesion and the
forecasting capability of these alliance cooperation
propositions. Admittedly, the theoretical scope of this

portion of the study is limited, primarily due to the

the Park Avenue Synagogue inn New York on 25 October, and to
the Trilateral Commission in Washington on 3 April.
Weinberger outlined his philosophy in a speech to the
National Press Club on 28 November. For more information
sze: "Shultz vs., Weinberger - When to use U.S. Power," U.S.
flews and World Report, 24 December, 1984, pp. 20-21,




concentration on one case study. However, the purpose of
this portion of the study is simply to attempt to formulate
and then validate a series of causal statements pertaining
to the sources of cooperative and noncooperative behavior

within the confines of the Persian Gulf case study.

Qrganization

The study is organized on a topical and compartmented
basis. 1In the second chapter, the historical evolution of
U.S. policy and involvement in the Persian Gulf is traced.
rarticular emphasis is placed on the rise of U.S. diplomatic
activity in the Middle East coinciding wich a corresponding
decrease in British influence in the region and the effect
U.8. regional doctrines had on shaping U.S. policy. An
examination of this historical evolution reveals a clear
pattern in U.S. policy (and perception of interests) that
transcends any presidential administration or political
party., Within this context, U.S. strategic, political, and
gconomic interests in the Gulf region are defined and the
threats to those interests examined.

The third chapter deals with the actual mechanics of
the Persian Gulf crisis. Specific elements of the crisis
are «=:xamined including the reflagging proposal, the
protection of shipping mission, the military arrangements,

and the implementation of the plan., Additionally, a step-

by~step appraisal of the escalation process is made in order




to lay the technical foundation for the political-military
analysis contained in Chapter Five.

Chapter Four outlines the conceptual framework and
reviews the literature upon which the analysis in Chapter
Five is based. This section addresses the concept.of the
objective, frames the issues, explores the role force plays
in obtaining political objectives, and identifies the
analytical model chosen to organize and evaluate the
relationship between the political objectives and military
means in the Persian Gulf. Chapter Five is a detailed
analysis ¢f the relationship between ends and means in the
Gulf based on the analytical models cutlined in the previous
chapter,

Chapter Six outlines the conceptual framework and
reviews the literature upon which rthe alliance c¢ohesion
analysis in Chapter Seven is based. This section identifies
examples of both cooperative and noncoopefative behavior and
establishes the four central hypotheses that seek to explain
intra-alliance behavior. These hypotheses are derived from
both systemic and domestic models of international politics.

Chapter Seven tests these hypotheses against the
reflagging case study to determine which one (or combination
therecf) best explains the behavior that led to allied
cooperation in the Persian Gulf and its impact on U.S.

policy. Alsc, some general conclusions are drawn regarding

the sources of alliance cohesion and the forecasting




capability of the alliance cocoperation propositions.

The final chapter proposes a set of alternative
strategies and recommendations to solve the Gulf security
dilemma through a regional and collective approach which
emphasizes low-intensity-conflict while confining the
military objective to the more narrow issue of freedom of
navigation in international waterways. This section rests
upon the spirit of Clausewitz's insightful dictum that one
cannct "condemn a mechod without being able to suggest a
better alternative."9

In summary, the prevailing theme of this study is that
a balanced, clear. and well-articulated strategy for
achieving political objectives remains the essential
ingredient for attainment of that often elusive foreign
policy "victory." Perhaps former Secretary of the Navy
James H. Webb, Jr., summed it up best when he solemnly
pointed out that a well-defined and properly articulated
strategy assumes a moral obligation: "If we cannot tell our
people what our objectives are around the world and clearly
indicate to them why these objectives are important to our

nation, We cannot expect them to invest the lives of their

10
sons and daughters in the national interest."
9
Von Clausewitz, p. 161.
10
James H. Webb, Jr., "National Strategy, The Navy,

and the Persian Gulf," World Affairs Journal, Fall 1987,
n. 39.




CHAPTER II

U.s. PERSIAN GULF POLICY

. . . It is a narrow policy to suppose that
this country or that is to be marked out as
the eternal ally or the perpetual enemy of
England. We have no eternal allies, and we
have no perpetual enemies, Our interests

are eternal and perpetual, and those interests
it is our duty to follow.

Lord Palmerston, 13848

Historical Backgrcund
The historical evolution of U.S. policy in the Persian

Gulf region has its roots deeply embedded in the 150 year
domination of the region by the British. Not only did the
United States assume "the mantle of leadership and much of
its strategic infrastructure from the Zritish but also its
way of thinking about its interests and how to pursue
them."2 The two major interests of the United States --
preventing the expansion of Soviet influence and ensuring

access to oil -—- can be seen as an extension of "The Great

Game" as played by the British throughout the nineteenth

1
Philip Guedalla, Palmerston (New York: G.P.
Putnam's Sons, 1927), p. 301.

2

Gary Sick., "Statement," U.S. Congress, House,
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs, The
Evolution of U.S. Policy in the Persian Gulf, Hearing
(Washington: U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 14 July 1988), p. 37;
hereafter referred to as Sick Statement.




century and as a reflection of British projection of its
lines of communications and markets east of Suez. As a
resu.t of this historical evolution, "there is a line of
continuity in U.S. policy and its perception of national
interests in the Persian Gulf region that transcends any
‘administration or political philosophy."3 ' o

U.S. military as w2ll as business interests in the
Persian Gulf date from the pre-World War II vears and the
establishment of the Arabian-American 0il Company (ARAMCO)
in Saudi Arabia in the 1930's. During the war, the region
became one of the major lend-lease supply routes to the
Soviet Union through which tremendous amounts of military
equipment and related supplies found their way into the Red
Army. With the ouster of Reza Shah (due to his German
leanings) and the replacement by his son on the peacock
throne, the British and Soviets effectively divided Iran
into spheres of influence for the duration of the war. U.S.
presence in the Gulf during these years witnessed the
largest sustained deployment of U.5. military forces =--
40,000 troops of the U.S. Middle East Command -- in history
to the region.4

Close cooperation between Saudl Arabia and the United

States during the course of the war led to the building

13




of an airfield at Dahrain and the establishment of an
American naval presence in the Persian Gulf. The naval
presence was formalized in 1949 with the establishment of
the U.S. Middle East Force (USMIDEASTFOR) homeported at the
British naval base at Jufair, Bahrain. This presence,
coupled with additional American and U.N. diplomatic
pressure and some astute Iranian diplomatic maneuvering, was
an important motivating factor in forcing the Soviet Union
to withdraw its occupation forces from northern Iran at the
end of World War II.5 Even at this early stage, U.S.
Persian Gulf policy reflected the growing concern over the
containment of Soviet expansionism and spread of
international communism around the world. This concern was
enunciated in the Truman Doctrine and manifested itself in
the pursuit of regiocnal collective security arrangements
such as the Baghdad Pact (forerunner to the Central Treaty
Organization—-CENTO) and in the conclusion of bilateral

6
agreements with Iran, Iraq, and Saudi Arabia.

5
Jeffrey Schloesser, "U.S. Policy in the Persian
Gulf," Department of State Bulletin, October 1987, p. 39.

6
Emile A. Nakhleh, The Persian Gulf and American

Policy (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1982), p. 96.




Regional Doctrines
In 1957, President Eisenhower, in an attempt to fill

the void left by the British and French withdrawal in the
wake of the 1956 Suez c¢risis, formulated a policy of
economic and military assistance for ‘those Middle Eastern
nations attempting to protect themselves against
"international communism." In a special message on the L
situation in the Middle East delivered in person hefore a
joint session of Congress, on January 5, 1957, Eisenhower
proposed that the United States, through the joint action
of the President and Congress, grant¢:

. . . such assistance and cooperation to

include the employment of the armed forces

of the United States to secure and protect

the territorial integrity and political

independence of such nations requesting such

aid against overt armed aggression from any
nation controlled by international communism.

7
Later that same year, the Eisenhower Doctrine was
expanded in scope to include support for regimes under
internal political subversion as a result of the
administration's "publicly expressed intolerance" of Arab
neutralism in a region believed crucial to the success of

8
U.S. fereign policy in the Cold War. The Eisenhower

7
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Dwight David Eisenhower, 1957 (Washington: National
Archives and Records Service, GPO, 1958, pp. 12-13.

8

Jed C. Snyder, Defending the Fringe: NATO, The
Mediterranean, and the Persian Gulf (Boulder, Co.: Westview
Press, 1987}, p. 85,




Doctrine received its first test, in terms of application of
funds, in support of King Hdussein's struggle with left-wing
radicals in Jordan; and a second test, in terms of direct
military intervention, came in the successful 1958 attempt
to stabilize the Civil War in Lebanon.

This rise in U.S. diplomatic activity in the Middle
East coincided with a corresponding decrease in British
influence in the region. Due to economic and budgetary
crises at home, Britain recognized the need to substantially
reduce its overseas military commitments. By the early
1960's, the United States feared continued British
withdrawal from the region would require an increased
American presence to f£ill the political-military void. Wich
the announcement in 1968 that British forces would be
withdrawn from the area "east of Suez ' by 1971, that fear
became a reality. The Vietnam War had caused severe strains
in both the economy and foreign policy of the United States
and raised serious questions about the utility of future
American intervention around the globe.9 These questions,
coupled with the British withdrawal from the Middle East,
forced a strategic reassessment of U.S. global policy that

culminated in the formulation of the Nixon Doctrine. In the

First Annaial Report to the Congress on United States Foreign

Policy for the 1970's of 18 February, 1970, the Nixon




administration clearly articulated the direction that
U.S. foreign policy would take during the next decade by
stating the central thesis of the Nixon Doctrine previously
announced on Guam:

The United States will participate in

the defense and development of allies and

friends, but America cannot -- and will

not -- conceive all the plans, design

all the programs, execute all the

decisions and undertake all the defenses

of the free nations of the world. We will

help where it makes a real difference and

is considered in our interest.

This strategy for regional security had direct
application in the Persian Gulf where the two superpowers
were becoming more involved in the affairs of the region.
To secure U.S. vital interests in the Persian Gulf, the
strategy was to establish strong regional allies through
masiive programs of economic and military assistance to both
Iran and Saudi Arabia in the hope they could develop viable
military forces to serve as the Gulf states' protectors and

11
as a deterrent to Soviet intervention. This "Twin
Pillars" policy survived numercus strains throughout the
1970's, including the 1973 Arab-Israeli War and Arab oil
embargo, only to ultimately fail with the fall of Iran in

1979.

10
Publi¢c Papers of the Presidents of the United

States, Richard Milhous Nixon, 1970 (Washington: National
Archives and Records Service, GPO, 1971), pp. 118-119.

11
Snyder, pp. 89-90.




A series of essentially simultaneous crises during the
last year of the Carter Administration -- the fall of Iran,
the Iran-Iraq War, and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan
-- forced yet another strategic reassessment of U.S. policy
in the Persian Gulf. In his 23 January, 1980 State of the
Union Address, President Carter declared that:

An attempt by outside force to gain control
of the Persian Gulf region will be regarded
as an assault on the vital interests of the
United States of America, and such an assault
will be repelled by any means necegsary,
including military force.

While the Carter Doctrine has been regarded as an
important step in Persien Gulf regional security, it should
be noted that "the strategic effect of declarations made
only after & crisis -- rather than prior to them -- is
limited. The test will come 1f and when the Soviet Uaion
chooses to probe the limits of the Doctrine’'s
application."13 To prepare for that test, and to put teeth
into the Doctrine, the Carter administration established the
Rapid Deployment Force (RDF} headquartered at MacDill Air
Force Base in Tampa, Florida. As the new command, formally

referred to as the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force

(RDJTF), took shape it became readily apparent that a2

12

Public Papers of the Presidents of the Unjted

Jimmy Carter, 1980-8) (Washington: National Archives and
Records Service, GPO, 1981), p. 197.

13
Snyder, p. 81,

18




whole host of logistical and force structure problems would

have to be dealt with before any bite would be put into the
14
new doctrine,

The Rcecagan Administration, recognizing that current
funding was inadequate to meet the threat, focused
additional attention on the problem by upgrading the RDJTF
and in 1983 by creating a new geographic unified command
with the RDJTF commander becoming the commander of the new
U,S. Central Command (CENTCOM) (see Table 1). Recognizing
the range of threats facing the friendly states of the
region, the Reagan Administration shifted empliasis of its
policy to reflect the need to develop a force projection
capability as a deterrent to any outside pressure directed
against the states of the rogion.ls Additionally, the
Reagan Administration made two policy decisions in the early

1980's that underscored this "concept of regional

deterrunce" ~- the sale and deployment of Airborne Warning

i4
Ibid., p. 117. For a detailed discussion of the

rogquirements and capabilities of the Rapid Deployment Force
from conception through the mid-1980's see: Kenneth Waltz,
"A Strataqy for the Rapid Deployment Force," Internatiopal
Security 8, Spring, 1981; Jeffrey Record, The Rapid
Deployment Force, (Cambridge, MA: Institute for Foreign
Policy Analysis, 1981); Thomas L. McNaughter, Arms and Qil:
U.S. Military sStrategv in the Persian Gulf, (Washington: The
Brookinges Institution, 1985); Jeffrey Record, "The Rapid
Daployment Force: U.S. Power Projection and the Persian
Gulf," in Uri Ra'anan, Robert Pfaltzgraff Jr., and Geoffrey

Kemp, eds., Prodjuction of Power: zzum.c_t.ix_m Perceptions,
and Probiems. (Hamden, Conn: Archon Bocks, 1982).

15
Snyder, p. 120.




and Control Aircraft (AWACS) to Saudi Arabia and a five-year
military aid paqkaae for Pakistan -- all of which
contributed to the administration's "two-prong policy of
increased security assistance for key Western-oriented
states in the vregion and the deployment of U.S. military
hardware to project the U.S. intention of underwriting the
security of regional surrogates."16 The administration also
recognized that any "attempt to protect states in the

region can be successful only if pursued without the

17
traditional instruments of Great Power diplomacy."

.S. Interests

A review of recent official policy statements clearly
indicate an intra-departmental consensus on U.S. strategic,
18
political and economic interests in the Gulf region. In a

series of posture statements, dating from President Carter's

16
Ibid., p. 112,

17
Ikid.

18
Official State Department policy statements on the

Persian Gulf can be located in the following Department of
State Bulleting: February 1980, Special Section (President
Carter's State of the Union Address, 23 January, 1980) P.A.;
March 1987, p. 19 (Secretary Shultz's statement, 27
January); April 1987, p. 52 (President Reagan's statements
of 23 January and 25 February); August 1987, p. 78 (Under-
secretary for Political Affairs Michael H. Armacost's
statement, 16 June); Department of State Special Report No.
166, July 1987 on "U.S. Policy in the Persian Gulf" by
Jeffrey Schloesser, Political-Military Officer in the

20




TABLE 1

COMBAT FORCES POTENTIALLY AVAILABLE TO USCINCCENT

Army Air Force
1 Airborne Division -7 Tactical Fighter Wingsb
1 Airmobile/Air Assault 2 Strategic Bomber
Division Squadrons®©
1 Mechanized Infantry
Division Nav

2 Infantry Divisions
3 Carrier Battle Groups

Marine Corps 1 Surface Action Group

5 Maritime Patrol Air
1 1/3 Marine Amphibious Sgquadrons
Forces?

2A Marine Amphibious Force typically consists of a
reinforced Marine division, a force service support
group, and a Marine aircraft wing (containing roughly
twice as many tactical fighter/attack aircraft as an
Air Force tactical wing, as well as a helicopter unit)

bIncludes support forces. Does not include 3 1/2
tactical fighter wings available as attrition
fillers.

c . .
These bombers would be accompanied by reconnaissance,
command and control, and tanker aircraft.

SOURCE: FY 1988 DOD Annual Report to Congress
(Washington, D.C.: GPO 1988)




State of the Union Address of January 23, 1980 through
recent White House and State and Defense Department Reports,
the U.S. posgsition reflects a concise and seemingly well-
thought-out policy that combines diplomatic, political, and
military means to safeguard these fundamental interests.
However, what is not as clear, is to what degree these
interests are defined (survival, vital, major, or
peripheral) and how best to defend against the many levels
of threats presently facing the United States in the

19
region.

Regional Affairs Office of Near East and South Asian

Affairs and U.S. Department of State Current Policy Document
No. 390 on "U.S. Policy Toward the Persian Gulf," May 1982,
statement by Nicholas A. Veliotes, Assistant Secretary of
t.cate for Near East and South Asian Affairs, See also: U.S.
Dept. of Defense, Annual Report to Congress (Washington:
U.S. Govt. Print. Off,, 1988, 1989, 1990}.

19
In a paper presented to the Ninth National Security
Affairs Conference, October §-9, 1982, cosponsored by the
National Defense University and the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for International Security Affairs, Donald E.
Nuechterlein defined four levels or intensities of interests
as follows:

. . . Survival interests, when the existence of a
country is in jeopardy as the result of an overt
military attack, or threat of attack if an enemy's
demands are rejected; vital interests, when

serious harm likely will result unless strong measures,
including the use of conventional military force, are
employed to counter an antagonist's provocative action;
major interests, when a country's political,

economic and social well-being may be adversely
affected by external events or trends; peripheral
interests, when a nation's well-being is not adversely
affected by evenis and trends abroad, alfthough harm
may be sustained by private U.S. companies with
overgseas operations,




PY Strategic
U.S. strategic interests center around the position
that the region ia of yital economic importance to the Free
Py World. With the Strait of Hormuz remaining the major
chokepoint for oil moving from the Gulf oil fields, any
“attempt to block the Strait to international shipping would
® pose a grave danger to the economic well-being of the Free
World. Keeping the region free of domination by a power
hostile to the United States, the Western allies, and
® regional friends, is deemed essential to maintain the 0
uninterrupted flow of oil through the Strait of Hormuz.2
Due to the West's dependency on oil, the region is of
® great strategic importance to the Soviet Union.
Additionally, and for a variety of political, economic apd j
security concerns, the Soviets have historically attempted j
® to expagg their borders and influence into the Gulf

region. In recent years, this expansion has been

highlighted by their nine year occupation of Afghanistan and

® the establishment of a Southern Theatre of Military
Operations (STVD) command structure in opposition to the
USCENTCOM's area of responsibility. Presently under the
. - - —
20
Schloesser, p. 38.
21
General George B. Crist, USMC, "Statement," U.S.
¢ Congress, House, Committee on Appiopiriations, gStatug gf the
Central Command, Hearings (Washington: U.S.
Govt. Print Off., 22 February 1988), p. 12. Hereafter
referred to as Crigt Statement.
@ 23




command of General of the Army Mikail Zaytsev, the STVD High
Command of Forces is currently considered to be roughly
comparable, in terms of force expansion, readiness, and
modernization, to the other Soviet TVD's in Central Europe
and the Far East.22 While the removal of all Soviet combat
forces from Afghanistan has reduced the Soviet Union's
ability to project power into the Gulf region, the Soviets
still have 26 active divisions (25 ground and one airborne).
fifteen fighter and fighter—-bomber regiments, over 700
tactical aircraft, plus the four divisions that have been
withdrawn from Afghanistan all available for contingency
operations in the Gulf region.23 Additionally, the Soviets
have recently stepped-~up their diplomatic efforts to expand
their influence throughout the region by political means as
evidenced by the establishment of diplomatic relations with

24
several of the Gulf states.

Ibid.

23
U.S. Dept. of Defense, Annual Report to the Congress
(Washington: 1990), p. 25.

24

Frederick Axelgard, United States Policy in the
Persian Gulf: An Analytical Look Ahead to 1989-1382"
(Washington: National Council on U.S.-Arab Relations, 1988),
p. 10.




Likewise, Iran's expansionism poses a serious threat to
U.S. strategic interests in the Gulf region. Recognizing
the Iranian revolution as an irrefutable "fact of history"
and Iran's size and strategic lccation in the region vis-a-
vis the Soviet Union, the United States seeks, over time, to
normalize relations with Iran.25 However, as long as Iran : Co
seeks to export its revolutionary ideoclogy to moderate Gulf
states and continues its support for international
terrorism, U.S. interests in the regic: will remain at risk
and normalization of relations will not be possible. 1In
short, "the effects of either Soviet or Iranian hegemony in
the Gulf would be a strategic setback to U.S. and Western
i.nt:eerests."z6

Economic

In defining U.S. economic interests in the region, U.S.
policymakers point to the Middle East oil crises of 1973
and 1978-79 as examples of the potential economic disaster
facing the West in the event of even a minor disruption of
the Gulf oil supply. The inability of the economy to adjust

to the sudden and large increase in the price of o0il during

these crises, wrecked havoc with the world economy and led

25
U.S. Dept. of Defense, Report to the Congress on

Security Arrangements in the Persian Gulf (Washington: 15
June 1987), p. 3. Hereafter referred to as The Weinberger

Report.

26
Ibid.




to sharp and painful increases in inflation and unemployment
and several years of recession for the Western industrial
27
powers as well as for the Third World. Many government
policy statements quote a recent statement by former
President Reagan to illustrate their point:
. + I think everyone . . . can remember the woeful

impact of the Middle East o0il crisis of a few years

ago -—- the endless, demoralizing gas lines, the

shortages, the rationing, the escalating energy

prices and double-digit inflation, and the enormous 28

dislocation that shook our economy to its foundation.
The Gulf statec supply over 25% of all the oil available on
today's worid market. Japan depends on ¢oil shipped through
the Strait of Hormuz for 60% of its consumption, Western
Europe depends on the Strait for 11% and the United States
for 5%. According to the American Petroleum Institute, 6 to
7 million barrels of oil per day pass through the Strait of

29

Hormuz. Approximately 25% of Western Europe's oil
consumption and 50% of Japan's originates in the Persian
Gulf region (see Table 2). According to a recent Department

of Energy (DOE) Energy Security Study, as consumption

increases and reserves decline, the U.S Persian Gulf oil

27
Schloesser, p. 38,

29
"Supply Vulnerability in Mideast Gulf Full of

Imponderables," Petroleum Intelligence Weekly, 8 June 1987,
pp. 5-6.

26




consumption rate of 5% is expected to increase significantly
over the next five years.30 DOE analysts predict that the
West's dependence on Gulf oil will continue to rise as 60% to
70% of the world's known oil reserves are located within the
borders of the Gulf states.31

Other exports, such as natural gas, cotton, coffee, and
phosphates also play a major role on the international
market. While recent reductions in the price and
consumption of oil has caused a local trade deficit, the
trade between the United States and these regional states is
valued at over $6 billion with the United States enjoying a

32
$3.6 billion trade surplus.

Political
According to U.S. policymakers, the security and
stability cf the moderate Arab states of the Gulf Region are
critical to the achievement of U.S, strategic and economic
goals. Due to their great wealth and oil reserves, the Gulf

states weild considerable influence both within and outside

30
The Weinbergexr Report, pp. 5-6.

31

U.S. Dept. of Energy, International Energy Qutlook
1989: Projections to 2000 (Washington: 8 March 1989), p. 5.

32
Crist Statement, p. 1l.
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33
the region. U.S. policy has been to promote regional

security while assisting friendly states in their efforts to
resist Soviet and Iranian expansionism. In the wake of the
Iran-Iraq War, the Gulf States formed the Gulf Cooperation
Council (6CC) in an effort to provide for their own
collective self-defense against the fall-out of the war.
This cooperative act’ :n was deemed essential by the regional
states given Iran's public pronouncements regarding the
"illegitimacy" of the moderate Arab states as well as Iran's
support for subversion and terrorism directed against the
United States and other friendly states.34 U.S, military
assistance programs provide the means by which these states
can provide for their common defense. Executive branch
agencies contend that congressional blocking of future arms
transfers will have the "unintended effect of increasing the
USSR's and Iran's leverage in the region, particularly as it
Wwill raise questions about the nature of U.S,

35
commitments."

33
Schlocesser, p. 39.

3lﬁThe Weinberger Report, p. 4.

Ibid.




Threats to U.S. Interests

Various U.S. government reports define the threats to
U.S. interests in the region in essentially three political
and diplomatic categories: renewed open conflict in the
Iran-Iraq War, Iran's quest for hegemony, and Soviet
exploitation of regional insecurities and sensitivities.36

While it remains c¢lear that oil prices have not been
drastically affected by the Iran-Iraq War, the renewal of
hostilities between the two belligerents "directly endangers
freedom of navigation for non-belligerents and the access to
oil."37 The Tanker War (initiated by Iraq), involved
attacks by Iraq on ships serving Iranian ports and oil
loading facilities and retaliatory attacks by Iran on a wide
variety of neutral shipping serving both belligerent and
hon-belligevent Persian Gulf ports in international waters

({see Table 3).

Since September 1986 the United States has maintained that:

Iran has deliberately targeted shipping serving RKuwaiti
ports in large measure to intimidate Ruwait from its
logistical and financial support for Iraq, as well as
to enhance its influence over the other GCC states

by threatening similar action. The tanker attacks

were matched by other elements of Iranian-backed
intimidation, including rocket attacks, sabotage, and
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other forms of violence and subversion . . . The
overall intimidation effort has not changed
Kuwaiti policy or practice, but it did force the
government of Kuwait to seek protection for its
interests, both from the GCC and other outside
powers. 38
Iran's quest for hegemcny in the Gulf region, while
having historic overtones, was elevated to new heights by
the Rhomeini regime. Highlighted by stepped-up political
rhetoric as well as the acquisition and testing of Chinese
built Silkworm anti-shipping miegsiles, the Khomeini regime
39
made no secret of its desire to dominate the region. The
vision of an Iragqi defeat and fanatic Iranian revolutionary
armed forces sweeping south through the Arabian Peninsula,
served to galvanize the GCC states in their efforts to
prevent an Iranian victory. Due to its strategic location,
vis-a-vis the Strait of Hormuz, the Khomeini regime long
maintained the view of Iran "as having predominate

responsipility for security in both the Strait of Hormuz and

38
ibid., . 7.

39

The Silkworm anti-shipping missile is the export
version of the Chinese (Peoples Republic) Hai Ying-2 (HY-2)
coast defense missile system and is a derivative of the
Soviet SS8-N-2 STYX anti-ship missile. The HY-2 has three
varients: radar homing, radar homing with a radar altimeter,
and an infra-red homing version., The HY-2G employs an
active radar homing system in the I-Band frequency rangs
with a relatively large antenna and a radio
altimeter enabling it to achieve a nirrow tracking beam-
width and a cruising altitude of 30 meters and a terminal
attack altitude of 15 neters, The HY-2A L& an infra-red
version not of the "imaging" type. The wvar-head weight is
450kg and the mispile has an effective range of 20-95km
thereby making it the ideal anti-shipping weapon to be

32




40
the Gulf as a whole." The right of other Persian Gulf

states to seek security assistance from outside powers has
been adamantly denied by Iran.

The Soviet Union seeks to establish and then strengthen
its influence with states in the region while eroding U.S.
influence in the Gulf with the ultimate objective of
replacing the United States as the superpower protector of
tha reqion.41 The Soviets have attempted to offer a
security framework to the Gulf states tha: would guarantee
"the uninterrupted flow of Persian Gulf oil without the less
attractive political mide effects that would accompany a
Western glliance."42 While the Soviets have not overtly
threatened the flow of oil, they have close ties to those
countries "that sit astride the oil sea lanes of
communication (SLOC's) -~ the People's Democratic Republic

43
of Yemen (PDRY), Ethiopia, Libya, and Afghanistan."”

deployed near the Strait of Hormuz. By late 1988, Iran was
thought to have acquired the follow-on to the HY-2, the
€801, which is postulated to be employable in both ship-
launched and coastal defense roles. For more information

see: Jane's Weapons Systems 1988-89, Jane's Information
Group, Surrey, U.K., p. 160,

40
The Weinberge: Report, p. 8.
41
Snyder, p., 108,
42
1bid.
43
ikid.
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However, the Soviet position in the region is also
complicated by a series of conflicting interests brought
about by the Iran-Iraq war:

The Soviets seek to maintain their position

as the champion of Iraq and are concerned

about the consequences of an Iranian victory

in the Gulf War. . . . However, the Soviets
also seek to avoid alienating Iran and, if
possible, hope to improve their relationship.
In practice, therefore, the Soviets have
sought to play both sides of the war, staking

out ostensibly constructive positions calling
for the wars end, wnile thus far deflecting
strong action directed against Iran as t?f
recalcitrant party towards a settlement.

Based on their experience in Afghanistan, the Soviets
would "not take lightly a decision to invade Iran, a country
with twice the area and three times the population of
Afghanistan, and with equally difficult terrain."45
Likewise, the damage to recent Soviet political and
diplomatic objectives throughout the world would be severe
and serve as a disincentive to invasion. However, the
potential for Soviet intervention in Iran could dramatically
increase if the recent Soviet internal political and
economic reform initiatives fail resulting in widespread

domestic turmoil. Couple this with Soviet Armenian and

Azerbaijani ethnic tension escalating out of control and a

44
The Weinberger Report, pp. 8-9.

45

7.S. Dept. of Defense, Annual Report to the Congress
(Washington: 1990), p. 25.

34




collapse of central authority in Tehran causing in turn a
request for Soviet assistance from one of the competing
factions, and the probability of Soviet intervention is
significantly enhanced. Without a unified internal
resistance movement and external military assistance, Iran,
in all likelihood, could not prevent a Soviet push to the

46
vital coastal areas.

Ibid.



CHAPTER III
THE CRISIS

Iran under the great leadership of the
Shah is an island of stability in one of
the more troubled areas of the world.
This is a great tribute to you, Your
Majesty, and to your leadership, and to
the respect, admiration 3nd love which
your people give to you.
Jimmy Carter
New Year's Eve Toast,
Tohran, December 231, 1977
Background
Within weeks of President Carter5s toast to the Shah,
Iran plunged into a year-long series of violent antiregime
demonstrations which culminated in the overthrow of the Shah
and the establishment of a theocratic revolutionary regime
in February of 1979. Suzh pronouncements illustrate not
only the failure of the United States to recognize
significant shifts in Iranian domestic politigcs but clearly
demonstrutes the volatility of an area of the world stecped
in 3,000 years of Persian cultural and religious traditions

suddenly exposed to superheated rates of economic and

political change.

1
James A. Bill, The Eagle and the Lion: The Tragedy 2f
- Relations (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1588), p. 233.



In the months following the Revolution, Iran moved to
isolate itself from the Great Power struggle in the region
-~ first from the United States as a result of the 444 day
hostage crisis of 1979-81 and then from the Soviet Union by
the clergy's ruthless and violent suppression of the
Communist Tudeh Party and the breaking of diplomatic
relations with the Soviet Union in 1983, This period of the
"Twin Great Satans” is without precedent in Iranian history
as Iran, from the age of Russian expansion in the eighteenth
century, has always acted to balance the Great Powers
against one another. Iran's move to isolate itself from the
Great Power struggle ironically encouraged Great Power
cooperation in terms of the United States' concern over
access to vital oil supplies and the Soviet Union's concern
over the spread of Islamic fundamentalism as an element of
disorder in Soviet Azerbaijan and Armenia. Likewise, Iran's
move toward isolationism coupled with the threat posed by a
apill-over from the Jran-Iraq War caused regional actors to
coalesce against the hegemonic desires of Iran as manifested
in the establishment of the GCC. Other manifestations of
this spill-over from the war of attrition on the Iran-Iraq
border included the Gulf "Tanker War" and the "War of the
Cities" with the former posing a serious threat to neutral

2
interests in the region.

2
Sick statement. pp. 18-19,




Iraq's military strategy shifted in 1984 to an all-out
effort to strangle Iran's economic capacity to wage war by
using its air superiority to attack and destroy Iran's oil
producing facilities and exporting terminals. In an attempt
to cripple Iraq's economy,3 Iran's only choice of a counter-
strategy was to attack the shipping of Iraq's gulf allies by
"indiscriminately laying minefields in international and
neutral waters and by attacking neutral shipping throughout
the Persian Gulf in the best Barbary corsair
tradition."4 However, in the summer of 1986, it became
clear that significant changes were taking place in the
Persian Gulf. Intelligence ieports provided evidence the
Iranian's had acquired and were preparing to deploy Chinese-
built Silkworm anti-shipping missiles in the Strait of
Hormuz.5 During this time frame, there was "an equally

significant change in the organization and nature of the

[Iranian) combat forces . . . the introduction of the

3

Early in the war, Iran had destroyed Iraq's
ability to export or import by sea. Consequently, no
shipping -- neutral or belligerent -- were serving
Iragqi ports. For an analysis of the war strategies of
Iran and Iraq see: David Segal, "The Iran-Iraq War: A

Military Analysis," Foreign Affairs, vol. 66, No. 5,
Summer 1988, p. 946.

4
Segal, p. 961.

[
~

The Weinberger Report, p. 15.




Revolutiorary Guard as a threat to shipping in the Gulf."

The Iranian Revolutionary Guard Navy

emerged as a new, unpredictable
and more daring element durlng 1987.
Whereas most "regular navy" strikes
have occurred at night off the UAE
Coast, the Revolutiocnary Guard, using
high speed patrol craft, ventured
further into the Gulf for both day and
night attacks.’/

Persian Gulf shipping attacks by both Irag and Iran
increased steadily throughout 1987 with over 60% of the
attacks taking place in the last four months of the year
(after the 6 week U.N. sponsored cease-fire was broken in
late August) (see Table 4).8 Interestingly, Iranian oil
exports were 40% higheir than Lhe previous year despite Iraqi
interdiction efforts.9

The first 6 months of 1987 witnessed shivs bound for
Kuwairi ports becoming the primary targets of Iranian

attacks. After the Iranian inspired riots in Mecca in

August, Iranian attacks began to include ships involved in

6
Crist Statement, p. 93.
7
Ihid., p. 94
8
Ibid., p. 93
9
Ibid.
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10
trade with saudi Arabia. In September, the Iranians

began firing Silkworm missiles from the occupied Fao
Peningula against ships inside Kuwaiti territorial waters.11
Coupled with these attacks were a series of unexplained but
highly suspicious mining incidents which had begun in mid-
May 1987. The detection and subsequent sinking of the
Iranian mine laying ship the Iran Ajr on 21 September "laid
to rest the question of whose 'invisible hands' were seeding

12
the mines."

10

Some accounts of the riots in Mecca maintain that the
incidents were not inspired by Iran. One account claims
that "the angry masses" actually acted in violation of
RKhomeini's specific instructions and rioted in Mecca.
According to the "Khomeyni Message to Hajj Pilgrims, Part
III" contained in FBIS-NESA of 3 August, 1987, Khomeini
urged that "the respected clergy, managers, and officials of
the convoy's and pilgrimage must make every erffort to ensure
that the Hajj ([pilgrimage] ceremonies will be conducted in a
correct and orderly manner." For more information on the
Iranian side of the story see: R.K. Ramazani, "The Iran-Iraq
War and the Persian Gulf Crisis," Current History, February
1988, p. 64.

11 on 3 september, 1987, Iran conducted it's first
Silkworm attack against Ruwait. The missile, fired from the
Fao Peninsula, traveled close to 60 miles and impacted
within three kilometers of the huge $5 billion Al Ahmadi
refinery. The missile flew 8 miles further than the
published range suggesting Iran had made modifications to
the Silkworms fuel capacity. On 15 October, the Iranians
fired another Silkworm from the Fao Peninsula and hit a U.S.
owned, Liberian registered tanker at the Ahmadi terminal.
For mcre information see: U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee
on Foreign Relations, War ipn the Persian Gulf: The U.S.
Takes Sides, a Staff Report (Washington: U.S. Govt. Print.
Off., November 1987), p. 26. Hereafter referred to as:
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations Staff Report.

12
Crist Statement, p. 96.




Reflagging

In an effort to meet the formidable challenges posed to
U.S. interests in the region by this spillover from the
Iran-Iraq War and Iran's quest for hegemony, the United
States developed a "two-track policy -- on the diplomatic
front to end the war and on the strategic front to protect
our interests in the interim while the war rages."13 One
fundamental aspect of U.S. policy was an all-out effort to
end the war. Because of Iraq's willingness to negotiate and
Iran's "intransigence," U.S. efforts focused on ways to
step-up the international pressure on Iran.14 Since 1981,
Iran had rejected all attempts by the international
community to negotiate a comprehensive settlement to the
war. U.S. diplomatic efforts to end the war centered on
several U.N. Security Council resolutiocns and through
effér;g like "Operation Staunch"” to end the flow of arms to

Iran. In order to promote regional stability, the United

States continued a policy of military assistance and arms

13

Schloesser, p. 40.
14

Ibid., p. 43.
15

Operation Staunch was a unilateral diplomatic effort
by the Reagan Administration to stop the flow of arms to
Iran. The goal of the operation was to limit Iran's ability
to purchase weapons, ammunition, and other equipment which
could be converted to military use thereby persuading Iran
to end the war. The sources of Iran's military supplies and
equipment were tremendous: Spain, Portugal, Great Britain,
Switzerland, West Germany, Sweden, South Korea, North Korea,




sales to key regional allies in the hope of deterring a
spillover from the war and reduce the possibility of using
U.S. forces to prevent such a spillover. Specifically.
because of Iranian intimidation of Kuwait and Kuwaiti
shipping and Soviet efforts to expand its influence in the
region, the United States deemed it necessary to be
"respongive to RKuwaiti requests for protective naval
support" (see Table 5).16

The government of RKuwait raised the issue of "securing
outside assistance" at a GCC. summit meeting in November of
1986.17 The first indication of Kuwait's new approach to

protecc its interests came in Decembper of 1986 when the

Ruwaiti O0il Tanker Company (KOTC) queried the U.S. Coast

Norway, Belgium, Argentina, Japan, China, the Eastern
Buropean countries, and others. The credibility »f
Operation Staunch was seriously undermined by the Iran-
Contra Affair which revealed that the United States was
secretly selling arms to Iran. While generally endorsing
Operation Staunch, crities argued that it should have been
enhanced by stronger and bilateral measures. Specifically,
they ¢laim that China should have been singled out (in the
form of retaliation) by withholding the transfer of
technology in response to the selling of Chinese Silkworm
missiles to Iran. For more information see: U.S. Congress,
House, Committee on Armed Services, National Security Policy
Implications of United States Operations in the Persian
Gulf, Report (Washington: U.S. Govt. Print Off., 1987), pp.
71-72. Hereafter referred to as: House Committee on Armed
Services Report.

16
Crist Statement, p. 97.

-
/

The Weinberger Report, p. 13.
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Guard on reflagging requirements. And in January 1987, "the
government of Kuwait formerly queried our embassy about the
use of U.S. flags and whether reflagged Kuwaiti vessels
would receive U.S. Navy protection equal to that provided by
other U.S. flagged vessels."18 Ruwait also informed the
United States of an agreement with the Soviet Union to
provide similar reflagging protection for Kuwaiti tankers or
to charter Soviet ships. Kuwait's original plan cf
reflagging six tankers under the U.S. flag and five tankers
under the Soviet flag was revised when the U.S. government,
on March 7th, announced that all eleven Kuwaiti tankers
would be protected under the U.S. flag. Kuwait 4id however
augment its tanker fleet by chartering three "long-haul"”
Soviet flag vessels through a one year commercial charter
lease.19

Following several more months of discussion and
indecision on the reflagging proposal, the United States
announced in early May that the protection of shipping r.an
was about tc be implemented. However, or. 17 May an Iraqi
fighter aircraft mistakenly attacked t U.5.8. Stark (FFG-

31) with two Exocet air-to-surface missiles killing 37 crew

members and severely damaging the ship. This tragic event

45




combined with Congress’' position that it had not been
adequately informed of the raflagging plan,rtorced a delay

in implementing the plan until late July.

After President Reagan formally approved the reflagging

plan on 29 May, 1987, the USCENTCOM was assigned the

challenging mission of protecting U.S. flagged vessels
20
transiting the Persian Gulf. The primary mission of U.S

forces in the Gulf:

. . has been and will continue to
be to provide milirary presence in order
to protect U.S, inverests and provide a
rapid response capability in
contingencies, Other missions include
assisting friendly regional states,
protecting U.,5. flagged vessels,
maintaining safe passage of U.S. flagged
shipping through the Strait of Hormuz,
and preserving U.S. and allied access to
vital o0il resources in the region. ¢!

The specific mission of protecting the 11 reflagged Ruwaiti
tankers required additional naval combatants be assigned to
the U,S. Middle East Force and the stationing of a Carrier
Battle Group (CVBG) in the North Arabian Sea to serve as a
deterrent to the threat posed by the introduction of the
Silkworm missile as well as Iranian F-4 Phantom aircraft

positioned in the vicinity of the Strait of Hormuz. A

20
Crist Statement. p. 96.

21
The Weinberger Report, p. 15.




Battleship Surface Action Group (BBSAG) also joined the CVBG
to augment the contingency forces in the North Arabian Sea.
This initial increase in force structure signaled the
beginning of a protection of shipping plan that was
continually adjusted and fine-tuned (in terms of force
structure, operating procedures, and command and control) as
the threat evolved with the introduction by the Iranians of
mine warfare, Silkworm missiles, and small boat attacks,22
Military Arrangements

In a report to Congress of 15 June, 1987 regarding U.S.
security arrangements in the Persian Gulf, former Secretary
of Defense Caspar W. Weinberger outlined the military
arrangoments which would be implemented to support the
protection of shipping plan. Noting that U.S. warships have
escorted U.S.~-flag vessels (4 to 10 ships per month) for the
past four years with no attack on these ships by either
belligerent nor any other neutral vessel while in close
proximity to a U.S. warship, the report shares with Conjress
the fundamental elements of U.S, policy, the nature of the
U.S. naval presence, and the evolution of events that have
ied to the protection of shipping plan.

The report outlines the belligerent (Iran and Iraq)
order of battle and assesses the threat to U.,S. forces and

U.3. flagaed shipping as well as the threat to Ruwait and

22
Cxist Statement, p. 98.




other GCC states. The report stresses that Iran is
"reluctant to deliberately and overtly target U.S. forces"
and "the Iranian threat to U.S5. forces is primarily based on
potential identification errors or a unilateral decision by
a local commander."23 The most likely Iranian threat is
described as an act of terrorism and other unconventional,
non-attributable forms of attack. The report does not
specifically mention the threat posed to U.S. forces by
Iranian mines.

Since the Iranian government views Kuwait as au "active
ally" of Iraq, the threat to Ruwait's oil facilities,

desalinization plants, and shipping was rated as moderate-

to-high either from raids by the Iranian Air Force or by

24
sabotage. Similar attacks or threats of attack could be
carried out against other GCC states. In short, for these
reasons:
23

The Weinberger Report, p. 16.

24

An apparent act of sabotage took place at
Kuwait's Al Ahmadi refinery on 22 May, 1987. The
manager of the refinery told the members of a
Congressional Investigation Committee that a ruptured
pipeline ¢onnected to a huge liquid petroleum gas (LPG)
tanik had caught fire after the pipe had been tampered
with. According to the manager, "That incident came
within a whisker of a major catastrophe. If we had not
contained the fire, and the ULPG tank had exploded this
entire plant, all the neighboring communities to the
north and south would have been vaporized." For
additional information see: Senate Committee on Foreign
Kelations Staff Report, p. 26.

43




It is considered unlikely that Iran
would seek a direct confrontation with
the United Stutes by directly or overtly
attacking a U.S5. flag merchant ship.
This is particularly true if the
merchant ship is escorted by U.S.
warships. A deliberate strike on U.S
forces by Iraq is highly unlikely, and
accidental attacks such as that suffered
by the U.S.S8. Stark are far less likely
to occur due to procedures being
developed for interaction between U.S.
and Iraqi forces.2>

The report also outlined U.S. peacetime Rules of
Engagement (ROE) noting they were based on the inherent
right of self-defense. The Persian Gulf Supplemental ROE
were tailored to provide gpecific guidance for threats from
aircraft, surface ships (including Boghammer gunboats) and
land-based Silkworm anti-shipping missiles. The following
definitions formed the basis of the ROE:

- Hostile intent: The threat of imminent use of force
against friendly forces, for instance, any aircraft or
surface ship that maneuvers into a position where it could
fire a missile, drop a bomb, or use gunfire on a ship is
demonstrating evidence c¢f hostile intent. Also, a radar
lock-on to a ship from any weapons system fire control radar
that can guide missiles or gunfire is demonstrating hostile
intent. This includes lock-on by land-based missile systems
that use radar.

~ Hostile act: A hostile act occurs whenever an
aircraft, ship, or land-based weapon system actually
launches a nmissile, shoots a gun, or drops a bomb toward a
ship.

U.S., forces in the Persian Gulf will respond as
follows:

25
he Weinberger Report, p. 17.




- Self-defense: U.S. ships or aircraft are authorized
to defend themselves against an air or surface threat
whenever hostile intent or a hostile act occurs.

~ U.S.-flagged commercial vessels: U.S. ships or
aircraft may defend V.S.-flagged commercial vessels against
air or surfi%e threats whenever hostile intent or a hostile
act occurs.

The ROE authorized the on-scene commander to declare a
threat hostile and engage that threat with the necessary
force required to defend his unit or U.S. flagged vessels,
Any force beyond that which is required to neutralize the
immediate threat or in response to a specific hostile act
must be approved by the National Command Authority (NCA).
Likewise, the combat readiness of U.S. warships operating
inside the Gulf will normally remain at Condition III (see
Table €6). However, when confronted by an air or surface
contact which behaves in a threatening manner or when
transiting the Strait of Hormuz, ships were required to be
at General Quarters stations.27

To successfully conduct the prcotection of shipping
plan, U.S. naval forces were augmented with additional

combatants equipped with surface-to-air missile systems

(SAMS) and PHALANX close-in~weapons systems (CIWS). Saudi

26

Ibl‘ d .
27

Ibid., p. 18.
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TABLE 6

READINESS CONDITIONS OF U.S. NAVAL COMBATANTS

U.S. Naval vessels have five readiness conditions. These
conditions represent varying states of readiness and are
depicted as follows:

CONDITION I, Condition I, or General Quarters, requires
the manning of all weapons systems, sensors, damage
control, and engineering stations. Engineering systems
are configured for maximum flexibility and survivability,
With all hands at General Quarters, the ship is prepared
to fight at its maximum capability.

CONDITION II. Temporary relaxation of Condition I for
rest and meals at battle stations.

CONDITION IIXI., Condition III watches require about one-
third of the crew to man the weapons systems for pro-
longed periods. Condition ITI must provide the
capahility to conduct or repel an urgent attack while
the ship is called to General Quarters.

i CONDITION IV. Condition IV watches require an adequate
runmber of qualified personnel for the safe and efficient
operation of the ship and permit the best economy of
personnel assignment to watches. No weapon batteries
are manned.

CONMDITICN V. 1n port during peacetime, no weapons
manned.

SOURCE: Secretary of Defense Report (Weinberger Report) to
the Congress on Security Arrangements in the Persian Gulf
(15 June, 1987).




Arabian-based B-3A (AWACS) aircraft were also integrated into
the plan to enhance its effectiveness. The report notes an
operational plan was developed emploring a "sphere of
influence" for small groups <f vessels under escort by U.S.
warships and further states that "our warships are
adequately armed and are guided by the appropriate rules of
engagement to meet the threat, including that from Silkworm
missilas."28 Escorted merchant ships were to be in direct
communication with and have moderate separation from U.S.
Navy warships. The escorting warships were required to
conduct electronic surveillance while other U.S. Navy ships
remained on patrol elsewhere in the Gulf. These additional
ships were available to assist the escorting ships if
required. While the report assesses the risk from
unconventional attack as low-to-moderate, it stresses the
presence of U.S. Navy warships would serve as a "powerful
deterrent to an Iranian attack."29

The militsry arrangements section ¢f the report is
summarized by an assurance to Congress that the United
States was vigorously seeking an end to the Iran-Iraq War

through all diplomatic channels which would enéure the

territorial integrity and sovereignty of each belligerent.

Additionally, the United States welcomed the active support




for the protection of shipping plan from both allies and
regional friends but was prepared to accept the superpower
responsibility of taking the initiative in ensuring the free
transit of shipping and oil:

The bottom line: If we as the leader of the

free world, do not take on the role of

protecting declared vital U.S. and Western

interests, there are others who will try to

insert themselves -- gladly. Their objectives

will not be ours. That is the real risk we
cannot afford to take. 30

Implementation

The first "Earnest Will" convoy escort mission took
place on 22 July, 1987, and continued uneventfully from the
Gulf of Oman and into the Persian Gulf until the evening of
24 July when the tanker Brjdgeton struck a mine off Farsi
Island in the northern Persian Gulf shipping lanes. The
discovery of mine fields in the Al Ahamdi channel oZf Ruwait
in June and off Oman in August, required an increased
emphasis on mine countermeasures.31 Minesweeping
helicopters were airlifted to the U.S. naval base at Diego
Garcia and loaded onboard an amphibious assault ship, the
U.S.S. Guadalcanal (LPH-7), bound for the Persian Gulf.

Severzl "in-theatre" boats were modified for minesweeping

missio»ns but proved ineffective in open water operations.

30
Ibid., p. 24.

31

Crist Statement, p. 99.
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By late Qctobher, these boats were replaced by Aggressive
¢lass oceangoing minesweepers and in November, U.S.
minesweeping operations were augmented by an allied task
force.32 A combined British, Netherlands, and Belgian task
force patrolled the waters in the vicinity of Abu Musa
Island ¢nd the Western Strait of Hormuz. An Italian force
conducted minesweeping operations along the tanker escort
route south of Abu Musa island while the French Navy
conducted operations off the United Arab Erirates Coast and
the Fujairah and Khor Fakkan anchorages.33

As the mine threat increased, Iran intensified its
attacks on neutral (and unescorted) shipping with Swedish-

built Boghammer fast-attack boats and reportedly perfected

the art of concentrating their fire on the crew compartments

32
Joachen Hippler, "NATO Goes to the Persian Gulf,"
Middle East Report, Nov.-Dec. 1988, p. 18.

33

Crist Statepent, p. 100, The Royal Navy's ARMILLA
Patrol had been in the Persian Gulf since 1980 providing
protection for British merchant shipping. In September of
1987, four additional MCM ships arrived in the Gulf to
saugment the ARMILLA patrol. MCM ships from the European
navies coordinatad their mine clearing operations under the
auspices of the Western European Union (WEU) (see Chapter
VII). However, there was very close cooperation between the
British, Dutch, and Belgian MCM forces which culminated in
the formation of an integrated MCM force code-named CALENDAR
(named in memory of the joint Anglo-Dutch-Belgian operation
to clear the Scheldt Estuary of mines in 1944-45). From
Qctober of 1988 through Jsnuary of 1989, CALENDAR ships
joined forces with the other YWEU navics and conducted
operation CLEANSWEEP to clear a shipping lane 2,000 yards
wide and 300 milass into the Gulf from the Strait of Hormuz.
For more information see: United Kingdom Statement on the
Defence Bstimates (London: HMSO, 1989).
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34
of these ships. U.S. special purpose helicopters, river

patrol boats, and MK III patrol boats were deployed
throughout the Gulf to counter this new and intensifying
threat. Support for these forces was provided by an
amphibious dock landing ship (LSD) and several mqbile sea
bases stationed in the northern Persianrculf. These bases
were to "provide a continuous presence along the transit
route, thereby making new mining operations and small boat
attacks against shipping far more difficult."35
Additionally, U.S. special operations forces were stationed
in the area to "give the on-scene commander the flexibility
to match response to the threat."36

Responsibility for command and control of these forces
had been limited to the small staff of the Commander, Middle
East Force (COMMIDEBEASTFOR) deployed inside the Persian Gulf
and the CVBG in the North Arabian Sea with the chain-of-
command "split" between USCINCPAC and USCINCCENT.37 As the

threat changed 2nd the escort operations intensified, it

hecame apparent that a new command and contrel structure,

34
Ronald O'Rourke, "The Tanker War,” U.S. Naval

Institute Proceedings, May 1988, p. 31l.

a5
crigt statement, p. 97.




reflecting this intensification and complexity, was

required:

For these reasons a single headquarters under

the direction of United States Central

Command - Joint Task Force Middle East -

was established in September to more

efficiently plan, coordinate, and direct

overall joint operations in the Persian Gulf o

region. The Commander, Joint Task Force

Middle East controls all the U.S. forces

involved with escort operations. These

forces include the Carrier Battle Group,

Battleship Battle Group, Middle East Forces,

Mine Warfare Forces, Air Force assets, and

Army Forces in the Persian Gulf region.38
By the end of 1987 these improvements in force structure and
command and control had contributed to the successful
completion of 22 transits involving 60 ships in and out of

the Gulf.

Escalation

In late September of 1987, after a brief hiatus, both
Iraq and Iran resumed the tanker war. Irag continued to use
missiie~-armed attack aircraft against ships near Kharg
Island, in the vicinity of Sirri and Lavan Islands and
eventually as far south as Larak Island near the Strait of
Hormuz as a part of its strategy while Iran intensified its
use of mine warfare in waters close to Ruwait, in the

shipping channels west of Farsi Island and eventually into

38
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the Gulf of Oman. (see Table 7)

On 21 September, the U.S. Navy captured, then destroyed
an Iranian mine laying ship caught in the act of layving
mines. On 7 October as tensions in the Gulf increased, U.S.
forces sank three Iranian Boghammer gunboats that had fired
on U.S. helicopters. On 16 October, Iran fired a Silkworm
anti-shipping missile from the Fao Peninsula and hit and
damaged the reflagged tanker Sea Isle City inside Kuwaiti
territorial waters. The United States retaliated for the
missile attack on the Sea Isle City three days later by
destroying two Iranian oil platforms in the Rostam oil field
near Bahrain. 2And on 22 October, Iran again fired Silkworm
missiles from the Fao Peninsula but this time the threat was
Ruwait's primary offshore oil facility.4o As tensions
mounted, the GCC states announced in late-October that an
attack on one would be considered an attack on all and
appropriate collective self-defense measures would be
implemented if such an attack took place.

In an unprecedented development, Soviet warships began
escorting Soviet-flagged vessels leased to Kuwait.

Interestingly, these Snviet-flagged vessels were not immune

39
O'Rourke, p. 32.
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from Iranian attack as they sustained damage in two separate
mining and gunboat attacks.41 In an attempt to placate both
Iran and Iraq, these incidents were played down and the
Soviet Navy took no retaliatory action against Iran.

The first months of 1988 witnessed a continued rise in
Persian Gulf tensions even though the United States scaled
back its neval presence in February to 29 ships.42 Iranian
strikes in the Gulf tanker war in January and February
indicated a shift in tactics away from larger, hard to
damage crude carriers and toward more vulnerable refined
products such as gas liquids or petrochemical carriers.
According to some analysts, these strikes appeared more
damaging suggesting the use of more effective incendiary
weapons.43 On 6 Maich, U.S. forces fired on Iranian
gunboats attempting to engage a U.S. Navy supply barge. The
fcllowing day, U.S. heli~zopters came under fire from gunners
on Iranian oil platiforms. And on 14 April, the U.S.S.
Samuel B. Roberts (FFG-58) struck a minz2 55 miles northeast

cf Qatar having juut completed the year's 25th escort

mission. The Roberts nad 2scorted the reflagged liquified

41
C'Reurke, p. 30.

42
Towell, p. 1057,

JAR}
""Product Tanker Attacks May S$ignal Gul! War shifc,"
Petroleum Intelligence Weekly, 1 February 1988, p. 7,
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44
gas carrier Gas King through the Gulf to Kuwa.l. While

over one hundred tankers had been damaged »Hy mines,
missiles, and gunfire throughout the long Iran-Iraq War,
this was the first time a U.S. vessel had been hit and
damaged by a mine (see Table 8).
The Reagan Administration ordered U.S$, military forces in
the region to step-up plans and preparations for a possible
retaliatory strike against Iran for resuming its mine-laying
operations in international waters. Press reports indicated
the retaliatory plan "was a possible limited military attack
coupled with a stern warning from the U.S. government that
any further mining by Iran would bring harsher military
reprisals."45

Mines recovered from the :rea by U.S. naval units
clearly indicated an Iranian connection. The serial numbers
matched the production line of the type of mines captured
from the Iranian landing craft Jrap Ayr in September 1987.
Additionally, the mine s casings remained free of any sea

growth clearly indicatirg rthat the nine field had been

raceatly sowr.. Actarg o21. rhis evidence, President Reagan,

e e ————— - e e —

id
Moll. Muou.e, "U.S. Wa rnaip Damaged by Gulf Blast,"”
The #oplyirn_oa Pogt . Aprildl 15, 1984, p 1.
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in full consultation with the senior leadership of Congress,
ordered U.S. naval forces, in a "measured" response, to
destroy three Iranian gas oil separation platforms (GOSP's)
and one Iranian warship. Accordingly, U.S. ships destroyed
the Sassan and Sirri GOSP's with naval gunfire and explosive
charges after warning the Iranian crew to evacuate the
platforms. After two Iranian F-4 Phantom aircraft that had
approached U.S. naval units in the vicinity of the Sirri
platform were chased off by surface-to-air missiles, the
U.S.S. Wainright (CG-28) and the U.S.S. Simpson (FFG-56)
destroyed the Joshan, an Iranian guided missile patrol boat,
with missiles and naval gunfire. After learning that armed
Iranian Boghammer speedboats were attacking United Arab
Emirates owned o¢il platforms in the Mubarak ocil fields and a

U.S. flagged supply tug, the Willie Tide, President Reagan

personally authcrized an attack on these boats by U.S.S.
Enterprise (CVN-65) based A-6E Intruder aircraft, At least
one Boghammer was sunk, several severely damaged, and the
remainder fled at high speed back to the Iranian
kevolutionary Guard base on Abu Musa Island.46

Later that afternooun, an A-6E aircraft, cenducting a
iow fly-by to obtain a visual identification on a suspected

Iranian warship, was fired on by the British-built SAAM

class Iranian frigate Sahand, which had just sortied from

46
Towell, p. 1058.
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the Iranian naval base at Bandar Abbas in reaction to the
U.S. retaliatory strikes. As soon as the on-acene commander
declared the ship hostile, carrier based A-6E and A-7E

aircraft alung with the U.8.S. Joseph Strauss (DDG-15) sank

the Sahand in a coordinated missile and laser-guided bomb
attack. Shaitly thereafter, a second SAAM class frigate,
the Sabalap, also fired on an A-6E conducting a visual
identification check. The aircraft returned fire with a
single laser-guided bomb effectively crippling the ship.
Secretary of Defense Frank C. Carlucci called off the attack
on the Sabalan before additional firepower could be brought
to bear.47 Ironically, while U.S. naval forces were
engaging Iranian forces in the southern Persian Gulf, Iraqi
forces successfully dislodged the Iranian occupation of the
Fao Peninsula near the strategic Shatt-Al-Arab waterway in
the northern Persian Gulf. This incident was the last major
confrontation between Iran and the United States prior to
the 3 July incident in which the U.S.S. Vingennes (CG-49)

mistakenly shot down an Iranian commercial A-300 airbus

47
For a first-hand account of Operation Praying Mantis
as told by the operational commanders on the scene see: Bud
Langston and Don Bringle, "Operation Praying Mantis - The
Air View" and J.B. Perkins, III, "Operation Praying Mantis -
The Zurface View," U.S. Naval Instjitute Proceedings, May
1989, pp. 54-70.
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enroute from Bandar Abbas to Dubai while over the Strait of
48
Hormuz.

48

For detailed information on the accidental downing
of Iran Air 655 see: Department of Defense, "Investigation
Report: Formal Investigation into the Downing of Iran Air
Flight 655 on 3 July 1988 and U.S. Congress, Senate,
Committee on Armed Services, Investigation into the Downing
of an Iranian Airliner by the U.S.S. "Vincennes.'" Hearing.
(Washington: U.S. Gov't. Print. Qff., 8 September 1988). See
&lso: Norman Friedman, "The Vincennes Incidernt,” U.S. Naval
Institute Proceedings, May 1989, pp. 72-79; and, U.S. Dept.
of State,Iran Air 655: Steps to Avert Further Tragedies,
Current Policy Document No. 1092 (Washingten: U.S. Govt.
Print. Off., 1988).
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CHAPTER IV
ENDS VERSUS MEANS: THE CONCEPTS

'Cheshire puss,' she began rather c¢imidly. . . .
'would you tell me please, which way I ought to
go from here?'’

‘That depends a good de?l on vwhere you want to
get to,' said the cat.

Lewis Carroll
Alice in Wonderland
The Objective
The combat petween U.S. and Iranian forces in the

Persian Gulf on 18 April, 1988, was the largest naval &Lnrttle
fought since the end of World War II. Immediately afl:.r the
fog of battle had lifted and the result ol the U.S. Navy's
superb performance became clear, a myriad of questions
surfaced as to the relationship between our stated political
objectives and the military means (role of force) used in
attempting to achieve thoss objectives. The elemental
concept that a clear sense of purpoge must form the basis of
all plans of action has been the cornerstone of strategic
thonght for over 2,500 years. The Cheshirs Cat
notwithstanding, strategists from Sun Tzu to Carl von
Clausewitz and as recently as Caspar Weinherger have all

made it abundantly c¢lear that the relationship between

1
Lewis Carroll, Alice in Wonderland; as quoted in:

John M. Collins, Grapd Strateqgy: Principles and Practices
(Annapolis: U.S. Naval institute Press, 1973), p. 1.
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military and political objectives is central to the decision
to commit combat forces into a given situation.
Weinberger's six major tests for the use of U.S. combat
forces reflects a continuation of the age old attempt to
rationalize the political context within which military
force is applied (see Table 9). The establishment of a
clearly defined relationship between political objectives
and military means is central to Weinberger's six tests.
Interestingly, his analysis appears heavily influenced by
many of Clausewitz's dictums regarding this political-
military relationship. For example, Clausewitz's admonition
that "the political object is a3 goal, war is the means of
reaching it, and means can never be considered in isolation
from their purpose," is clearly reflected in Weinberger's
third test.2 This test i3 alsco firmly stamped with the
imprint of Clausewitz's dictum regarding war plans:

No one sgtarts a war - or rather, no one

in his senses ought to do so - without

first beinyg clear in his mind what he

intends to achieve by the war and how he

intends to conduct it. The former is its
political purpose; the latter its operaticnal

objective.3
Likewise, Clausewitz's warning that "the original peolitical
objectives can greatly alter during the course of the war

and may finally change entirely since they are influenced by

P
von Clausewitz, p. 81.

3
Ibid.., p. 579.
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events and their probable consequences" is strictly adhered
to and forms the basis of the fourth test.4 While no one
is claiming the United States was fighting a war against
Iran in the Persian Gulf, this strategic¢ thought process --
the ability to see relationships between objectives and
capabilities, ends and means, aspirations and interests, and
short-term and long-term priorities -- as conceptualized by
these latter-day (albeit dead) strategists, provides
valuable insight for current policymakers as to the proper
application of force in pursuit of political goals, As a
recent study clearly points out:

Prior to any future commitment of U.S. military

forces, our military leaders must insist that

the civilian leadership provide tangible,

obtainable political gcals. The political

objective cannot merely be a platitude, but
must be stated in concrete terms. While

such objectives may very well change during the
course of the war, it is essential that we beg%P
with an understanding of where we intend to go.
The Issues
Critics of the Admignistration's policy in the Persian
Gulf maintained that the plan to reflag 11 Kuwaiti tankers

was not placed in a comprehensive strategic context. The

protection of shipping plan, they contend, was apparently

4
Ibid., p. 92.
5
Hairy G. Summers Jr., ¢n Strategy: A c¢riticad
Anaiysis ¢of the Vietnam War (Navato, CA: Presidio Press,
1982), p. 185,
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TABLE 9

SECDEF'S SIX MAJOR TESTS FOR USE OF U.S. COMBAT FORCES

The United States should not commit forces to combat
overseas unless the particular engagement or occasion
is deemed wvital to our national interest or that of
our allies.

If we decide it is necessary to put combat troops into
a given situation, we should do so wholeheartedly and
with the clear intention of winning. TIf we are
unwilling to commit the forces or resources necessary
to achieve our objectives, we should not commit them
at all.

If we do decide to commit forces to combat overseas,
we should have clearly defined political and military
objectives. And we should know precisely how our
forces can accomplish those clearly defined
objectives. And we should have and send the forces
needed to do Jjust that.

The relationship between our objectives and the
forces we have committed -~ their size, composition
and disposition -~ must be continually reassessed

and adjusted if necessary. Conditions and objectives
invariably change during the course of a conflict,
When they do change, then so must our combat re-
quirements.

Before the United States commits combat forces
abroad, there must be some reasonable assurance we
will have the support of the American people and
their elected representatives in Congress. This
support cannot be achieved unless we are candid in
making clear the threats we face; the support
cannot be sustained without continuing and close
consultation.

The commitment of U.S. forces to combat should
be a last resort.
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made in a vacuum, without a clear, coherent and consistent
strategy for protecting vital U.S. interests in the region.
The debate within the decision-making process that led to
the placement of combat forces in the Persian Gulf in the
summer of 1987 failed to answer the vital question of "What
are we trying to accomplish with the use of military force?"
In short, the critics argued that the confusion over the
proper definition of the objective manifested itself in the
administration's allowance of available coptions to remain
limited to two unattractive alternatives: reflag and protect

Ruwaiti tankers or abandon the U.S.'s (already public)

commitment to Kuweit and suffer loss of credibility in the
6
Arab world.

The strategic cbjective of containing then ending the
Iran-Iraq War had two ancillary objectives -~ first, ending
the ground war which Iraq initiated and Iran insisted on

pursuing and secondly, ending the tanker war against

6
For a detailed discussion of the opposing views on

the Reagan Administration's reflagging and Persian Gulf
policy see: U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Armed
Services, Response to the Weinberger Report Concerning the
Administration's Securjity Arrangements in the Persian Gulf,
Report (Washington: U.S. Govc. Print. Off., 1987); U.S.
Congress, Senate, Committee on Armed Services, Persian Gulf:
Report to the Majorjity Lieader United States Senate from
Senator John Glenn and Senator John Warner on their Trip to
the Persian Gulf May 27 to Jupe 4, 1987 (wWashington: U.S.
Govt. Print. Off., 17 June 1987); and U.S. Congress, Senate,
Commitiee on Foreign kelations, War in the Persian Gulf: The
U.S. Takes 3ides, A Staff Report (Washington: U.S. Govt,
Print. Qff., November 1987).
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shipping in the Gulf for which Iraq was responsible. The
objective of ending the ground war was shared by the United
States, Iraq, the GCC states (including Ruwait), and to some
extent by the Soviet Union. Conversely, the United States
and Iran shared the common objective of enaing the tanker
war. <Crities argued that U.S. policy must distinguish
between these "shared and divergent objectives."7 When
viewed from this perspective, proitection of Ruwaiti tankers
they argue, does not make sense as the strategic interests
of the United States would be enhanced by an end to the
tanker war. In sho;t, by protecting a key Iragi ally, the
United States is promoting a continuation of the war at sea
and reducing the "downside risks for the principle aggressor
(Iraq) in the tanker war tc continue its attacks."8
Additionally, by protecting Kuwaiti tankers, the United
States squarely confronts Iran "with whom it shares the
objective of keeping the Gulf open for the free flow of

9
oii.” Therefore, these critics argue that:

7

U.S. Congress, Senate, Commitctee on Armed Services,
Responge to the Weinberger Report Concerxrning the
Adminigtration's Security Arrangements in the Persian Gulf,
Report, (Washington: U.S. Govt., Print Off., 1987); as
contained in 26 I.L.M., September 198/, pp. 1469-1470.
Hereafiter referred to as The Nunn Report.

The liupn Report, p. 1470.

70




The only plausible reason for protecting KRuwaiti
tankers and, thereby, encouraging further

ship attacks by Iraq is the posgsibility that

these events would influence the Iranians to end
the ground war. But the Administration has
produced no witnesses and no evidence that there
will be any effect on the ground war or that

this is even a purpose of the move. Thus, the
United States proposes to play an expanded
military role which is counter to one objective
(ending the '‘'tanker war') and which will not bhe
effective in attaining the sacond (ending the
"Qround war). The United States is about to repeat
the same mistake it made in Lebanon: U.S. military
forces are to be employed in a symbolic mission
without clear and attainable military
objectives .10

In short, Iran's attacks on Gulf shipping is a
retaliatory response which would probably stop if Iraq
ceased its attacks in the Gulf as Iran depends heavily
on its own Gulf shipping to fuel the war effort. The
U.S. naval forces poised against Iran are, "in effect,
hostage to Iraqgi war policy.“11

Critics of the administration's policy in the PBersian
Gulf also maintained that the protection of shipping plan
placed too much emphasis on protecting interests {access to
oil, security of moderate Arab states, limiting Soviet
influence) which were not being substantially threatened at
the time. Given the huge volume of shipping traffic through

the Strait of Hormuz (350-400 ships per month) and the

10

2

bl

=]

|

11
Senate Committee on Foreign Kelations Staft Report,

p. 43.




limited number of attacks (less than one percent of Gulf
shipping has been disrupted) it becomes readily "apparent
that the 11 RKuwaiti tankers proposed for reflagging and the

relatively insignificant amount of oil they may carry are
12
not the real issues." The real issues are:

First, tuo strategic interests of the U.S.

{and the industrialized West) in an area that
holds 50-60 percent of the worlds' known
petroleum reserves and sesond, the threat

posed to that interest by the Iran-Iraq War.
T'ne "Tanker War" per se, does not significantly
threatzn that interest -- few 0il tankers have
been sunk and the price of o0il has actually
decreased since the tanker war began

(March 1984). 13

These critics also maintain that Iran exports more oil than
Kuwait and the “"U.S. has not expressed concern about the
free flow of Iranian oil."14 They also charge that it is
difficult to justify the protection of shipming plan when
the United States is indirectly protecting the interests of
Iraqg who initiated the tanker war and wno has carried out

over 70% of the shipping attacks. including many on U.S.

12
U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Armed Services,
Pergian Gulf: Report to the Majority Leader United States
Senate from Senator John Glenn and Senator John Warner on
Their Trip to the Persian Gulf May 27-June 4, 1987
(Washington: U.S. Govt. Print Off., 17 June 1987), p. 16.
Hereafter referred toc ar The Glenn-Warner Trip Report.

Ipid.

14
The Nunn Report, p. 1467.
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allied tankers.

Some have taken the argument a step further by claiming
the overall concept for the defense of the Gulf oil fields
and transit routes borders on "strategic absurdity":

The original determination of *“wvital interest"
for a commodity of some economic value --

but of marginal strategic cricicality -- has
established a momentum which places virtually
all opticns in the hands of the potential
onnenent. The U.5. Nas created an inadequate
force of substantial cost to deploy as a
sacrificial player in the narrow hope of
dissuading an aggressor {rom seizing a prize he
probably has little need for -- and which has
little more than comfort and standard-of-living
value to the West. . . . The planning for
defense of the Persian Gulf is an example of
severe disharmony between national peolicy and
military strategy. There is gimply no rgﬁ}onal
way the latter can live up to the former.

Likewise, c¢ritics argue that the Administration's
preoccupation with U.S.-Soviet competition in the region as
a zero-sum game detracts from a more balanced and regional
approach to Gulf security. The internal domestic,
political, economic, religious and cultural factors of the
regional stataes that tend to play against the Soviet Union
are not factored into the strategic equation. Soviet fear
of regional hegemony by a fanatical and fundamentalist Iran

coupled with internal ethnic tension in Soviet Armenia and

Ibid.

I

A"
Edward B. Atkeson, "The Persian Gulf: Still a Vital
Interest?," Armed Forcoe~ Journol Iabtliiuabi_.al, apcii 1987,

r. 56.
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Azerbailjan 1s not taken into account when develop.ng
security strategy for the Persian Gulf:

Possibilities for Soviet gains in the reagion avre
severely limited by ingrained Arab suspicions of
Soviet power and purpose. Indeed, the only
potential Soviet advance may lie in its emerging
rapprochement with Iran -- a develobment,
ironically. being encouraged by current U.S.
policgy.

While generally supportive of the administration's
military arrangements, some critics maintained that the lack
of landbased air cover, threats against non-military
targets, and lack of burden sharing arrangements with Europe
and Japan would combine to severzly inhibkit the conduct of
the protection of shipping plan. A forsboding statement
rrom a Senate Armed Services Committse Report of 29 June,
1987, raised another issue critical to the success of the
nlan:

That being the thrzat from naval mines.
Mine warfare would be an indirect form of
attack that Iran might favor. U.S$. mine

countermeasurss capabilities are severesly
1“1‘[" oA A consoguence, fh" TTI»ir'd C‘f‘FlT' S

e Vb T, \1 ll\(\
rﬁd well in advanca Lo counter
.18 (Emphasis added)

fDSD

In summary, the tactic of protectinag Kuwaifi ships,
criftics argue, was not placed 1n a comprzhensive stratzgic

conrext. The relavionship between Fuwaitil tanker protection

Senate Committec on Foraign Relations Statf Raport,

2 Hann Paeport. . 1474,
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and U.5. strategic obilectives {(ending the Tran-Iraqg War and
Keeping Iran intact as a buffer state against Soviet
hegemony) was not properly factored into the stratagic
equation. The primary reason for U.S. involvement in the
region -- the obiective of limiting Soviet influence -- was
based on the false assumption that the threat of Soviert
hegemony in the Gulf was imminent. By making a public
commitment to Kuwait, inserting forces, then debating the
strategy ali without Congressional support., the

administraticn put itself in the “"untenable position of

)

inplementing a military policy which lackead

&

trategic

vurpeose and which is unlikely, should hostilities erupt, to
ceivs sustalned support from the Congresse and the American
19

r

Qv

peopl=a. Other policy options should have bean developed,

without ‘“directly or abruptly abandoning the commitment fo

Yuwait" for a coursz of action that accounte for ths
20

achievement of the overall strategic objective.

il
T

The Fole of

oY o

13}

The political context within which military force is
applied has long been a source oL controversy oftzn l=zading
to bittey debate, confusion of policy, a paralysis of
forces, and ultimately an embarrassment or outcigue failor-

to achi=vs political and military objectives.

19

ibid., p. 147/6.
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It has long been recognized that the use of force is
not an end in itself but a means by which states pursue
political objectives. What has not been clear, particularly
in recent years, is an agreement on how force is to be
applied within this political context. As mentioned
previously, tbh's lack of consensus is dramatically
illustrated by the long-standing institutional differences
between intragovernmental agehcies in the political-military
decision-making ar.na in Washington, D.C. A recant study21
concluded that a "dysfunction" exists between civilian and
military thiuking on the use of force in "this confused,

”
semipolitical, semimilitary era of violent peace."a2
Civilian planners prefer to werk frcm a saries of options
that provide maximum flexibility and a low risk of failure.
Thevy tend to view the instruments of war as a means to send
diplomatic¢ signals to potential adversaries {(and friends).

This is accomplished by establishing a military presence,

coercing, or conducting "surgical strikes" to demonstrats

23
Amaerican prestige and influence throughout the world.
21
Bremment, p. 27.
22
James H. Webb Jr., "An Appropriate Use of Force,"

llaval War College Review, Winter 1983, p. 26.

7%

Suinmers, U.35. Hews & World Report, p. 27.




Conversely, military planners prefer to deal with
concrete objectives as early as peossible to properly plan
and execute military operations. To the military planner,
the purpose of force is to prevail, not to send subtle
diplomatic signals. U.S. military capability is viewed
"less as a scalpel than az a battle-ax" designed and
intended to increase an adversary's perception that the
foreign policy ¢of the United States is backed up by a potent
force structure with the political will and resolve to use
those means when vital national interests are at stake.24
Add to this lack of consensus on the role of force, a
changing Third World order-of-battle that includes
sophisticated precision-guided weapons and a lack of
sufficient U.S. forces to cover all contingencies, and the
result is quite ggten less effective than what policymakers

had anticipated.

In Force Without War, U.S. Armed Forces as a Political

Instrument, Blechman and Kaplan define the political use of

armed forces as occurring when:
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Physical actions are taken by one or more
components of the uniformed military services

as a part of a deliberate attempt by the national
authorities to influence, or to be prepared to
influence, specific¢ behavior of individuals

in another nation without engaging in a
continuing conhtest of violence.

The key to this concept lies in the policymakers recognition
that objectives are to be achieved through the effect the

27
force has on the perceptions of the adversary. This

conceptual framework also relates very closely to John
Cable's definition of gunboat diplomacy:

Gunbeat diplomacy 1s the use or threat

of limited naval force, otherwise than

as an act of war, in order to secure
advantage, or to avert loss, either in

the furtherance of an international dispute
or else against foreign nationals within
the *territory or the jurisdiction of their
own Stateﬁ

Both concepts stress the limited and calculated use of
force, short of all-out war., to obtain poclitical objectives
by reinforcing or modifying the behavior ovf indiwvidual

leaders within a tarqget state,

26
Barry M. Blechman and Stephen S. Kaplan, Force
Without War: U.S. Armed Forces as a Political Insrcrument
(Washington: The Brookings Institution, 1978), p. 12.

James Cabhle, Gunboat Diplomacy 1819-1579: Political
Applications of Limited Maval Force (London: The MacMillan

Pr~ss, Ltd., 1981), p. 39.
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In theilir study., Blechman and Kaplan conclude that when
the nature of relations between two countries is hostile,
military force is normally used as an instrument of coercive
diplemacy. In this case, force is used "to deter the target
from an undesired action or from stopping a desired action;
or to compel the target to do or to stop doing

2

something,"u9 Likewise, force may also be used to support
a non—-antagonist in cne of two ways: "to assure a sacond
target that it will continue to do or not do something; or i
to induce a sec¢ond target to do or stop doing something.”30
Regardless of the mode, the authors note that force can be
applied aither directly to a specific target or indirectly
to intermediaries. When placed in a naval context, these
terms relate very closely to Cable's definitions of
expressive, catalytic, purposeful, and definitive uses of
force and Edward Lut