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"Man's dearest possession is life and since
it is given to him to live but once, he must
so live as not to be seared with the shame of
a cowardly and trivial past, so live as not
to be tortured for years without purposej so
livei that dying he can says 'All my life and
my strength were giveﬁ to the first cause of

the world -~ the liberation of mankind'"™

NICOLI OSTROVSKY



INTRODUCTION

~Attempting on contemporary issues means usherihg trouble
for professional academicians and reéearchers; This study
being a current issue, which has continued for many months and
may continue for many more years to come, may highlight new.
facts and come with new analysis in due course which may
substantially disprove this research work. This is more likely
in an area like the Gulf wheré chronic changes are taking place
since early 1978. However, the study period for this topic
has been confined till 1985,

Like two bone-weary prize~fighters Iran and Iraqg £3iil
at one another in a ring of territory, straddling their

frontier,

The Iran-Irag war which broke out in September 1980 and
which continues unabated till now, has taken a tol of over
100,000 lives and even now, in the present state of military |
indeterminateness casts each combatant roughly a billion '
dollars per month. It has also increased international tension
by precipitating new alliances .and a rearrangement of forces

in the already turbulent Middle East.

The focus of this dissertation is on the historical,
- economic and political dimensions of the war between Iran and
Irage The initial chapter examines many historical aspects

which led to the creation of the modern state of Irag and Iran.
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It traces developments as early as the fourth millenium BC
to the early 1979 ~- after the Shi'a Islamic revolution
seized power in Iran and its brand of revolution to Irag
through a propaganda campaign aimed mainly at the Shi'a
community, which comprises of more than half of the Irag
population, inciting it to revolt against the Sunni-dominated

- Baathist regime.

The dynamic role of the Super Powers in these regions
prior to.the conflict, is analysed in chapter two. The inter-
changing roles of the Super Powers and theif diplomatic
‘policies and issues are framed for their own personal gains, -
thus making the two victim regions -- Iran and Irag -- puppets

in their political game.

The third chapter illustrates the originatioh, issues,
proposals and lessons of the conflict. However, the terms
demanded by those who rule Iran today do appear extortionate,
from financial as well as political and economic standpoint.

In fact, it is difficult to understand what are the specific
dbjéctives for which this fight is carrying on so furiously,

and with such a conspicuous disregard for nonaligned and other
international opinion. By'the same token, it is difficult to
appreciate the stubborness of the ruling group in Iraq in
refusing to jettison a leader like Saddam Hussein. The objective

of this chapter is also to reveal the destructions of war ==
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in economic resources, how foreign trade hampered, the
killings of innocent people and the failure bf human wisdom

to rebuff the war -- as no war is inevitable.

The attitudes of the Super Powers in the conflict are
examined in the fourth chapter. Militarily speaking} a
- trench war has shown a seesaw game without tilting the
strategic balance one way or the other. An open ®'armsbaryar’
is there where hardly any ideology interacts. Here, light
is shed on the failure of all the attempts to mediation made
so far and proposals to adépt peace and parry this horrendous
conflict, This is evident from the quantity of ammunitions and
armaments the warring countries possess. Will the war end?
Will either of the Super Powers succeed in their mission?
Or, is negotiation and peace the only answer to save mankind?
An attempt is made to assess the bilateral issues, perceptions

and prosgpects of peace.

Limited war requires a limitation of the aims pursued by
the opponents. The limitation of war aims must be declared
immediately -- sudden and total disaster or peace and
negotiation, or is the Question Absurd? The worst of all
possible cold=war worlds is a self-generating arms race
feeding upon a rapidly advancing technology, each country

progressing at a different rate kept secret from the other.
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War can always be prevented by the trivially simple
device of surrender. But most men know that death is
preferable to slavery: the path of peace cannot ignore
justice: and thus the war continues. Loose thinking is
seldom permissible. It should be avoided like the blague in
the discussion of our strategic ~- military problems since
the answers we need affect our survival, individually and
as a nation. Yet it is here where hard thinking and peace
negotiations and a keen sense of brotherhood would pay off

most handsomely.,

The theoretical literature pertaining to this research
work is based on primary sources including the government
documents of Iran and Irage. Such secondary sources as books,

research articles, press clippings are also made use of.



Chapter I

HISTORY OF IRAQ AND IRAN
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chapter=1I

HISTORY OF IRAQ AND IRAN

Lrag

Iraq 12 a nation in search of cultural identity, a modern
state that is attempting to accommodate the traditions of a very
0ld society while coping with the rapid political and economic
changes of the twenticth centurye. The historical records show
Iraq to have been a difficult conntry.to govern. Over 150 years,
thefe have been few prolonged periods when conditions of internal
order and external relations have provided reassurance for those

in authority.

'Iraq centres the sumerian civilization in the world and its
ancient histoiy.dates_back t0 the fourth millenium B.C: There
was a progreassion of societies basged primarily on irrigation and
agriculture. These included the sumerians, who wers conquered
by the Akkadians and vho in turn gave way to the RElammtes.

Under one of the greatest kings of antiquity Hammurabl, Iraq
attained a high degiée of splendorel This in turn gave way
before new invaders from the north and the east - chief among
these werc the Késsites. Subsequent conquerors included the

Mitannians, the Biitites of Asia Minor, the warlike Assyrianse.

1.%he Middle East and goﬁh Africa 12th ed., (London $ European
Publications Ltde = 190



This releﬁtless cruel éhain of eveﬁts eventuzlly gave way to
Persién dominaxidn which made Iraq one of the imperial
provinces and a buffer zone betweén Persian and Roman empires.
The land finally became an arena for prolonged warfare between
Byzantium and Persia, who were to exhaust themselves to the
point of being unable to meet the formidable danger‘which was

to come from the south.2

The state of Iraq:has existed only since 1920, when it
was created under British aegis as a mandate. With its 170,000
square miles (440,300 sq. km.) land area and a population of
over 14 miilionvin 1984, Iraq is the largest of the fertile
crescent cpuntries rimming'the northermn edge of Arabian
Peni!iaual.3 |

abic Conqucat

The religious and political organizations that Muhammad
devéioped at Mecca and Medina aroused and released in Arabia
powérful talent forces which bought outlets in neighbouring
territoriese The death of Muhammad on June 8, 632 ushered in
a perlod of internal conflict when Abu Bakr was compelled to
“recovert“ or to militarily subjugate Arabian dissidents. with

LSkam
this the sword of JFoheam extended from Arabia eastwards to0

2+ The Middle East _and Hcrthéfg}gig 12th edition (Iondon 3

' Buropa publications Ltd. 1965

e '%;gg $ Ministry of Planning, itatistical Pocketbook
Baghdad $ Central Statistical Organization, 1982 p{9-11



, impenetrate India, Syria, Palestine, Bgypt and Iran. The
!conquest of Iraq, then a part of the Persian Empire, began

under one of the greatest Arab general, Khalid - ib - al - Walid
in 634. Kufh>in Iraq was the then capitale. VWith the entry of
the Umayyad rule in Iraq, it became the centre of shi'ism and
the problem of poll-tax resulted in a strengthening of the
shi'ite position in Iraq.i The Abbasid Caliphate marked the
greatést per;od in Iraqﬁi_history, WithvpfOSPGrity in economic
fields. In the 15th century, the Portuguese diaooéered the
route around the Gape of qpod Hope, and their monopoly of Eastern

trade effectively sealed off most of Iraq's prosperity.

"The Ottoman Empire

Iraq turned out to be a most difficult and expensive
proposition for the Ottomans. After the conguest in 1453, the
Ottoman politidal system was headed by a Sultan and his government
was called the "Sublime Porte®. Howevér, i1t was early in 1634
that the entiremtérritory of contemporary Iiaq came under
permanent Ottoman_rule. The communal riots between the‘eunnis
and the shias classes of Iraq and the deterloration in the
central administration system, pronounced thé downfall of the
Ottoman Empire in the early 17th Century. Iraq stood on the
periphery of the great contest taking place in Rurope and Asia
during the eighteenth century. The "gublime parte' in the
meantime was undergoing consiﬁerable reform and in 1831 one

Alil Ridha Pasha was sent to Iraq " to end the Memluk system and
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regaiﬁ direct possession of Iraq”o4 The Mamluk era, which

began in 1704 was finally overpo%ered by the Ottomans in 1831

and once again Ir@g was under the ottoman rules A leading ottoman
statesman Midhat Pasha, took the initiative to reform Iraq's
administrative reorganization, the establishment of seocular
education and the betterment of tribes. His reforms were known
as “Midhat's reforms. He welcomed the European participation

as afdeciéive factor in the future of Iraq. Steamboats were
‘eoon seen on the rivers of Iraq, telegraph lines appeared after
1861, rail road proposals were being developed and reform along
vestern lines became more evident. Newspapers, schools, law
colleges, hospitgls, tramvays, axmy.concri*ation, postal services
end administrative councils, mere concrete evidence of European
influencee A process of fundamenfal change. albeit negligible

at the time, had begun and no regime could possibly reverse the
trende Henceforth the form of nation building vae started by

§ir Percy Cox, who was appointed British Commissioner in

Bagbdéﬁ in 1920, when he set up the Arab Bxecutive Council as

the nueleus of a national administrations’

The British Mandate = 1920-1932

The impact of British rule has been second only to that of

4+ 'The Impact of Modernization on Iraqii Society During the
Ottoman Era - by 'Abd - 8l - Rahman. PheD disa
University of Michigan, 1958

5¢ Middle East gouigal. Volume I Noe3, Cxford University
ress, July 1
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Ottoman rule in shaping modern Irage Ag state builders, the
British created or developed an 1mpr§ssive array of insgtitutions
2 monarchy, a parliament, a Western style Constitution, a
bn@eaéracy._and an ammy. Britain's stay in Irew vas one of

the shortest in its imperial career. Moreover, for much of
Britain's tenure in Iraqs its policy was vacillating and

indeclsives

World War I proved. to be a futal blow to.the Ottoman
Empirce As early as 1914, Britain occupied the provipces of
al-FJow and Babrae. -The British, subsequently reérouped and with
tﬁe aid of Indian divisions were finally able to re-establieh
their hold on southern iraq and they captured Baghdsd in March,
1917. The British policy during the 19th century followed a
rather insincere and ambiguous course dedicated to the
preservation of the Ottoman Empire, yet hedged with the
qualifications and reservations - as they controlled the road
and river routes thro' Mesopotamia and India. British diplomatic
performance during the‘eourse of World War I - most significant
gecret partition agreements in the bargain formalized with Irag

on May 16, 1916 known officially as the Sykes-Picot agreement.e

6e Sykes-Picot agreement - one provision of this agreement
is Russis has t0 obtain the provinces of Erzerum, Trekizand
Van and Bitlis (known as Turkish Armemia) as well as
. territory, in the northern part of Kundistan.

- @George lLenczomski, The Middle Bast in gEEIG Affalrs
New York : Cormell University Press, 1 '
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In the CIemegi’cean - Lolyo George agreement of December
1918, France consented to the inclusion of the Mosul area in L)
Britain's sphere of influence in compénsation for British
military actién in ﬁesopqtaminea. This essentially consolidated
the Bribsposition in Iraqe

On April 24, 1920, the peace delegates met again at.
gan Remo on the Italian River and British was given mandatory
povwers over Iraq and Palestine. This resulted in a violent
reaction on the part of Iraqui nationalists against the British
adminigtrators - whioh lasted from May to October 1920 and cost
the British nearly £ 40,000,000, Military rule under the
British was terminated and Sir Percye. Z. COX. brganized a
‘provincial council of state with Sayyad Abd = al - Rahman
al - Gailani as the Priﬁe Minister and the British were assigned

only an adviser's rolee.

Mardate of Independence

Iraq was the first Arad State to rise to the dignity of
independences. However, the most 1mmédiate problem concerned
the question of who was to rule Iréq. The British were convinced
that “it could only maintain its influence in Iraq if it were

ol

to pnf a monarch at the head of this government. In London,

7« Brockelmaw, Socilalist IZgg (Middle East Institute
Washington, 1978 - ’
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é new colonian sécretary. Winston Churohill,‘had been

selected, and one of his first actions was to convene a
conference at Cairo to "decide, once and for all, the m§ny
outstanding Middle Bastern question and to decide the ruler of
Iraq." It was determined that Prince Faisal, one of King
Hussain's four sons, was acceptable to the King Seekers at
Cairoe The British encouraged Faisal to visit Irﬁq and offer
himself as King -~ on the condition that his government should
be a "constitutional representative and a democratic one'.s

This selection was ratified by %“a sort of people's asaemﬁly' |
and Faisal was proclaimed king on August 23, 1921 by Sir Pefcy
Coxe Eversince then, the cordial relationship between the
British and Iraqui nationaliste was renewed: by subsequent
;tigaﬁies on October 10, 1922; January 13, 1926; December 14,1927
and June 30, 1930. The last treaty provided for a 25~year'
alliance between the two countries and confirmed British support
of Iraq's admission to the_ieague of Nations; it promised that
Iraq's full independence and the termination of the British |
mandate would be effective on the date of Iraq's entry into the
League of Nations on October 23, 1932. Iraé vas g0 admitted
after héving given_“gﬁarggtees for the protection of minorities;
the rights of foreigners, respect for human rights; and the
recognition of debts and treaties concluded by the mandatory
power*®. It was againet these nnpalafable control that the
forces of Iragyi nationaliem rebelled.

-8 Iraq = Ministry of Foreign Affairs, R port
ration of ITran 19992 (Tewa-. o eport on the Administ-



The inculcation of national feeling and its martial
tenor began with the educational system and this later led to
the need for an amye. According to the Treaty of 1923, Irag
would ultimately be responsible for defence and no less than
25% of her revenues for this purpose would be allotted from her
national budget. The strength of Iraq's army was 20,000 in
April 1925, which gradually grew from 3,500 in 1922 to 7,000
in 1927, reaching some 11,500 at independencee

The unexpected death of King PaiBal in 1933, interrupted
Iraq's strife for self-government and progress. Faisal vas
succeeded by his son, Ghazi I, (1933-39) and in this perioad
emerged the problems of age-@}d animosities between the sunni
muslims and the shi'ite tribes on the Bnphrates; the persistent
problem of relations with the kurds in the north-east; the
massacre of Assyrians in 1933 to suppress the Assyrian 'peril'
and political intrigues which led %o the first military cemp &'
etat of 1936s A group called the Ikha-al-Watani (National
Brotherhooé - formed in 1930) dominated Iraqui politics and
opposed the,Anglo-Iraqui t:eaties.._Army officers led by Gen.

. Bekrsidki looked upon the western imposed division of the
Arad World as artificial and advocatéd instead some sort of
Pan-Arab federatiohé. They formed a 00a11fion with the Ahali
grbup (People's group) to overthrow the existing Ikha Cabinet.
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»A'successru1 c§mg de'etat was executed on Octobver 29, 193647

The only positive contribution of Bekr's rule was to conclude the
saldabad Pact on July 9, 1957. This treaty joined Izgia with
Turkey, Iran and AfghanistanesSOH August 11, 1937, Bekr was
aésaséinated in Mesﬁl by rival army leaders. Britain n@w alds
Gen 3 Nuries - §aid to head the state. |
§gcoﬁ§fﬁo§lﬁ w§f

Relations with Great Britain deteriorated inspite of a
strong profBritish faction in the Iraqui armys Gefman and
Italien pfqpoganda was guick to take advantage of all adverse
situations. The most dominant figure during the period was |
Bash;d‘Ali-gl-Gﬁilam, who in conspiracy with a group of four
colonels known as the “golden square® tended to favour a pro-axie
- positione Actually, I}aq's position changed as the“fortuné_of
war changed. To the French and English the Anglo-Iragdi alliance
“had become a liability; rio_eomplicate matters, éﬁazi_was
succeeded by his infant son, Faisal II and a reg;ncy was
established under Prince Abdul Ilah, a maternal uncle who was
accep#able;by the Britishs Iragjibecame a centre of Nazi
and Italian intrigue. Yubsequent camps by ermy leaders and
the landing of British troops in Iraq from Palestine finally
forced Rashid ali out of power. The so-called thirty day
war between Great Britain}and Iraq was concluded with a

negotiatedvarmistice.

9 George Lenozouski, The Middle Past in World Affairs (New
York ¢ Cornell Unive_—ﬁlrs y'P're""s"s"s“‘TS'EsT—'L"‘—L—‘r",,m P
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The war years were punctuated by broad strikes, especially
in the year 1943 with inflation and economically. the war

created an even more visible oligarchy.
he Haghemite 1946~1958

éhe government of Iraq in 1954 was confronted with the basic
problems as a result of these arrangementss '

(meR)
(1) Whether or not to join the Kortharn'fler defensec pactse

(2) How to change her relationship with Great Britain to whom
she was still linked by 1930 treaty.‘o LT
Qhe foraationf of“the United Arab Republic in 1958 and its
dissolution in 1961 was one such attempt to translate Arab nationa-
liem into Arab unity. Another such effort was the creation
of the league of Arab States - as proposed under the Protocal
of Alexandria on October 7, 1944. The Turkish-Iraqfi Pact was
signed in Baghdad on February 24, 1955 by the President of Turkey
and King of Irages On April 4, 1955, Great Britain and Iraq
concluded a special agreement in Baghdad whereby Great Britain
agreed to give Iraq military aid; In thies era Britain had
more control as United States hesitated to participate in the
pact. The Suez Crisis of October-November 1956, created the
‘fear in Iraq that Egyptian-Israeli hostilities might expand
 beyond siﬁai. This first reaction to the Spread of Nasserisim

10 valdemar Gallman, = * Iraq under General Nuri -
Baltimore : John Hopknis University Press, 1964
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was followed by a Confederation of Iraq and Jorden on
February 14, 1958s The King of Iraq became the head of the
Federation, known as "The Arad Fedaration” and its capital

‘alternated every six months between Baghdad and Ammane

Brigadier General Abdul Karim Kassun engineered a ceMp 4°
etat on July 14, 1958 and took control of the citye All the
royal members in Baghdad, including King PFaisal were put to
deaths General ‘ENZnnounoeﬂ to create a républic of Iraq

and liberate the country from the domination of imperialisme
The Qasim Era (1958-1963)

Due to deep egated discontent among officers and civilian
politicians with the regimes foreign policy and its slowness
to refom, the military camp overthrew the monarchy and inaugu-
rated a nevw era in Iraqyi history. Chief of Staff Rafiq Arif
was regsponsible to initiate the first revolutionary movement.
revived in the autumn of 1956 under the impetus of the Suez
crisis.1? SeveTral new groups were formed, some apparently
influenced by the Liberal Democratic Program of the NDP (IATNR
DEMoCRATIC ....Taand others influenced by the Communisise Most Were
Pam=-Arab in orientation.

Gene Qaahn's government had been recognized by Soviet

Union, Yugoslavia and the People's Republic of China. Later,

he was involved in a conspiracyvplanned4by his Deputy Premier

11  Uriel Dann - Iraq Under Qassem (New York 3 Praeger, 1969@
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Colonel Abdul Saleem Arif, who had connections with the

Baath or renaissance party. On 14th July, a eoﬁp initiated by
Gene Qabnu and Colonel Aref arrested Nuri and the crown prince
and killed them bothe The lion's share of power went to Gene
Qasim while 0010ne1'Aref becaﬁe the Prime Minister.

Within five days, a struggle for power between the two
main protagonists of the camp begane The differences between
Qasim and Aréf crystalised around a key policy question -
union wifh Egypte Aref soon began to put himsélf in the limelight
in Iraq's foreign policy. A month_later, he was tried and killede.

Among the major political grOnpings like the Istqlal
(Independence Party), the National Democratic Party (Socialists),
the Ba%h (Renaissance Party), the Communist Party of Iraq
(prov8oviet) mention should be made of the Kursish rebels - a
separate group although they represented a pro-Soviet element in
Iraqe The Mosul revolt on March 8, 1959 and the Kiskuk Massacre
from July 14 to 19, 1959 were ﬁroducta of communist tactics,
which emerged in this era and weré curbed prudently by Gen}e.

Kassem,

The Kurdish Egbellion.é 1961

Unsuccessful attempts, to attain an autonomous Kurdistan
were made in 1919, 1937-38 and again in 1946 to no availe The
premier leader of the 1946 rebellion in Iraq, Mustafa Bahzami was

allowed to return from exile in 1958 by the Kassem governmente.
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The new government included a Kurd' Shayk Baba' Ali, as a Cabinet
Minlster and thus the kurds were co-partners within the |
framework of Iragui unity. Mustafa Benganl and his supporters
organized the Eurdish Democratic Pa'rty (KD@).12 During the
summer of 1960, Berzani demanded full autonomy for the
Kurds/inkurdisten. Premier Kasben replied by supplying to the
anti=Barzani Kurdish tribes, arms and money. In retaliation,
Barzanl went toc Moscow to obtain Soviet support for his position.
During the summer of 1962, neﬁrly 20,000 Kurdish insurgents
'continuéd guerills warfarevin northern Iragqe On February 8,
1963, a miiitary camp carried out in Baghdad overthrew the
Kassem regime and a new military Juﬁta assumed powere Kaosgsem's
failure in providing a constitution to Iraq and cont inuous
agitation with his neighbours pronounced the downfall of the

Kassem rulee.

The promising settlement concluded by al-Bazzaz in 1966
had fallen into abeyance, partly because it was impopular with a
number of army officers and partly because the Kurds had
hardened their stances When the Baath ocame to power in 1968,
they inherited the umsolved Kurdish problem from the Arif era -
which led to chronic clashes between the Iraqﬁi'army and the
Kurdse These attacks intentionally delivered the message

12  Stephen C. Pelletiere The Kurds : én‘ﬁﬁﬁgabié gleheﬁt in
the gulf (Boulder : Westview Press 1984)
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that unlese Kurds' demands were heeded thé source of most

of the government's revenue could be cut off. Iran was soon
heavily embroiled in the conflict. By 1969, the kurds were
receiving massive ald from Iran and Iranian units were even
fighting in Iraqui territorye Recognizing stalmate, the
governmentAreluctantly concluded an agreement with al=-Barzani in
March 1970.‘3} A fifteen point agreement was the result of
discussicns bétween Saddam Husayn anéd al-Barzani in January 1970.
It provided for Kurdish autonomy (the first official use of the
word)14 and stabilized the Bajth regime and postponed an
unfavourable settlement on the Shatt.

zwugﬁm__m

The 1970 Kurdish agreement had put a temporary end to
hostilities, bnt_the peace was short-lived. In July 1970, the
KIP nominated Muhammad Aabib Karid, as the Kurdish Vice=
President but he was rejected by ﬁhe Ba'th because of his
Persian backgrounde Moreover, many assassination attempts were made
on opposition leaders. It was not long before desultory fighting
began once againe The aiﬁ of the Ba'th was to isolate the KDP and
al-Barzani, whioh led al-Barzani to reestablish ties with the Shah
who was now thoroughly alarmed by Foviet influence in Iraqe
30 too, was the United states. On 319t May 1972, President Nixon
directed the CIA to eurragkiously advance a1~Barzan1 $ 16 million

13  Bdmond, Ghareeb, The Kurdish Qse?tion in acuge (New Yorks
NY: 8yracuse University Press, 198 PP 142—14 .

14 gome have argued that the word AR An Hhe mrmmaeamd . m -

-
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in alde The Shghrfollowed withrfar more massive help.15 |
By the April the war had resumed. The 1974-75 war had

reached its péak, when the government troops captured the

-~ ®"Hamilton Trailﬂ' - the 11fe~ltne of the Kurds to Iran;

To proteot the line, Iran augmented its military aid,
furnishing the Kurds with anti-tank missiles and artillery,
and interviewing directly in Iraqui territorye. Syria, also
at odds with Iraq, likewige aided the Kurdse It was during
this staleméte,ﬁhat there was first talk of an agreement

between Irag and Iran, at the expense of the Kurdse

1% Kutschera, movgmeni Kurde , Ppe 282-283
On the CIA and portions of the Pike Beport (made to
Congress) appeared in the Yi ;ggg Io;ce (¥ew York),
16 Pebruary 1976, P 88
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izaa

The name 'Iran' bears etymological affinity with the
vords 'Aryan'e In Avesta (Vends 1, 3, 5), the great plateau
of Central Asla and the region‘south of it was czlled 'Aryan'
Vaijo' or the land of the Aryans;16<kntiquarians are of the
opinion that Iran ia the proper name of the countiy about which
lithic records from the cuneiform ineoriptioﬁa of the

Achaemerian Wmperor, bear testimony.

The official language of Iran, according to its
constiintional law of 1907 is Arabic and the language spoken
is Parsie Modern Iran, with an area of 628,000 gquare miles,
is more than five times the size of Great Britain. . The origins
of the Iranian nation are wrapped in somé mystery. %The earliest
inhabitants of which we have any knowledge are the Elamites.
?rom 4000 to 1000 B.C they were constantly in contact with the
_Semitic people §f Akkad, Babylon and Aesyria,fand with that

great mother of civilization - 'the sumerian civilization.''7

The 'SHAHNAMBH' mentions four dynasties in pre-Islamic
Iran, namely the Pishdadian, the Kiyanian, the Aahkauﬁn and the

Sasaniesne. For many'centuries, the words Iran and Pereia have

16 M. Moghadanm, mmw%&m s Iren Beview
| Noe5 (August-September i R » .

47 Richard N Trye, The Heritage of Pe (New York &N.M:
World Publishing Company, 1963), ppe 4=5 1

18 Perdosi, Book of Kings
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been used interchangeably to identify the same century. It is
in Iran that the Aryans first appeared in history as a people of
definiable racial, linguistic and gulturélvidentity. Greak T
influence were submerged under a renascence of Achaemerian and
purely Iranian oultures In the Tth eentﬁry rose the Areb
influence which Tebuffed the Sasanian Empire of Iren under the
Arab onslaughte Among the people whom> the hoivas and

Persians brought into subjeotion were races that flourished the
Sumerians and Flanites civilizations in the Tigris - Buphrates
Valley, a thousand years before_the arrival of the‘Aryansg Then
there were Hithites, Hyksos, the Assyrians, the Chaldeans.vthe
Akkadiens and the Phoemiciansﬁig The Arabs did not colonize Iran,

there is little Arab blood in the modern Iranian.

Repeatedly from the 9 to 14 centuries, Iran suffered‘frOm
iﬁcureiqn of various Turanian people from the East, of whom the
principle ones were the Seljuk Turks, the Mongels and the
Tartarse Their presence did not influence the Iranian culture
or traditione The Kurds lived in the mountain ranges that
fringed the lend. Being a minority class they d1d not participate
in any issues of the land. Besides- these, there were other
tribes like the Bakhtiaris and the Imrs.

£9 R.G. Browne, terary History of Peraia, = -
(Cambridge s Gambi'r'i_ggdgeuvn' 'i:hv!iwersﬁ"y' Pre e_a'.'w pPe95
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‘The Persian renalssance, which began roughly about the
end of the ninth century had reached its peak in the twelfth,
only to be arrested, temporarily by the Mengol 1nvasiqn.
The 'Per%ianization of culture - reiigiQn. 11terary and
intellectual - was etrongly opposed by the then ruling
Abbasid djnaaty. This created ehemity between the Persian
Principalities and the Abbasid rulérs. The former group was
aided by the Arabs while the latter sought aid from the Turks.
The Turks were swallowed up by the tremendous cultural activity
of the Persians and because its enthusiastic patrons. Thus

this sounded the death knell o: the Abbasid rulerse.

Irah. now came under the control of the Ghaznavids - who
were Turke. Sebuk~Yegin was the founder of the Ghaznavid
Kingdon but his son Mohamiid~also titled as "Right Hand of the
Realm®, gained independence for the entire territory of Iran
and promoted persian culturee. BRven though the dynasty lasted
in ever-shrinking territory until 1186, it 4id not amount to
much and had to make way for the larger Turkish dynasty of
‘ Saljué. ' |

By fqr the most important Turkish rulers to establish a
Kingdom in Iran were the saljuqscgfrhey Were the first Moslem
soldiers who were able to defeat the Byzantines in the famous

battle of Manzikert _(now Malazkirt) north of Iake Van in
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1071%9and eatablished the Saljihg Kingdom of Rum in Asia Mirrore.
Toghrol, was sn able leadexr of this Kingdom who advanced the
Perslan touch, politically, economically and culturallye.

Mongolgs

Why the Mongols came so far from their base of operation in
China ies still vague. It can only be ascertained that a number of
Chinese merchents who were sent by Chengiz Khan were_killed by the
then ruler of the dvnasty Mohammade This started the avalanchee.
The Mongols entered Iran as warriors and after their misaion a few
- of them stayed in Iran and absorbed the Persian people's culture.
After the death of Chengiz, his vast empire was divided into three
parts. PFirst was China, second vwas Russia and the third was
Iran called the ®Ilkham" - with its capital at Maragheh in
Azarbay jaine. Holengp, ﬁhe fognder of the Ilkhan dynasty, was
a bullder and a patron of arts and science. ﬂarco Pelo, who travelled
through Iran to Peking around 1271, describeé the thriving
industries of Tabriz, Kashan and Kermane

The arrest of Persian renaissance was éhort-lived. The
Persians not only restored their own culture but thej also
civilized the Mongolse ILateryIran waé separated from ité

neighbours to the west and Persian language réplaced Arabic.

@0 The Turks celebrated the 900 anniversary in 1971. For further
: treatment see J.A. Boyle, eds, "The Saling and Mongol Periods"

in Vole5 of The Cambridge History of Iren
Cambridge University Press, 1968
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The Persians loyality was not to a land but to a language
and culture. Two cenfuries later political unity followed
in the establishment of the safavid dynastye.

e vid

The safavi dynasty founded by Eam3il excepted Islam with
great zeal and :tanaticiem.~ The dynasty was established on two
foundationse One of these was shi'ia and the other Persian
and Esmail concentrated more on the first than the seconde
- He insiéted on forceful conversion to shi'ism or death. Half
a century later Iran was a shi'i eountry.  The inevitable
contest between Esmail and the Ottomans, whose new ruler was
Selim I - (1512=1520) took place at the battle of gh&ldirén in
1514, in which the Ottomans won avresounéing viotory and selim
was awarded with Syria and Egypt;zj_Chaldiran was also the
beginning of a senseless and inconclusive struggle between Iran
and Turkey which lasted for nearly three hundred yeére.

During the early safavid period we witness a standard struggle
between the obligarchy and antocracy. Under Shah Abbas (Rsmail';
son) Iren reached the zenith of its power and at the same time,
the beginning of its cultural and political decline. While

his predecesasors concentfated on forcing all the people to

conform to shi'ism, Shah Abbas emphasiged the Persian aspect.

21 Earrollah Palleafi, and Mogate~-ve 3
(A few Historical Essays) (Teﬁran 3 %nivereity of Tehran
Press, 1962), pe6 . , |



N /—-—-—- ———— e e —
sl / DISS A

.5‘ !

2% 327.550542
"‘“\ \ - M‘”S Ro ]
\E AR R
’ ) TH2425 :
S, ’; f e e e 2 2 21
Tea :;\v '-,,/ //

of his rule. “He later exploited the weakness of Russia and
the ottoman empire and gained possession of fheir

territories. -

After Shah Abbas died, the Ottomane moved against Iran
from the west and ehcouraged their fellow Sunnis, the Uzbeks
and the Afghans, to attack from the east. In 1722, the
Afghan leader Mohammad inveded Iran and defeated the
Persiaﬁ forces on May 8, 1722..13 the village of Goluabad,
gome twelve mlles from Egfahane

Nader Qoli, a soldier who was destined to be called the

TH-2Ud5

"Napoleon of Iran®™ succeeded in pushing the Afghans backe.

The Turks defeated the Persians while Nader was in the east and
Tahmasp slgned a treaty in 1732 by giving up five cities in

the cancasuse. Rader, wvho was against such a treaty had a revolg)
againet Tohmasp and in the following three years, he defeated
the Turks, pushed the Russians back and@ secured eastern Iran
against the Afghanse In 1736, he assumed the throne as Nader
ghah Agshars During the next eleven years, his main work was

to retake the territories lost by the later safavids and further
to expand the empires His ( .spectacular coampaign was against
India. He ceptured Kabol, Peshawar and Lahore in 1738 and the
following year he defeated the Moghul emperor Mohammad Shah

and entered Delhi. The price of the plunder brought with him
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from India has been estimated at from thirty to eighty
geven million poundse. Among these were the peacock throne

and the famous diamond Kuh-e-Nur.

Nader Shah was neither a Shisanor a Sunni. He was
a free thinkere. He .wanted to end the strife between the
eunnie‘and shi'is by inviting them and made a fine-pditxt
proposition for unitye.

1. That the shi'i doctrine be recognized officially as the
£ifth school of thought in Iglame.

2. That the shi'is should have special accommodations in

Mecca®

5« That every year there should be a»_speci‘al leader of
pilgrimage, Amir al-Haj from Iran.

4. That the Ottomans and Persians should exchange

prisoners of war.
5. That the Ottomans and Persians should exchange smbassadorse

The period between the death of Rader Shah and the
coronation of Agha Mohammad Khan, the founder of the Qajar
dynasty in 1795 lasted fifty years. The first twelve years
‘were spent in warfare among the many claimants to the vacant
throne. The victor was Karim Khan, the head of the Zand tribe.
At Karim Khan's death, Agha Mohammad Qajar crowned himself Shah
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of Iran in 1795 at Tehran. During the Qajér period, Iran
was ushered into the nineteenth century and the era of
European imperialism, which contact with the west destroyed
the isolation of Irén.

e lism aken and evolution

Iran was still a power to be reckoned with in West Asia
and important enough to be wooed by Ruropean rivalse Russia
and British interests in Iran were constant while that of |
Napoleon's in Iran as well in India, was used as a tool ¢o

defeat Great Britain or force Russia to come to termge

During the 19th century Great Britain sent a mission to
Iran and persuaded the Shah to sign a diplomatic and

commeyrcial agreement‘in which Iran promised to follow an
anti-French policye Napoleon sent a mission to Iran in 1805
proposing an allisnce against Russia provided Irem would

~ repudiate its treaty with Englande The Shah agreed to this
and the result was the Treaty ofi&tnkenstein in May 1807. All
this came to naught, however, because Russia and France

became friends and signed the freaty of Tilsit in 1807.

This gave British an opportunity to send a mission to Iran in
1808 and signed a treaty against Prance and. Russiae Again on
October 13, 1813, Iran signed the Treaty of Golestan with
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' ‘ ' y coONCASUS)
Russias Iran lost fine eitles in the casug, gave up

the right %o maintain a navy on the Caspian, and gave up

its claim to Georgia and D;ghestén?z

The need for money on the paft of Iran and the need
of Great Britain to reciprocate the actions of Ruassia
resulted 1n a nevw treaty between Great Britain amd Iran in
1814« It is referred to as the "Definitive Treaty"23
which Iran promised full support to Great Britain, while the
latter paid an annual subsidy of £ 150,000; and to help Iran
settle its boundaries with Russiae The Russisne marched to
the caucasus region and set the boundary following the Aras
River and then south to include Lamkaran and east to Astara
en the caspiane Under the Treaty of Turkmanchay in 1828,
Iran officially accepted the principle of extra&ﬁiiitorial;ty
and the payment of an indemnity amounting to three‘millioh
poundse This treaty ushered in a new era because for nearly

a century Iran became a buffer state between Russia and Great
Britain.

By the beginning of  the twentieth century the annexation
phase 0f Anglo-Russian imperialism had come to an ende.

Beonomic imperialism had started in Iran from 1870 to 1921.

22

.L.h..&@-%.}i
0 j°) ran

rans University of Tehran Pers, 1 Pe

(@3 It 1s also called the Tehran treaty
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After the Mutiny of 1857, thé Indo~-Buropean Telegraph company
operated communicatdon between London and Delhi through Irane
Purther under the consent df Naser-al-Din, the Iranian forces
vere tra;ned and organized'by the Bussian Officers until 1921,
The British sought permission.for establishing the Imperial
Bank o0f Persia with the right to issue bank notese The British
~cla1med a monopoly for the producticn, sale and export of
tdbacco in Irane. The Shah was to receive an annual payment

of £15,000 vwhile fhe Company received a profit of £ 500,000
‘per annume. This dra;ned the eqénomy's resources and ushered in
the initial steps of "Ruropeanization®. fThis aroused patriotic
féeling and the Iranians protested against the foreign hand

in the eibonomy's decisions This drain in the econoéy'made
Iranzb@rrow a loan of £2,400,000 at 5% interest per amum
besides the already owned eredit of £ 500,000 to the Britigh.

ggckg und of the Epvolution

Three potnts strike as the main forces for revolutaonz

e The firet is the Persian's consclousness of their identitye.
Eversince the Achafemenid period, they were identified as
®Black Shirte®, "Whife Shirts®, "Red Shirte® the Brethem
of Purity" end eo on. This kindled both politicel and

cultural batrictism.

2 The second point is that creativity and intellectual and

spiritual advance created patriotic awareness.
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3¢ lastly, the isolation of Iran from the rest of the

Moslem World made the Iranians conscious of their

unity with their brethem.

After the death of the Shah on January 8, 1907, his aon
Mohammad Ali gained aeceséion to the thronee. He was against
the revolution and was a well known Russian puppet. Hé falled
to bring peace in his country while he signed an agreement with
Russia and Britain - to help him curb the revolutione.

The World War I, however, had changed the situation
drastically. Iran, as a result had become the battlefield of
hot war between the Ottomans and the ansianq; and the scene
of a "clark and dragger" were between the British and the
Germanse Great Britain"formed a Pergian milita in the south
called the South Persia Rifles (SPR) and it was kept fairly
busy quelling tribal uprisings caused by the German agents

Niedermayer and Wasmuse.g4

The 6étober revolution of the Belsheviks in Russia
changed the situation in Iran. Iren was occupied by British
troops on their way towards Baku and the caucasus to help the
*whites* in the civil war against the Bolsheviks. A Soviet
'Republié of Gilan was established in 1920 with Rasht as the
capital. Soon after this the Baku Congress of 1920 forced Iran

-

é?‘ Christopher Sykes, Wgsmues, the German- ng;ence
{Iondon 3 Icetagmans. 193
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with maryism, eapecially by. & communist Bussia.‘ The Anglo-
Russian Convention of 1907 vowed to control the land and

the sea approaches to India as well as the 01l wells of
Iran. With the desire to have a more stronger hold on

Iran, Great Britain, offered it many loans so that "Iran would
prosper wunder the tutelagerf Great Britaindgs Russia signed
the Iran-Soviet Treaty of 1921 & Russia¥ cancelled all debts
and credits between the Tsarist government ané the other
countriese By this treaty, which had twenty-six articles,

the goviet Union relinquished all Russian claims to assets,
concessions and properties to Iran and also gained

concession to establigh in 1927 a new Indo~8oviet Fisheries

Company to Operate foi twenty five yearse

The fear of communism, signalled the Shah to have a
friendly tie with Britain for fear of Ruseiae. The British
with enough aid made possibie Reza Shah's rise to povwers On
April 25, 1921, Ragza Khan became the Minister of War and
he forced ziian (Primes> Minister) to leave the comtrye.

In October, 1923, Reza Khen became Prime Minister. During .
his reign he was more interested in the glitter of Western
Civilizatiuh, industtrialization, building public services
and.economio reformg. By 1933, Reza Shah had virtually

_ (NEW Jersey , .
25! Quoted in ~ Yahya Armajani, 'Iran' (fPrentive-Hall
Inc, Eiglewood, Cliffs, New Jersey '™ 1972), pe134
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wiped out almost all the rampants of the 0ld economic
imperialism and change it for both nationalistic end

economic reasonse

The crowning achievement of Reza Shah in Iran's policy
with its neighbours was the 8a' dabad Pact on July 8, 1937.
It was a non-aggression agieement among Afghanistan, Iran,
Iraq and Turkeye During the second World wWar, Iran remained
neutral and the then Prime Minister Ahmed Qavam invited America
as a third power to intervene in Iran's internal affairs.

Soon, America joined hands with Great Britain against
Russia. '

Amongst all these feverish political activities, the new
Tudeh (Masses) party was formed wnder Dr. Erani. This, by
far was the best organized political party in the centurye.
The Tudeh was admiitedly Marxist but not communistse. This
party thoroughly worked for the masses and spread patriotism
among the common people. Seyyed, Ziya Takatabai, the calender ¢
the coup di etat of 1921 returned from exile and he organized
a right wing pro~-British end anti-communist party csaslled
the Eradeahiye Melli, 'National Will' - similar to Tudeh party.

after the second World War theSoviet Union refused to
evacuate Iran and in 1945 a group of communists launched a

separatist movement in Azarbayjan and the Kurds demanded
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éufonomy. The refusal of the Iranian goverrnment to grant
concession in oil deal to Soviet Russia, brought a direct
attack by the Societ representatives on Iran. Finally, the
Majles released a bill banning all concessions for oil to

foreign nationse.

Britain gradually began to losse hold on Iran. It lost
its o0il concess ions after oil nationalization in 1948 and in
the same year the 'Imperial Bank of Iran' was renamed as the
"British Bank of Iran, and the Middle Bast" and was brought

under the jurisdiction of the Persian Goveinment.

Froﬁ 1953 to 1975 the international attitude of Iran had
gone full circle from a form of neutraslism to partisanship and
back to neutralisme. In the Anglo-qusian‘rivalry. Iran was
mcstly paséive. In 1955, Iran became a member of the Baghdad
~ Paot and for the first time, joined the"Western Block" in the
polarization that had developed in the cold ware This part
included Turkey, Pakistan, Iran, Irasq and Britain. The Shah
visited the Soviet Union in 1956 to reﬁew correct and cordial
relations with Russiae. With demise of the Iragji Kingdom in
1958, the pact was named CENTO and, reacting to the |
international situation, 1ts activities have become less
military defense and more economic and socialvco-operation.

The Persian Government concluded a bilateral militery agreement
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with Americae This alarmed Russlia, who threatened to'invoke
Articles Five and 9ix of the 1921 treaty. By 1965 they
_extended commercial relations with Iran without insisting
that 1t gave up its ﬁro—Weetern alignmente.

On 4 November 1979, Prime Minister Mehdi Bazargem and his
Foreign Minlister Dr. Ibrahim Yazdi visited Alglere where they
indulged in confidential talks with President Carter's National
Security Advisere. The Irénian revolutionary cowncil severely
eriticized this meeting and p;agued fundamental differences
among the citizens. USA was helping Iran with iis back door
policy. The Shah sought refuge in America and on 4 November,1979
a small political party assaulted the U.S. embassy, in protest
| against the U.S. aid to the Shah. By the end of spring 1979,
Khomeni's forces ousted the Shah and Iran was made into a
Islamic Republic, with a new constitution to institutionalize

Khomeni's concept of a Shia theocracy.

The death of the Shah in Cairo on 27 July 1980 and the
appointment of Mohammedall Rajoi as Prime Minister reinforced,
restored peace t0 the militant students group who were
against the éhah's U.%. linkse However, the hostages problem
and their release became a chief responsibility of the Rajal
government. With the death of the Shah the demands laid by
Khomeni on the release of hostages had become moot. Instead,

Khomeini wanted (1) the return of the people's wealth plundered



3"

by the Shah (2) the lifting of the sanctions imposed by the
UsA (3) a pléﬂge of non-intervention in Iran'a internal
affaire; (4) the approval of the Majlis of the above

~ conditionse

’

When Iraq invaded Iraﬁ on 22 §eptember 1980 the urgency
of the resolution of the orisis was enhancede In a way, the
iandslide victory of Reagan® showed that the hostage prcblem -
vas easede Théy.were released later after Carter was out of

poweXe

At any rate, the Iranians were insistent on their requests
~of 24 billion to cover their frozén assets and the property

. taken'by'the léte Shah and his familye In early Januvary this
was ocut to § 9,5 billion, enablingIWarrgn Christopher %o fly
into Algiers to formalise the agreement, worked out by the
‘Algiers government to be signed by the USA and Irane.

On 16 January Iran paid off the entire $ 3.67vb111;on in
outstending loans with Western Banks and European bankse $oon
affer thié the country's political scene was resumed to normaley
and the presidential and parliamentary elections and the

formation of the first cabinet were soon follcwed.

In a sense one could surmize that with the war against
Iraq , the clergy dominated government and the Majlis became the

hostage of their own anti-Americen rhetorice



Chapter II

IRAN, IRAQ AND SUPER POWERS
(BEFORE THE WAR)



32

Chapter-II
IRAN, IRAQ AND SUPERPOWERS (BEFORE THE\VAB)

Introduction

From ous ethnic, religious, politiocal and economic
standpoint, the Middle Bast is pérhaps the mogt complex
region on earthe Sunni and ghi'ia Moslems, catholics and |
Proteatants, Jews, Kurds, Copts, Maronites and Americans
coexist uneasily in a regiontharaoterized by unstable and
f requently éhanging governments, and periodically convulged
by fighting between Arabs and Israelies, Iraqjiis and Kurds,
Lébanese Christians and Maslems, Sudenese Arabs and Blaocks,
Jordinians and Palestinians, North and South Yemeé?. and

lagtly Iranians and Iraqpise

Here, the study is confined only %o the Iranians and
Iraquis end their relations with the super powers = United
States and Soviet Union - before the outbreak of the war in
September 1980.

Uss d

Russia's hietory has been characterized by constant

expansion . from the principality of Moscow to an empire. By

tradition, she was of course a partner in ¢rime with Great

Britein, but the revolutions gave promise of a change of hearte.
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Iran, liké Ottoman Turkey, was atfected by dynastic
debilitation, economic backwardness®and military weskness, and
was favoured to relinquish land to Russlaes The conquest of
Transcaucasia of Russian forces began in the late 18th centurye.
Tbilisi, the capital of Gruzia, was captured by the Russians in
1801, Baku: in 1806, Yerevan, the capital of Armenia, in 1828.
After an ill-conceived war against Russia, Iran was forced by
the treaty of Torkamanchay’(1828) to yield additional territory
end economic concessions, which made 1t a virtual vassal state
of Russiae The}&oeapgﬁion of the caucasus was accomplished only

in 1864,

Fussia, now began its construction programmes. The firet . __
rgilgaye was opened in 1888 and railroad iﬁ_1896. Northern
Persia was almost completelyvundér Ruesian oqntrol and the
Caspiqn sea becate: a 'Russian Lake'. ﬁowever, to this
rapid expansion of Russia, Britain was sn obstacle. Finally,
in 1895, Britain proposed to maintain the situation by declaring
Persia as a buffer state - like Afghaniétan - between the
Russian and British spheres of influences Tsar Nicholai II,
however, rejected this proposal in 1897 as Persia' vas véak

and dependent.

1 Until 1925, Iran was referred to as Persia.
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For Moscow, the year 1900 geemed an opportume moment to
establish a military presence in the Persian Gulf, and the
ghah was totally pro-Russiane The British neval supermacy,
made the Gulf a British preserve and blocked: Russian attempts
to establish a presence theree On 15 May 1903, the British
Forelgn Minister pronounced a Varming to Russia and Germany,
& sort of 'Moltroe Doctrine! for the Gulf. But, Russian
officers. trained the Persians of the cossack units and this
military force was perhaps the best model for the Persian

cavalrye.

Bﬁssigﬁa defeat by‘Japan in the war of 1905 made it
reconsider relations with Britain. Domestic instability,
the 1905 revolution, limited resourceé. increasing German
influence in the Near Bast -~ all these were eontributing
factorse The Russian-British reapproachment reached its peak
with the signing of the convention of 31 August 1907, which
divided Persia into British and Russian spheres of influence.
The richer'nOrthérn part with Bandar Abbas to the east, was
in the Russian sphere, while Afghanistan was in the Britieh
spherees The Gulf area to the west was in the neutral zone.
Thus, on the eve of the world war I, Iran had again become a

virtual Russian proteetdrate.

The first world war brought Britain and Russia into the

same campe On 15 March 1915, 1t was agreed to transfer the
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’

neutral zone in Persia to Britain in exchange for Russian
annexation of Gonatantlhogg aﬁd the Turkish straitse. This

agreement was later repudiated by the Soviet regimeoz

Iran, like Turkey and Afghanistan - young couvntries with
- no yarticular love for the Westerm Capitalist nations =~ was.
obviouély.suitable és an ally, even if she were not ready

for absorptions In 1919 the Soviet Union granted void (1)

to all Persian debts to g;:;:;qt government, (2) Russian
interference in Persia's income (from various sources) (3)
Rugsian bank in Persia wgs declared a property of the Persiaﬁs
(4) and transfer of roads, failways and other stations to

~ the Fersilan natione. Persia, however, was in no position to
reply to this gesturee The Iranian Party Congress changed its

name in July 1920 to the Iranien comﬁunist Partye.
The Treatieg of 1921 and 1927

The corner-stone of Russo-Iranian relations was the
Treaty of 1921 (renewed in 1926). This treaty includes
certain territorial restorations t¢ Iran (to which the port
of Bnzeli (now Pahlavi) was added in 1928); all debts owed to
or concessions held by the Imperial Russian Government were
revoked; and reparations fér damage done by_sciiet troops were

arrangeds Russian rights under the Capitulations were abolished

Soviet citizens in Iran becoming ahbject to Irsnian law _

2 George Buchanan, My Mission to Rugsia Vole]
Little Brown & Co. Bostc_n, 1923 ppe114-118
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(though naturally exempted from military service); Russian
religious organizations in Iran were disbanded and their
property handed over to the Iranian Go_vernment.3 A further
‘trade agreement was ratified in 1931 and in 1935 when it was
placed on a barter basis amounting to some £ 5,000,000
annually;

On chober 1, 1927, a non-aggreséian and neutrality
Soviet Persian Treaty was signed. Article V of that Treaty
stipulated that Russia would extend full support to the
Iranian Government in every sphere of activity and speclally
/4f threatened by another nation. However, the Soviets later
invoked this cause, saying'thax the ties established in the
1950g-T0s with the USA were in violation of this and the
1921 treatye |

The goviet Union tried its best to be the best friend
of Iran. During the 1930s, the USSR occupied first placevin'
Iran's foreign 4rade with Soviet-Iranian trade comprising a
third of the totale In the late 1930s Reza Shah tried to
offget the dominance of the USSR and Britain by introducing
Germany as‘a third end balancing powere However, Russia was

given a sugar monopoly by the Iraniasn Government in 1933 and

3 Leonard Shapiro (e.d.) goviet Treaty Series @ g Collection

of ;;-1ageral Treatics, %g;gemqugﬂaanCOnventions
Vole.I (Georgetown University Press, Washington -« D.C.
1950-1955) ppe92
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in 1936 ghe was taking 284 of Iran's exports and providing
her with 30% of her 1ﬁpcrtso Ruseian engineers and technicians
began $0 pour into the countrye. Iran never guessed that Russia's
strong hold in her geographical and strategic links will affect
hér internal political linkg. The 1940 treaty of economic
cooperation, made a duty-free exchange of goods and the
participation of delegates of both nations, in each other's
projecta, exhibitiones and other programmese. Russian
orientalists attended the Ferdosi celebration of 1935, and the
goo’h anniversary of the poet Nezaml's death has celebrated in
Miscow, in return Iran sent congratulations on the 23rd
anniversary of the October revolutione In 1937 Iranians
living round the Caspian were offered the choice of Soviet.

nationality or expulsion - a step which aroused considerable

indignation in Iran.

A secret protocol of a draft agreement between Germany,
Italy, Japan and the Sociét Union on 26th November 1940, stated
that all nations should respect Iran's sovereignty and political
independencees But Russia was prepared to accept the dreft
of the 'Four Power Pact' under conditions that the areas south
of Batum and Baku in the general direction of the Persisn Gulf
1s recognized as the centre of the aspirations of the Soviet
Unione No agreement was reached snd a month later, Hitler

issued his 'Operation Barbarossa' order to attack the
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goviet Un10n94 The German attack began on 22 June 1941.
Reza Shah declared his country's neutrality. Germany was
seen as a enemy to USSR and Britain, vwhich became allies in
a common war against'a common enemye On 25 August 1941,4
arfer the Iranian government had rejected an ultimatium

to expel all Germans from its territory, Britain and USSR
troops entered I:an.s The pro-German Reza Shah was forced

to abdicate and was succeeded by his son, Muhammad Reza Pahlavie.

Iran became important as a corridor of UY military supplies
to the USSR. The British-Soviet occupation was formalized by a
treaty of alliance between the U.K., the Soviet Union and
Iran. It was signed in Tehran on 29 January 1942. The
Allied PowersAundeftook ‘40 respect the territorial integrity,
govereignty and political 1ndependenoe of Iran' and co~Operation
between the three governments in a common aim to defeat the
Nazise

At the Tehran Conference between Roosvelt Churchill and
§t2lin from 28 November to December 1st, 1948, the Soviets
signed a declaration promisging Irsn economic assistance and

to respect the independence, sovereignty and territorial

4  Raymond J. Souteg and James §. Beddle (ede)., Nazi

goviet Relations, 1939-1941 (Department of State,
WVashington, D.C. 1 48) ppe 242=3. ‘

5  Llland M. Goodrich ied.) Documents on %megiéan Foreign
Relationg Vol s IV (World Peace Foundation, Boston,
194

pre 674
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integrity of Iran.s'

However, in 1946, Iran gave four significant concessions
t o Russias |

1 To have a joint establishment of Russian = Iranian 01l
Company = USSR had 51% of the share..

2 To grant 3 cabinet posts to the Tudeh party members
3 To recognize the rebel Azerbaijan Government

4 To withdraw Iran's complaint against Russia before the
United Nationse!

After Stalin's death in 1953, the Tudeh Party sdhered o
rigid, dogmatic stalinist positions and held anti-Western co-

operation with other nations.

In March 1951, thé British owned Anglo-Iranian 0il Cohpany
(A10C) wes nationalizeds This .Ied to a total Weete.m boycott for
Iranian 0il, while Russia strongly supported the Iranian stance.
With Mohammad Mossadeq's appointment as the Prime Minister in
1951, it apprears that Britain was being replaced by the
Americanse Mossadeq was anti~-British and the American pressure

in Iran was too much of a price to be paid by USSR. USSR moved

6 Quoted in - Aryeh Y. Yodfat, %ge goviet Union QE
ggvolutionary Iran'(“(‘ﬂ +’Martins Press, New Yor
1984) Ppe i

7 IV0. J. Lederer and Wayne 8. Vacinich, Soviet Union

%gd the Mjddle Bast = Pogt II World War Era
Stanford University, Hoover Institution Press

California, 1974), pe 61
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closer to Turkey while America moved closer to Britain.

In mid August 1953, the Shah was forced to leave his
countrye The country was in the grip of'the Tudeh party for first
two days but Moscow failed to give long term assistance to the
Tudeh party. A ocemp staged by General Fazallah Zshadi with
American assistance on 19 August 1953 defeated Mossadeq who was
subgequently arrested. The Shah returned on 21 August 1953,
Once again cordlial goviet-Iranian relations continued and an
agreement of 2 December 1954 provided for an exchange of certain

border areas-qnd the turning over of World War debts t0 Irane.

In the mid-19508 Yoviet poliéy towards Iran underwent a
complete changee On 24 Pebruary 1955, a Klesteru sponsored mutual
defence treaty, known as the Baghdad Pact was signed between
Turkey, Iraq, Pakistan and Iraﬁ. Iran's entry into the pact
ended 1ts officilally proclaimed policy of neutrality and
even-handedness between East and West, and it nov became
- integrates into the Weatern campe. The Shéh's decigion to do so
was based on a conviction that only massive American aid
would enable his regime t0 survivee. The Baghdad Pact evoked
considerable anxiety in the USSR. They tried %0 circumvent
the pact by establishing a presence to'the gouthe It entered
into arms deal with Egypt in 1955, Syria in 1958 and with Ireq
in 1958« The Soviets, on learning of Iran's intention to sign
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the éecurity pact with USA‘V, promised Iran a long-term non-
aggression pact and considerable economic alde So Iran
entered into negotiations with the USSR on a non-aggression

- treaty .8

The Soviet mission failed in ite aims as the miesion
arrived two weeks late in iehran. Meanwhile, the USA, Britain
West Germany, Turkey and Pakistan appealed to Iran to resist
the $oviet proposalse The Shah signed the AmericanvIranien
treaty on 5th March 1959. The Soviets sharply protested at
“the move, conaidering it inconsistent with the 1921 and 1927
goviet-Iranian treaties. Iran tumed a deaf ear to the Soviet's

- compaign against Iran. USSR wanted Iran to withdraw from any
alliance with the West while itself not giving it the same

economic and defence assistance as the West could offere.

Modern American arms poured into Iran to counter the massive

So'éiet arme supplies to Iraq, Syria, BEgypt and Afghanistane.

| After J.F. Kennedy assumes power in USA, USA initiated a
process of withdrawal from the regione. The Shah decided to
terminate Iran's sole dependence on USA and renewed its
relations with USSR. On 15 September 1962, Iran pledged not
to allow any foreign missile bases on its territory.g " Three

8  Mohammad Reza Shah Pahlavi 'Migsion for My Country'
@mm«;‘;ﬂc Graw Hill, New Ye¥k, 1965’ Peil2e .

9 The Times, 21 December 1962
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months latér Soviet gave Irah. economic, cultural and

technical co-operation with emphasis,on hydro-electric

power Qtationa_and on fisheriese The Chaixman of the USSR
Supreme Soviet, Leonid Brezhnev; visited Iran in November 1963

- and this itself exemplified the vast improvement in relations.
The Shah visited the USSR f£rom 21 June %o 3 July 1965 whereby the
congtrusction of a metallurgical plant, a machine = building

plant and a trans-Iranian pipel;ne for delivering gas from

Iran to USSR, was agreed.

iﬁfFebruaxy 1967, 1t became known that Iran and the USSR
had signed a secret $ 110 million arms agreeéenﬁo U3A was
very atern at this and wanted payment in hard cashe ﬁhe Shah
latei disolosed that Iran had alregdy received shipmeﬁts of
trucks and armoured personnel carrierafroﬁ the Soviet Union.
LLéter, a eight-year repayment plan at 2¥2% interest vas given

to Irane

After the Arab-Israeli war in June 1967, the Shah saw a
danger to his regime from radical Arab forces. It vas finally'
agreed by all Gulf countries to create a Western oriented
defense organization with each 6ther's assistanoé. Iran,backed
by Russia, rejected ite participation in this endeavoure The
Shah at the most intended to have a equilibrium with the west
and east. The soviet invasion of (zechoslovakia in August

1968 and the presence of Soviet naval vessels in the Indian
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Ocean made Iran once again suspicious of Soviets' intentions.

On the 2,500%h ahni#ersamy of the foumding of the Persian
Empire, the Soviet Union proposed fo extend the 0l1d friendship
agreements, to which the Shah disagreed. Shah's intention was
to diversify Iran's foreign policy and avoid complete dependence

on the USA. Iran was getting military assistance from Soviet
Union, USA and Britain. |

-

After signing the Soviet-Iranian treaty of friendship and
co-ocperation on 9th August 1971, Iran made a gsecret ambassadorial
level relations with the People's Republic of Chinae. The Soviets
signed a friendship treaty with Iraq on 9th April 1972, in
order to use it as a tool of soviet policy - a 'proxy to
create instability in the Gulf region. |

Iranis' feeling of insecurity increased as a result of a
series of developments that evoked proximity to it; Britain's
evacuation of the Gulf; Iraqui claims to Kuwalt; the independence
of Bahrain, Qatar and the UAE; the revolt in the Dhofar province
of Oman which was supported by the radical People’'s Democratic
Republic of Yemen (PDRY) regime, whose relations with the USSR
were growing strongere It locked aé if the Soviete were
replacing Britain in the Gulf areas This led the Shah to

move even clogser to the USA.

On 21 March 1973, Iran nationalised its oil industry, as
directed by the Soviet Union.
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During the years 1971=76, the Shah's internal policy had
been a hard=-line one. Rarly 1976 saw a thorough abolition of
communism in Irane There were 3,000 communists prisoners in

Irane

Barly 1977 saw the start of‘a policy of liberalization,
coinciding with the beginning of Jimmy Carter's presidency in
the USA. 1In 1978, the Iranians were discontented with the Shah's
‘rule and Tran was internally a disturbed natione The Shah
moved closer t0 USSR and further renewed its economic ties with
it in 1979« By the end of January 1979, Soviets decided to gain
better terms by backing the then Key Leader Khomeini.-

On 16th January 1979, the Shah left Iran. A week after
the Shah's departure, the Soviets broke with hiﬁ. denouncing him
as a corrupt dlctatore Although the Shah died of cancer in
a Cairo hospital on 27 July 1980, S§viet_accusations of the
Shah continued even after his deathe The Soviet support for
Iran's revolutionary regime was still more lukewarm by June 1979
The relations worsened and this resulted in cancellation of
a number of joint economic projects. Iran ceased to be an
appendage of the US military machine, withdrew from the CENTO
m111tary-§§1;§§g§ﬁalliancé and ceased to be a gendarme of the
Persian Gulfe. On 3 November 1979, the Iranian governnent decided
to abrogate Artioles V and VI of the friendship treaty of
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26 Pebruary 1921, to which the Soviet government did not
pay sny attention until 1980, 4

Iran of 1979 was in no way similar to post World War II
period, or the Mossadggﬁ era, when a pro-goviet party segmea
to monopolize the allegiance of much of the politically |
articulate Iranians. The Soviet Union's hostility towards
Khomeini, especially after the hostage crisis, was so intense
that even Iian's revitalization was not considered too high
a price for Kho@eini's downfalle |

Just as the Soviéts would not tolerate the US occupation
of Iran, the Iglamic Republic was convinced that the U8 would
not permit any Joviet invasione Iran was a kegn‘partner in
Séviet's policye When Soviet marched into Afghanistan during
Chrigtmas of 1979, there were severe demonstrations outside the
Soviet "Embassy in Tehran amd the ambassador wés reduested to
meet Khomeind in Qom immediately. Reliable reports indicate
the stern reply of Soviet as that the ambassador.gaxe the
Iranian government eight hours to secure the safety of the
embassy and its personnel.

"or elsé,.ah independent country called Iran will simply

be erased off the face of the earth"o

To the hardliners possible sovietization ;f Iran may appear as

10 Quoted in Sepehr Zabih, ! an.sihée fhe e#blntibn'
(Great Britain, 1982), ppo%_——i——'_, A
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the kind of just punishment which ite present regime
richly deservess '
UgA and Iran
The United States relations with Iran can be viewed only as
a part of the total American posture in the Gulf. American '
long-range policy was framed with a step that a strong-hold
on Iran will save the US from getting involved in a nightmare
of inter-regime and intra-regime conflicts which would be

suppresaed under the pretense of repelling aggressione

Iran's attitude towaids the United States was evidently
influenced by American pblicy towards Iran in the post-Shah
era. The United States exercised control over the Shah's
actions and dictated policy from Washingtone.

The evolution of U.S. policy in the Gulf, particularly to
Iran, can be categorized in four main doctrines, with varying

degree of'elariiyﬂand effectivenesss

1 The Truman Doctrine = (March 12, 1947)

2 The Bisenhower Doctrine~ (January 5, 1957)

3 The Nixen Doctrine - (February 18,1970)
4  The Carter Doctrine = (January 23, 1980) 11

11 Emiles Aes Nakhleh The Persian Gulf and Americsn Polic
(gaawn@pxaeger Publishers New inuk;'ﬁT§TET“1§§§T“§57“T3“"I
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As early as 1947, Washington controlled the foreign:
policy of Iran. Even in 1949, the US Department of State had
considered that, for military assistance purposes, Iran could

not be considered amongst those states that were vital to US
securlty or under direct and immediate dangere However, the
1949, Mutual Defense Assistance Programme lumped Iran together
with the Philippines and Korea under Title 3 status, to share
a total of § 27 million. | |

Eisenhower Adminisgtration

The period of the ﬁossadegh government had tﬁo important
effects upon US attitude towards Irane It forced U.S. to
recognize the Shsh as the only capsble leader of maintaining
8 pro-Western orientation of the country, and also forced the
British to withdraw its military presence in the area in 1968
The Shah's return to power (1953), thus thoroughly transferred
Iran from the U.K. gsphere of influence fo that of the United
gtates. The Shah neceded tangible support £rom the U.S. in
terms of both economic and military assistance, if he intended
to build a powerful base within the bureaueracy and the armed
forcese As a result US military assisténce increased nearly
fivefold in 1952 %o 1953. Much of the ﬁﬁid was in the gulse of
various provisions of the Mutual Defense Assistance Programme

(MDAP) and the Mutual Seocurity Act of 1954. The defence support
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- grant was injected into the military appropriation sector

of the budgete In two years (1956-57), Iran received more

than § 60 million as defence fundse BEven with this support,

the Irenian govemment had a deficit of {$ 80 million in June
12 ’

1957« ‘

During the Eisenhower years the philosophy of'collective
regional security agreements as a bulmark againet communism was
zealously promotede In the Baghdad Pact, U.3. maintained an
associate membership of Iran. Ifanvjoined the pact in 1955
as USA failed to maintain ita promises on military and economic
agssistances The US government attempted to convince the Shah
that it was economic madness %0 mount up Iran's defence
expenditure. Iran could not hope to conduct a tons a@bmuié
defence poliocy andrfherefore, the best guarantee of Iranian's
sovereignty lay in 'the ‘deterrent strength of the United States'.
President Bisenhower plahned 10 equip the armed forces of Iran
in terms of quality and not in numbers of personnel. However,
this generosity was overteken when in July 1958, the govemment
of Iraq was overthrown by a group of radical army officerse
This brought serious confrontations with the Shah and U.S.

In 1959, the Shah was made to enter into negotiations with

12 Quoted in Hossein Amirsadeghi, The Security of the Persian
gulf, (Billing and Sans hinted Hﬁl’)‘!"“a—l‘— Py PP e .
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the Ruasians over a non-aggression treatye Khrushchev planned
to give the sﬁah anything he wantede Meanwhile, a compromise
was.reached with the U.8. and the Shah renewed his cordial
relationship. This made Russia indulge in an anti-Shah

,.propaganda compaigne

The Shéh d1d succeed in his immediate aim of lowering
more budgetary support from the United States. President
Eisenhower diyerted’t 13 million from the Presidential
Contingenqy Pund and thus met half the cost of the Iranian
budget dericit;‘ NIKR § % missiles began to arrive
in Iran before the end of Eisenhower's term of office. The
armed forces were, however, expanded during the period 1959/60
and US military assigtance to Iran also peaked during these
years to an Caverage of $90 million per yeare A bilateral
gecurity pact with all the CENTO members and wifh Iran was also
'signed on 5 March 1959, | | |

42he gehhggg‘gdmigiat;gfigg
In March 1961, Preéident Kennedy outlined a philosophy

that centred upon long range planning for the economic
development of the recepient states and upon the implicit right
of the U8 fully to involve itself in all mﬁtters'pertaining
to the utilisation of American aside This was the most active
period of US interventioniem. |
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The US President personally appointed a presiéential
task force to review the internal political problems of Iran,
the progress of MAP aid to Iran and on the agencies connected
with the military aid to Iran. Iran was asked to deal with
its internal political problems rather than foreign and military
affairs. The Shah showed signs of deviation from the U.S.
support and hence pinned its hopes on'Russia. Pregident
Kennedy sent Chester Bowles %o Iran{in 1962 to assess the
extent of Iran's social, economié. political and military
problem anéd how to preserve its pro-Weatemm policy without

encouraging excessive demands for alde

Stressing the inter-relationghip between milltary,
economic and political_fagtors, the_final proposal tcok the
form of classice 'carrot and stick' approach to fhe probleme.
The US armed forces in Iran were reduced to 150,000 men and
the proposed HMAP programmes wés also reducede The Shah was
unimpressed and after six months of negotiations, the Shah
accepted the inevitable and signed the agreement on

reduction.

Aware that Iran was considered by the Soviet Union to be
‘analogous to United Stateg relations with China', the $Shah
reacted favourably to a Soviet proposal to reach an under-
standing which would ban all 'foreign rocket bases’ from
Iranian soil.
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President Kennedy, thus concentrated on a long tern
economic development of Iran, reduced 1ts military aid in
future, as he felt that Iran could well afford to take care
of itself. Before the ghah could chart out the chances to
‘ gain more U.3 ald, there was a premature ending of the
Kennedy Administration. |

The Johneon Administration

Kennedy's period was presidential involvement, wheieas
Johnson's period was of least presidential intereste All
developments of US-Iranian relations were dealt with the
administrative suctions ofvthelus bureaucracy, rather than the

upper echelons of the executive.

President Johnson was t00 preoccupied with affairs in
§outh Bast Asia and with his own domestic social programmeas,
thus neglecting the ﬁiddle East until 1966, when his interest
was checked due to the sudden increase in oil revenues. Againgt
apparent Iranian opposition, the US forced Iran %o sign =
memorandum of understanding on 4 Jﬁly 1964, which committed
Iran.to purchase military equipments for cash only with the

United Stataso13 As a result of this agreeﬁent. Iran was toA

13 Dulight Bisenhower, Message to Congress, January 6, 1957
Quoted in Documents on the Middle East, ppe 90-91
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receive $ 504 million in credits to purchase US military
services and equiﬁment during the years 1965-69, of which
more than $200 million came from the Export-Import Bank
through the 'Country X' loan scheme.‘4 Special ammy and
néy& teams were sent t0 Iran %o train the Iranlans am force.
Some of the airerafts sold to Iran include the F=4 D and P=-5
and P=4ge ‘

Iran also indulged in trade agreements with Poland,
Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Romania end USSR simultaneously.
The Iranians also received'a natural gas plant as a gift from
the Soviet Unione This alarmed the U.S. and Iran threatened
~ that they would purchase of goviet missiles and airorafts
1f credits for the F-4s were not forthcoming from the United
gtates. The Shah's political and strategic implications went .
into a week long consultations and finally it was decided that
the US would supply a squadron of E~4s worth § 160 million .

t0 Irane.

The Shah offered a consolation prize to Soviet Union in
February 1967, by announcing the low-technology defence
material to the value of $ 110 million, to be purchased on
credit from the Soviet Tnione. This signalled to the US that
his threat of July 1966 was not cOmpletély hollowe |

14 _FPoreisn Military Sples Facts s 1975, Pe19
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- But, the Congress had been kept in a deliberately
unenlightened state on the arms sales and on knowing this
called for a hearing into arms transfer policy, which
resulted in the ending of the country X loan scﬁeme. the
curbing of the power of the IIN and, through the Foreign
Military Sales Act of 1968, arms sale to Iran was minimised.
This had 1little effect upon Iranian arms proéurement_ambitions.
for by 1969 the Shah paid most of his credits to US.

Although stdmied,in the early stages of the Johnson
Administration by the hostility that was made evident by the
temination of grant and in 1964, the Shah. was able to
eatablish hié autononmy irery guccessfully durihg this period

he Nixon Adminietration

After the temination of the British military presence
in 4’che Gulf in 1968, the 8hah ﬁromoted Iran as the new
gendarme t0 1’111 the vaccum and t0 present the Iraqis and US$SRH.
But, the United States, interventionist policy imposed severe
constrainte upon the Shah's plans for a military and

politically atrong and autonomous Irane.

A study by the National Security Council in 1969, on
the Iranian situation concluded that Iran should be fully
supported in its desire to £i1ll the vaccum left by the Britishe
With Iran end Saudi Arabia acting as the 'twin pillars® of
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Western interests in the area, the threat of Soviet
interventioniem could be minimised without the need for
direct US 1n#olvement.' 8ince Iran served as a proxy of the
USe. the US considered it right to give 1t the proper tools
. 40 do the job.

By 1971, US planned to withdréw its forces from Irane.
The Shah's increasing fears of Soviet advéncement, urged the
U8 to parry thie advancement by the.aurrogate local power
which ﬁas ready to perform the function of a 'regional

policeman' (Iran).

Through the increased 01l revenues, the Shah began to
order military equipments of a qualitative and gquantitative
nature that hitherto had been unimaginablee

In May 1972, President Nixon visited Tehgran, and the Shah
was told that henceforth all Iranian arms requirements would
be allowed to be formulated by the Iranians‘themsélves and
that the U.S. would act simply as an implementational agency.
The Shah was suppliéd with all weapons for which he could pay

and demandede.

puring the years 1972-78, Iran ordered about $ 20 billion
worth Qf US armse Amerigan reconnaissance atationS‘were also
established near to Soviet borderse Now the Shgh was

dependent not only on continuing Ameriecan supplies, but also
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on the availability of American specialists. Rising oil
prices and the negative American balence of payments meant
that the USA had an economic interest in the sale of arms to
Irane This sérved as a competition among Americsn companies.
The US armed forces - fhe army, navy and air force, all‘

had vested interests in the sélling weapong system to Irane
However, the US iublic and other leaders were against Nixon's

decision of arms supply to Irane

In October 1973, the Shah had a § 12,000 million *'shopping .
spree'es Thus, the American economy seemed t0 be mounting up
the petrodollars and encouraging Iran to get 'armed till its
teeth'e What had been the 'Iranisn problem' during the Truman,
Eisenhower and Kennedy administration had, by 1969, been
transformed into an allisnce snd partnership which precluded

even constructive criticisme

The Nixon doctrine called for action by local states
using U.S weapons but not U.S eoldiers. The operative
_principal of the Nixon doctrine were_partnérship, strength
and willingness t0 negotietes "“Peace through partnership®

-

The years of sppeasement that the U.$ ambassador had
complained of in 1959 had robbed the U.S of the ability to
deal hoﬁestly with Iran and its problem.

It is important to note that the hostage crisis was an

exceptioﬁally tumultuous event in the relations between the
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two countries and as such 414 not permit a balanced examination
of US=Iran relationce The aasumption of power by President
Reagan put those relations in a new contexte The victory

of the revolution confronted the U.S with several positions
concerning Irane BEach of these related to a specific interpre-
tation and comprehension of the revolution. One position
interpreted the overthrow of the Shah as an agonizing setback
in terms of U.S8 strategic economic and a whole range ‘o‘f other

goals in the region.

One school of thought view that Iranian revolution was
basically an optimistic one. It held that the overthrow of
the Shah must be accepted by the United States as at least
a blessing in disguise. It was the logiéal conclusion of the
US human rights policye. Howevers the general agreement remains
that the Shah had lost the determination to rule and the
opposition to him had acquired, by the end of 1978, a gigantic
popular diménsion. The U.8 would be hard put to bppoae a
popular revolution so soon after its own clamour for the
respect of human rights. Moreover, pragmatism dicteted that
the U.3 should seek to accommodate the new regimee Its anti-
American rhetoric shbuld be viewed as basically for domestic

consumptione

The U.S. could never reinstate another Shah like'regime in

the country, so0 it preferred leaving Iran to its own devices and
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instead concenirated on countries like 9audi Arabia, the

gulf gtates, Turkey and Egypt - where active American support
was sincerely welcomede This concept was of course at the
root of the so~called Carter Doctrine announced in the make

of Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in December 1979.
The Cagxter Roctrine

From 1947 to 1980, U.S. presidents felt an increasing
need to clearly define the area that they perceived as vital

t0 U.8 national security and strategic interest;' This 'interest?
was dramatically sharpened by President Carter.

In his "The 9tate of the Union" address on 23 January,1980

President Carter's message on the Soviet threat to the Persian
Gulf was clears

®Let our positions be absolutely clears An attempt by
Nany outslde force to gain control of the Persian Gulf
region will be regarded as sn assault on the vital
intereats of the USA, and such an assault will be
repelled by any means neceasary, including military force"15
Once the shock of the Iranian revolution had begun to dissipate,

the Carter administration embarked on a policy of accommodation
with Khomeini.

This administration interferred in Iran's domestic affairs,
particularly in view of the fact that the US had given political

15 Jimry Carter, "The State of the Union® addre
8s to Congre
gn Jfgua:z 33, 1980. Quoted in Weeklx'COmgilation of gross
roa an Ey M mcam
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refuge to a large number of military and civilian assocliates
of the Shah. The Iranian response was & well-orchestrated
barrage of anti-American propagandae The U.8§ gshould decide
vhom 1t wanted to accommodate, the officials of the fallen
regime or the new Islamic governmmente If 1t was the latter,
then it should tolerate the practices of Khomeirni's justices.

' fhe U.3., also failed to coneider an academic for the position
of the U.S ambassador. This was strongly opposed by the |
Iranians in June 1980,

In short, 6né leams from these vgiying degrees of
relations with the various U.S. leaders that Iran had demanded
three things from the USA, as concrete evidence that they had
genuinenly accepted the revolution. One was that the USA
should absolutely cease and desist from expressing concern about
the trials and punishmente of officials of the foreign regimee.
Seoondly, that the U.s ghould agree to extradite at least some
of the most notorious military and civilian officials of the
Shah who had been granted refugee. Thirdly, the USA should
abandon any idea of sheltering the Shah and indeed should co~
operate with the Iranian authorities to recover some of the
shah's,assets in the US. BRvery account indicates that the
USA was most concilatory on all these scores, literally

accepting Khomeini's terms for accommodation. This poster was
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severely tested by the admission of the Shah to the U.8. in
dqtober. The chain of events that it unleashed had two serious
resultse As far as the Khomeini government was concerned,

that act simply provéd that the U§ protestation about

accepting the revolution ana accommodating the new regime was

a blatant deceptione 1In fact, the U.S was binding 1%4s time and
preparing itself $o achieve Khomeini's downfalle If the

failure t0 predict the Shah's downfall had been the first
dramatic US failure, the inability to comprehend the difficulties
of accommodating Khomeini' might surely be considered aa a

gecond disastrous U3 errore

The main areas of focus, during the Carter administratiﬁn,
in the Mideast policy was the Pallestinian conflict, the gulf
security and its energy crisise Unfortunately, during the final
months of the Carter administration, the U.S foreign policy was
perceived as vacillating and lacking in leadershipe The
Carter administration's reactions to the upheavel in Iran,
t0 the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, and to Soviet threats
in the gulf area left U.§ friends in the.region bewildered
and unsure of Washington'sg resolve to reéist Soviet aggression
and of its determination to defend U.S. interests. Like all
countries, U.S had no permanent friends or permanent enemies,

only permanent interestse.
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In fact the Gulf leaders heard meny promises and
exaggerated rhetoric from Carter, but they saw very little

actione The Carter doctrine remained moré words than substancee

As to the concept of strategic consensus, it 'i'e obvious
that the Regan Administration is moving towards a preclusive

posture towards Irane

Although the 'Beagan Administration has attempted to0 create |
a new image of U.S. concern and resolve in the Gulf, by early
1962.’ it failed to develop a comprehensive political
program for the région and it responded to urgent developments
in the region (sueh as the assassination of President Anwar

Sadat of Egypt) only through military aid.

Caught in a web of contradictory concerns and pressures,
the US appears incapable of initiating active new policics
towards Iran as long as Khomeini's regime holds a radically

different perception ahout Iran's securitye.
_IJ§A gnd Iraq

It 1s hard to underatand how a government with a basically
Soviet styled military and socialist oriented economy, could
have upon the victory of the Islamic Revolution veered around

overnight, to make giant strides towards Weste

But while much attention haa been focussed on the graving
economic, political a.nd strategio importance of the Gulf



countries, little attention has been paid to Iraq's role
in this sensitive region. Iraq has received scant courage

on its role with superpowerse

Thereiis very little 1nformation-on US-Iraqi relations
before 1958. Iraq, gained prominent international recognition
only after a surprise coup, sounded the death Knell for the
. Hashimite monarch in July 1958,

In a real sense, the two countries have never been
particularly close in the paste If Britain was Iraq's principal
great power ally until 1958, the Soviet Union'tcok that role
in the later yearses Althoﬁgh American companies had a 23T
of share in the Iraq Petroleum cémpany (IPC) the vénture was
dominated by British interesis. Iraq was considered comparatively
better under the British, by the United Statese The US also
criticised the British backed Iraqi government for its
repression and narrov base. The British made it clear that
Iraq should discburage any US political orAeconomic foothoid.
Until US remained as a western ally of Saudi Arabia end |
Tfurkey in the late 1940g and aseﬁmed a senior weetern'role
in EBgypt, Iran, Labanon and even Jordon in the~ early and
mniddle 19509, Iraq remained a British stronghold.

Before the July 1958 coup, which ended the Hashimite

monarch, two issues had a great effect on US~Iraq relations 3
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on Palestine and on 1ts regional security. Iraq, like other
Areb countries opposed the oreation of Israel and was bitterly
angry at American policy and it is this disagregmgpt that lay
the basis for great strains in the futuree. On é1'April 1954,
instead of joining the Pakistan-Turkey accord, Iraq signed a
military aid agreement with the US.

In 1959. US programme in Iraq was 1n1tially small,
involving only US advisers and $§ 9million 4n assistance for the
four yearao‘s Bventa, however, moved quickly. Iraq withdrew
from the Baghdad Pact in March 1959 and briefly severed

relations when the US$ recognised Kuwait in 19614

During the 1960s, Irag's increasing hostility and "
radicalism played a central role in the growing US-Iran alliance.
The sale of F~4 figher planes %o the Shah, was justified
within the American grant as matching Soviet sales t0 the Iraqis.

But, in 1961, Iraq and US were moving very cloaely. when
a cultural co-operation agreement was signed in Janvary 1961,
a 'Food for Peace' arrungement commenced in August 1963, a US
Expert-Import loah wag made in 1965 and an Agricultural
Commoditiés'agreement vas negotiated in December 1966.
After the end of Qasim's regime in 1963, the ruling Arif
brothers renewed economic and commercial ties with the VWeste.
After June 1967_wa:; Iraq severed diplomatic relations with
the U3, suspended oil shipments, refused US aircrafts ,
overflight rights and announced a boycott of American goodse.
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A

In 1967, Iraq broke diplomatic relations with the US and
re jected the repeated American attempts at resuming it

again .

In 1968, when the Ba'th came to power, reconciliation
with the US hardly constituted a priority for Baghdade. However,
in 19708, the Carter adminietration (until Januaxry 1977) |

reopened formed relations with Iraqs

In 1972, and during the office of Hassan = al - Bakr, &
friendship pact was signed between Iraq emd the Soviet Uniom
for expanding economic, military and cultural relations between
the two countriese The pact was enforced at least until 1978-79.
However, despite maintaining its constant ties with Moscow,
Baghdad fﬁrtively turmne to the west to purchéee arms,
coinciding with the time -li.e. the ex-8Shah's regime was fast
deteriorating. US failed to reaoct 1mmeaiate1y'and hence Iraq
sought France's help uhich 80ld as much as two billion dollars
in arms to Iraqe US strategy in the region aimed at attracting
Iraq to the Weste

The US hold equally unfavourable perceptions of Iraq, as
a radical state, an ally of the Soviet Union and a
destabilising, revolutionary force in the region. -Iraqi
knowledge of the US's collaboration with Iran on the Kurdish 1asue
inevitably increased antagonism towards the United States and
Baghdad's 1972 friendship treaty with the USSR -~ thus moving
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Iraq to the Soviet Union. ‘“The earlier héostilities became
integrated into cold war alignments.

After Iraq nationalised the Iraqi/Petroleum Company in
1972, 4t led to heavy loss in oil export and this hurt. the
United States most as the U.S was its highest bidder. After
October 1973, (i.e. when Arab-Israeli war began), Iraq joint
U.S.'petroleum income due to this collaboration increased by
nearly 20%. .

Phe U.3. imported $ 123 million, in 1971 worth of oil
and $§ 671 million in 1976.

From 1977 onwards, the US motives for attempting to
improve relations with Iraq were of two kindes

1 The Carter Adminietration denounced the East-West aspect of
Third World Conflict and 4id not adopt its predecessor's
view of Iraq solely as a Soviet ally. Iraq was seen as a
potential ally in maintaining regional estability and in
oppoeing goviet expansionisme.

2 The growing rift between Baghdad and Moscow

With Khomeini assuming power in Iran the US moved to Iran -
so_Iraq wanted Soviet support in combating wéstern inf luence
but had no intgﬁtion of helping the USSR gain hegemony over
the region and Iraq wanted to project its own influence

throughout the regione.
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0n727_ﬁarch 1979, Saddam Hussain told an Arab Conference
in Baghdad that the US had been making

sevssc0csnssscoroe

*monthly or at least yearly attempts during the past five

-

years to restore relations with Iraq, but this country
will continue to view the US as an enemy of the Arabs as

long as Israel, with US backing continues to occupy Arab
17
]

-~

The US dependence on Iragi oil was not hampered despite the

lands

weak relationse In 1979, the US took only 3¢2% of Iraq's oil
exportse US experts'to Iraq, meanwhile, grew from § 382 million
in 1976 to0 around $ 700 million in 1980418

The US share of Iraq's import market which totalled an

estimated § 5.5 billion in 1979, remained relatively steady over

19

those yearse By 1976, 22 US.Companiés had branches in Iraqe

By the first half of 1980, US import of oil amounted to

37,000 barrels a day from‘Iraqozo

Inspite of this Iraq was
only 9th among Amerioczn supplierse Irag, in one way (04l

revenue) depended on the US not US on Iraqe

17 New York Times, 20 March 1981.

18 Iraq 3 US Food credits Grantea - Mjddle East Review
V01010, Jane.=1983%

19

20 Ibid =~ p.138
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At the inception of the war, Washington did not intend to
make Saddam Hussein dependent and subservient to the U.3. This
was, because even before thewar, Saddem Hussain was considered
a US inspired agent at the head of the Ba'ath Party, Washington's
principal goal was %o obstruct the channels through which the
Ielamic Revolution might infiltrate into Iraq and at the

gsame time minimize Soviet influence in that countrye.

When the non-aligned conference at Baghdad failed to drag
Iran for negotiation, Saddam Hussain made efforts to get foreign
support for ending the ware The U.§ rushed to help Saddam by
instigating Israel to invade Lebanon, thus creating a political

atmosphere condugive to help Saddam declare a ceasefire.

Before embarking on war against Iran, Saddam Hussain held
.serious talks to establish financial relations with the U.S. The
West started out 1ts’politica1 support for Iraq on the
advent of the war and increased such support by declaring
its agreement with amn imposed ceasefire as proposed by the

Tnited Nationse

The U.S position in the Persian Gulf is very essential to
its very existence ~ Washington's role in controlling Iran-Iragq
conflicte.

The U.S. interest in the Persisn Gulf is due to three

elementss -
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1 fThe countries of the Persian Gulf which try to deny the

West its rights of wunhindered access to their resources
and which endeavours to frustrate any effort and any

exertion to force in assuring such rights,
2 fThe Invasion of the Soviet Union

3 A devouring power declaring a revolutionary movement in the

international _eystem.?" .

In order to safeguard ites interest, the Vest would need to
implement a forceful dual strategye. The first policy would
pave . the wa.y for an independent policy, that is a return to the
economic interference of the (Classic US dollar policye The
second policy which would also impel the goviet Union to
accept it, is a political strategy based upén co-operation for
arms control and a novel effort towards detente. In countries
like Iran, where Washington's influence fails to achieve any
result and exploit its non-nuclear forces, an 'offensive!
strategy would be seen as appropriate, as the rise of Iran
as a dominating power in the Persian Gulf portends disaster for
Washingtone

After Israel's raid on Iraq's nuclear reactor; in June 1981,
the U.S and Iraq negotiated through United Fations chamnels to

produce a compromise resoluticn on the iasuee

21 M. Khedduri, alist Iraq' (M1ddle East Institute,
¥Washinzton, 193&;, Pelld



‘ggngiuaing Peréﬂgct;vgs

Bitensive mistrust between the US and Iraq in recent
years has ménirested itself over two principal issues :'Gult
security and the Arab~Israelil conflict. Iraq faced a heavy
jolt when the U.§ gent aid to Iran and AWACs(radar) planes
%o Saudi Arabiae

In its relgtions with the U.S, Iraq has consistently
been infiuenced by the Palestinian guestion. The convergence of
Iranian, Israeli and United States interests is encouragzing and
backing the Kurdish rebellione Suéh attenmpts are sure to
destabilige and isolate Iraq thereby adversely affecting US=-
Iraql relationa. |

This hardline understanding will not bring the unlikelihood
of a speedy comprehensive settlement or a direct olash‘between
the U.S and Iraqe $Similarly, as a leader of the non-aligned
movement, Irag would hardly be 11ke1yvto ally iteelf openly or
 elosely with the U.S. Iraq's own political culture ~ the
Portsmouth Treaty and the Baghdad Pact experiences are obvious
examples, illustrates the price that iraq nay pay for aslliance
with the Vest.

On the American side, Washington's policy towards Iraq
depends heavily on the attitude taken by Saudi Arabia and the

other Gulf Arab gtates. Washington sees Iraq as am actor
there, but not as the region's new leadere
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The best way for Iraq to gain coverage over U.S policy
would be to demonstrate that it has no intention of under-
mining other Arab States in the gulf anad willnhelp buila
constructive Arab security alternatives to direct US
involvement through a workable regional systems This lies

somewhere between enstrangement mnd alliance.

The road'towards improvement' of United States ~ Iraq
relations would be a 'long One'.

USSR gnd Izaq

~ Before July 1958 revolution, Iraq was described in the
Soviet ﬁhion as a semi-colonial country, ﬁominally independent
but actually subject to British colonial domination. Ite
economy was considered to be mainly pre-capitalist : and
relations of produétion in the countryside vere_largely'semi-

feudale The petiy bourgeoisie were more numerouse 22

The Iraqi revolution of July 14, 1958 was welcomed in
the Soviet Union as a great victory for the Arab national
liberation movement, which put an end to the Baghdad Pact and
to Iraqi dependeﬁce on Britain. Moscow recognized the new
regime on July 16,_and exchanged diplomatic representations
with Iraqe

22 Quoted in Aryeh Yedfat = 'Arsb Politics 1n the Soviet
Mirror' (Isrmel University Pera, 1975) DPe 140
and in J Mohammed, gng (Vorld Marxist ggv;e!)
. September 1958. De
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The new government's announcement of its support of the
Bepding Conference Principles, its decision to withdraw from
the Baghdad Pact, which changed its name to CENTO, made it

- indulge in an arms deal with the Soviet Unione Thus, the 1958
revolution, brought a force in Iraq that was ready to co=

operate with the Soviet Union and the local communistse

The Iraqi republic established trade agreements on
economic and technical éboPeration and on cultural cooperation
1n'ﬁardh 1959, Iraq expressed its'positive neutrality by
abrogating the Aﬁglo-lraqi'agreement,’the agreements with the
USA on American aid t0 Iraq and the agreement based on the
Eisenhower Doctrinee.

Further, as per Khrushchev's desire, the Iraqli communist
party (ICP) was_given support and aid from Rusgia and he also
oppoaed tha_UAB-Iraé mergeres Khruschev préferred fqr a“morg
advanced® Iraq and economic reforms were carried "within the

framework of the capitalist mode of prodpction.“

The Ba'ath party was a special target of Soviet attacks.
On the other hand they aimed to make the Iraqi Communist Party
as the gtrongest and thé most influential party in the country.
Its, perhaps this which made the ICP succeed in suppxeésing the
Mosul revolt of March 1959, and the magsacres of anti-

conmunists and Muslimse.



goviet Reservations in the Qassem gegimé

| During Qassem's regime (1960-1963), there were tremendous
changes in Iraq's foreign policy. It rejected the Western
alliances and aid, but whole heartedly welcomed Soviet's ‘
friendship and the unselfish Soviet aid to the new republice

A new agreement on economic and technical cooperation was signed

between the two countries on August 18, 1960.

Qassenm utilised the ICP to combat Nasser's followers in Iraqe
goviet leaders aided Irag with economic and military atd for this.
Despite this aid Qassem proved to be a difficult person for the
Soviet leaders to work withe He skilfully played the
communists off against the Nassarites, weakening both and then |

emerged as the dominant force in Iraqe.

‘On several occasions there were olashes between the Muslims
and the 'Communists dué_to their party ideclogy. By October 1961,
‘the ,real ICP had refused legal afatus and that a dummy party,
consisting of police agénts'agd ghady adventurers wﬁa officially
listed as the QCOmmunist Party".

This indicates the desire of the bourgoeisie to disrupt
the party and the unity of the working classe In short, the
gtrong Russian hold was deterioratinge

Soviet appraisals of the last years of Qassem's regime came
only sfter the Ba'thist camp and Qassem's downfall on February 8,

1963« Though Iraq withdrew from the Baghdad Pact, under him, it
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stood for neutralism and non-alignment. Thus he conducted
the policy of 'balancing' between the Right and Left until
the very ende It was the imperialists, the supporters of
the monarchy, the Ba'thists and pro-Nasser elements who,
despite the contradictions in their aims and interests,

- wanted to get rid of Qassem.

His overthrow, was a result of his clash with the Russian
ideologies of Communism and he had no chance to 11ve up to

the masses intereste

The Ba'th Regime = Pebruary 8th - November 18th, 1963

goviet éppraisals of the Ba?th party in Iraq, as in
gyria, were negative almost from the first days of the Iraqi
republice With the entry of the Ba'th Regime in 1963, Iraq

was moved towards fascisme

The Ba'thist indulged in mass repression and bloody

terrorism of communists on the pretext of declaring them
commupisT PARTY oF

~ partisans of the Qassem regime. The CPSU (gover umion

was alarmed at this act and held mass meetings and demonatr=
ations in Moscow to condemn the killings. Ilater, Moscow accusged

‘the Chinese of supporting the Ba'th regime in Iraqe2>

23  Ibid ppe 168
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‘A1l Ba'th schemes had come to naught, when the Ba'th
regime oamé to an end on November 18, 1963, after a oamp
led by President 'Arif', seized power a.:b the CQentres All
soviet comments and references to Iraq revealed great

satisfaction at the end of the 'fascist' Ba'th regime.

Ihe Arif Regime

Soviet relations with Iraq and the Soviet view of its
intermal policies became more favourable from the end of
1963. The CPSU expressed gatisfaction over the failure of
the Ba'tha Party and welecomed relations with the Arif regime.

The Soviet Prime Min:latér. Kosygin, éent a personal envo;
on July 23, 1966 to President Arif and expressed its intentio
to extend th'eir.protécol ties with Iraq and also agreed to
expand economic and technical aid %o Iraqe

The Iraqui foreign minister visited the USSR on April 17
22, 1967 and the Soviet side "expressed high appreciation for
the anti-impeﬁalist 'polioyvof? the Iraqi Republic as a non-
‘aiigned state, and for its possible role in supporting the’

Arad and other states é.gainst the 1ntr:l.gues of imperialism.24

The Soviet supported the gr:levanees of the Kurds in
north Iraqe In faot, on July 9 1963, a soviet delegation

24 .N. Andreas any, 'The Joviets in the Middle East’,
~International Affairg Noe5, 1967, pe71
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submitted the Kurdish problems to the UN and even threatened
the Iraql government of interférence by CENTO states, and also
warned Iran, Turkey and Syria, against intervention in the

war against the Kurdse

'On November 18, 1963, the Arif govemment , backed by the
goviet Union, was quoted as saying that equal rights to all
Iraqui citizens and requested the Kurds to lay down their

arms and set back to worke.

goviet commentators welcomed the ceasefire in Iraqil
Eurdistane As there were Kurds in Iran and Turkey, Soviet
indulged in cautious moves in Kurdish Iraq and gave lesse
publicity about the Iraqi Kurdish minoritiese.

The new Iragqi government formed by éeneral Tahir Yahya
on July 10, 1967, broke diplomatic relations with the USA,
Britain and Federal German Republic and joint the oil boycott
of those countries declared by the Arab Statese It also
declared its adherence to the anti~imperialistic ocamp;
its consequences of the Israeli aggression, to achieve the
unity of the Arsb 6ountr1es following a socialist line t¢o
establish security and justice in Iraq and to étrengthen
relations with the USSR and other socialist countries.

Chairman of the Supreme Soviet, Podgormy visited Iraq
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in 1967 and Iraqi took a pioneering step to play a nationalising
role in the Gulf region and strengthening of friendly relations
and co=-operations between the Soviet Union and Irage Backed by
the Soviet Union, Iraq adopted an extreme anti-western position
in regard to the Arab 0il boycott and'Arab eccnomic relations
with the west in general; it also nationalised the American

and British shares of the Irag Petrol Companye

In 1968, Soviet Union listed out what is considered to be

Iraq's achievementss

- Introduction of agrarian:reform;

- nationalization; = dbuilding of new industrial enterprises;~
establishment of a state sector of the economy; =~ restriction
of foreign oil companies rights; = the establishment of
INOC; = Soviet = Iraql cooperation - and soviet assistance

t0 Irage

The Regime of Arif, in which the USSR had invested so much
effort and hope, was overthrown on July 17, 19684 The camp was
organized by a group of army officers headed by general Bakr -
the return of the Ba'th partye

The establishment of closer relations between Iraq and the
USSR made the latter still more interested in a continuation
of the existing ceasefire situatione



Kurdish 'extremism' vwas thus criticised. The USSR was
intérested in peace in Iraqi Kurdistan, even if that would
require Kurds to yield on certain points, as the USSR had done
in its acceptance of the Ba'th regime. Inspite of the internal
Kurdish problem, Iraq concentrated on its intemational affairs
and on its Bnti-imperialistic orientation.!

The signing in Baghdad on April 9, 1972, of a USSR~Iraqi
treaty of friendship and cooperation and the openihg on that

day of the oil fields and the oil pipelines in North Rumaylah, | .

which was built with Soviet assistance, was praised by the
'Soviet Union for Iraqi's achievements and ties with the

Soviet Unione

On 17%h October, 1978, Saddam Hussain spoke in one session
of the camp David accordss

Wohe goviets are our best friends. The USSR always sides
‘with the ‘Arabs, we act accordingly.‘zs

EN

in December 1978, Hussain and some of his top aids visited
.the Soviet Union and signed two new economic and technical

cooperation agrecments.

The Soviets stand concerning the imposed war, since its

inception, varies according to 3 stagess

25 Aryeh Yedfat, Arab Politics in the Soviet Union
(Israel University Press, 1975), PPe 181 :
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A) From the beginning of the war until Bani Sadr's ouster.

B) From the ouster of Bani Sadar until the liberation of
Ehorramshahre
¢) From the liberation of Khorramshahr until the 5th stage

of operation Ramadhane

' The first phase of the war was advantageous for Moscowe In
the second phase of the war, the Soviets provided Iraq with
" arme at the same time as attempting to end the war with the
stabilization of saddame The third of the war, delayed due %o
the Lionist invasion of sduthern Lebanon and the United Nat1on
Security Council's resolution, which bearing the endorsgmént
the U.S and Soviet Union called fér a ceagsefire, was marked by
the beginning of the Bamédhen offensive, eli_oiting from the
8oviets an implicit exprésaion of anxiety over Iran's thrust
into Iraqi territorye. ' |

_ In the beginning of the war when Iraq achieved a series

of its military objectives like $ Khorramshahr, Qarr - e = Shirim,
susangerd and other boarder cities, Moscow failed to react At |
thise rxoeeoﬁ's portrayl Cgbf‘lraq as an anti imperaislistic
country, at the beginning of the war, precluded any eoft of
condemnation of this aggression. ’

The §oviets openly declared that they wete againgt the
aggressor while openly declaring Iraq as anti-imperialiste

It was for this reason that Moscow never put pressure on Iraq
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to withdraw its forces but on the other hand supplied Iraq
with arms worth one billion dollars, alongwith two other parties

of the eastern bloce

Iraq is linked to the 8Soviet Union through ties of frien-
dshipe In short, Iraq cannot be viewed as a satellite of the
Soviet Union and despite friendly relations between the two,
there is nothing permanent or inevitable in their tiese.

"> The Iraqi model of the Ba'thist regime revolves around the
leftist ideology in the Gulf. The Ba'thist regime came to
pover in 1963~ (end of Qagim regime). Besides its constant
boundary disputes with Iran in the Shqtt.al - Arab area and its
territorial disputes with Kuwait, Iraq has had to deal with

the Kurdish problem at homes Iraq failed to build a sound
ideological bridge to its political elites in the gulf, It
has link in a vague Soviet - Iragi-Indian relationship in

the Gulf. @Generally speéking, Iraq has suffered from three

congtraintss

(1) Diplomatic isolation from its neighbours,
(2) the lack pf'a deep-water port on the gulf and
(3) shaky internal political stability.

Through this prepostetous traversty, Iragis have sought
in vain to portray us, in thié Islamic land, as accomplices of
the zionist regimes |
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THE CONFLICT
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The Iran=Iraq war - the worla_'e mogt inexplicable war and the
most costly war in the developing world -- has entered its
 seventh year. The gulf, today, is the cynsure of world attention
and this war between the. two eynical neighbours has suz':eite-d
the appetite for violence to the entire worlg, withput any

purposeful sense of remorse.

Both, Iran and Iraq, are remarkably similar countriese.
Their populations are predominantly Muslim, with Shia majority
- aithough the sunni minority has captured state power in Iraqe
Among the guif states both are most developed, with oil
production dominating their ecénomies, both adopt non-
alignment in their foreign policies, their leadership ideologies
though fundamentally at variance, are expansionist by naturee.
But regimes have their detractors at home, and both have succoured
the anti-establishment fugitives from the other sideo‘ If
despite the inany gimilarities, apart from geographical contiguity
historical commonness, community of political experience,
similar development heritage and the lately assumed anti~-
imperialist and non-aligned postures these two neighboura
have taken to a collision course, there being clear-cut variables

between the two countries of historical geostrafegic, human,
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1deological, military, economic, domestic, regional,

international and diplomatic nature. The (lifi’érencea

often coalesce and, given the varying pé€rceptioms, they

build up the fear psychosis and 'l:ens::l.t)np1

The Iran=Iraq confl:l’ct has deep—seated historical,

legal an d ideological dimengionsse

oota of Conflict

1

In this framework, three successive pericds can be

' 1dehti£ied in the history of the Shatt al-Arad disputes

The rivalry between regional empires, where the conflict
over boundaries was manifested in efforts to demarcate

them throvgh fluid tribal allegisncess

Imperialist penetration, where the conflict over boundarie
vas manifested in efforts to demarcate them through

fixed geographic points, and

_Natiorialist rivalry, where the conflict over boundaries

has been manifested in efforts to demarcate them through

variable cultursl characteristics of »population.z-

AJ.HeH. Abldi, " The Irag=Iran War = A Balance Sheet"
R.C. Sharma (ed) in Perspectives on Ipran-Irag Conflict
(Rajesh Publications, New Delhi, 198%‘?“"‘.%5‘3"——“"

- Ismael Tareq Y -~ and Iran : Root 6f nflic
(Syracuse University Press, New YOTKs, N.Y31982), Dol
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The first period, rivalry between regional émpires, nay
be traced from the early Islamic periode With the rise of
Islam in the seventh century, the emergence of the Shi'i-
— Schism was the first manifest sign of the fragmentation
‘of the empire. The safavid Dynasty (the protector of the
shi'is) in Persia in the sixteenth century and the Ottoman
Empire (the protector of the sunnis) in the 14th century,
created loggerheads in the Middle East, each seeking expansion
at the expense of the othere '

These two regions indulged in a tug-of-war over Mesopotamia
(Iraq) and this reflected the precarious military balance
between the two empires and the administrative weakness of
each of thers 80631 a political solution ﬁas attempted in the
firét treaty, between the two em_pires, the A;nassia Treaty
of 1955« Further conflict between the two empires called
the 1639 treaty, which demarcated the frontier zone vas over
one hundred miles wide, between the zagros Mountains in the
east and the Tigris and ghatt al-Arab rivers in the Weste
This treaty is significant as 4t became the basis of future
treaties and established the framework of future cententions
over borderse Another treaty in 1746 accepted the 1639 treaty
and gave recognition to the effective autonomy of the
"Aradb tribes of the region, which the Ottomans could not
change and $0 their nominal Persian allegiance, which the
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Persians could not enforcee Mgp-13 delinates this nominal

frontier line between the two empirese

~ Throughout the eighteenth century, hostilities be tween
the Persian and mk:l.sh enpires oontinued _to_ wax and wanee.
One of the most si.@iﬁcant events wvag the Persian qcoupation
of Besra in 1776« They held it watil 1779 In 1821, the two
empires again went to wares This conflict was resolved by

the first Treaty of Brzerum in 1823¢

By 1820, Britain exerciged its 1mper5.a1:lst character on
Pereia and Iraqe By the nineteenth century Russia was Britain'
only serious imperialist rival in the Middle East. In effect,
Britein and Russia had control of Persian affairs and were
cooperating to share power between thmselves. The Turko-
Persian Commission of 1843, had both Russia and Britain as |
mediating powers and this Commission signed the second Treaty
of Erzerum in 1847. This is reflected in Map-II,* which
showg that the treaty extended Persian aoverei@ty to include
the island of Khizr {Abadam), Muhammara (including its Karun

river anchorage) and the eastern banks 0f the shatt al=Arabe

3¢ Map I = Frontler between Ottoman and the Persian State
Before 1847.

4+ Map-~II The Shatt al-Arab Frontimr. The Treaty of
Erzerum (1847



THE SHATT AL-ARAB FRONTIER
THE TREATY OF ERZERUM

200
> ..
¥ ¥
LR )
s ®
2%
L)
(A
l}‘,‘
LI
A
* o A
¢ ,," 4
LI b S
- s
‘l b MWL
M A . 8t
LI a, e
* * ‘..-l"
v . e
PO 1. 87
L LRI
» . - A 3’y »
. - ‘et e
o . ’
M FSALTN
M 1e "
LI " P
L Y . %,
. 'a .
. . X
. “ Tl
r 'KH .
Y2
. LI Y S,
N
- - -~ . - - “'
e . LN
. L e
. .
' z . 2.5
R Tev s w” »ea . K F
AR T Ko o
. . Y
- >
. 0 L] “"i‘
) 3
Sy . RS
47‘7 N P B
DR

MAP -7

Roore OF Con FLieT -

9
eoa——

Source ! TARER ITsmpeL Y.° IRAQ And TRAN
P ————————— I ]



83

Until 1924, relations between Iraq and Iran remained
tense. Finally,.with"the consent of the British, Iram>
recognized Iraq on April 20, 1929. fThrough Baghdad Pact
of '1955.5 the Middle East became the West's _frontline tier
against Soviet expansion. Thus, Irag and Iran became allies
in a Western military alliance formed to forestall Soviet
penetration of the regione

With the military withdrawal from the Gulf in 1971, the
Shah of Iran occupied the three gulf islands of Abu Musa,
@Greater Tundb and lLesser Tundb on November 30, 1971 .« A military
clash between Iraq and Iran erupted on april 14, 1971, in
the Xhanagin region of Northemm Iraqe Irag severed its
diplomatic relations with Iran and Britain in pmtést against
the occupatione Protest notes were sent to the Security
Council, the Arab League and to members of the diplomatic
corps in Irage Ko military action, however, was taken by

Iraq on any other Arab country against Irane

While border clashes between Iraq and Iran recurred
throughout the period 1971 to 1974, the Iraqi army was |

unable to resist Iranian pressures as the Kurdish rebellion

5 Accerding to Baghdad Pact (1955), Iraq, Iran, Turkey
and Pakistan joined with Britain in forming the
Middle Bast Treaty Organization (METO)
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was a serious drain on Iraqi military and economic capabilities.
In Februvary 1974, Iraq took the border dispute to the U.N
Security Council. Following year, Saddam Hussein, the

present President of Iraq and the Shah of Iran met In Algiers

on March 6 and signed the (Algiers) Agfeément the same day

i.e. On March 6._197506 Map-III reflects the frontier

adjustments between Iraq and Iryan according to the Algiers
Agreemente

Over centuries, the Shatt al=Arab has always remained as
a disputed ﬁaterway. Shatt al=-Arab traverses for 160km along
the 880km Iran~Iraq common bordere GeOgraphicaily, this
egtuary is the confluence of the two mighty rivers Tigris and
Euprates which is further joined by Iren-bom Karun river from
the east at Kharramshahy before it finally drains into the
gulf waterse The diepute over this waterway is justified
by Iran that 60% of the volume of water could be accounted
on the basis of the supplies through the Iranian rivers like
Earun, Upper and Lower Zeb, Dialeh and Kabure Being fully
landlocked Iraq contends that its opening on the gulf is only
through ite 48km wide marshy coast with 1te single outlet

6 ‘ Alg;eﬁs Azreement 1975 $ The terms were 3 (1) Iran would
cease &8 support for the Kurdish rebellion (2) the
frontier between Iraq and Iran would be adjusted,
including the following of the Thalweg along the
entire length of the Shatt al=Arab (3) the propaganda war

between the two countries would cease and no ¢ ™
interference in each other's internal affairs. =
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along the Shatt al-Arabso

Friction between Iraq and Iran continued to eecalate,
erupting to fullscale ware On Septegber 17, 1980, Iraq
abrogated the 1970 treaty. Within weeks of Iren's Islamic
revolution, a war of words had erupted between Iraq and Irane
On the surface, this appeared to be a personality conflict
between the two prominent Léaders = President Saddam Hussain
of Iraq and the Iranian leader Ayotallah Khomeini.

Legal Dimension of the Conflict

Four legal arguments justify this aspect of the conflicts

1 Iran refused to accept the second Erzerum Treaty of 1847,
as it was forced to sign the treaty by Britain and Russiae
Moreover, it was a relic of the colonial era aﬁd could not be
applicable to free and independent Irane Irag, for its part)
argued that this treaty was unjust to Iraq as it was signed by
the Ottoman Empire and not iraq and it refused to réspect the
then agreed Persian sovereignty over Aradb territory Muhammara
(Khorramshahr), Abadan and the left bank of the Shatt al-Arab.

2 Secondly, Iran argued that the signing of the 1847 treaty
by Mirza Mohammad Ali Khan's action was unauthorized angd ,
therefore, it viewed the treaty as null and voide Irag, on

the other hand, argued that Iranian protestations did no%
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prevent Iran from signing the Teheran Protocol of 1911 and
the Protocol of Constantinople of 191%, which affirmed the
validity of the 1847 Treatyes

3 The third argument used by Iran to justify its unilateral
abrogation of the 1937 Treaty claimed that the abrogation

vwas justified on the basis of Iraq's failure to abide by the
terms of that treatye Iraq argued that even if this was true,
Iran would have been on more solid legal ground had it |
referred thé matter to the International Court of Justice or

attempted to resolve it through bilateral negotiationse

4 Finally, Iranian argument centered on the understanding
of

*rebus sic stantibus', or a fundamental change in

circumstances s’ ]araq argued that Iran's abrogation of the

Treaty of 1937 was in violation of international laws the 1937
treaty was a boundary treaty and, therefore, could not be
abrogated wnilaterally without the approval of the other
partye However, at this stage, Iran invoked principle of
'rebus sic stantibus' in order to justify its olaims for
changing its boundary with Irag in accordance with the
principle of thalwege Iran maintained that the Shatt al-Arad
is a boundary river and must, therefore, have a joint

govereignty with Irage The Iraqi government rejected this

' Bamesh Sanghvi, OShatt al-A:ab $_The Facts behing the Issue
(London : Trans Orient Books, 1969), p.21
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logic on the grounds that historically and in accordance:with
all the treaties between Iragq an& Iran, the ghatt al=Arad

has always been considered on Iraqi national rivers

The Algiers Treaty of 1975 was abrogated by Iraq in
September 1980, on grounds that the Shatt al-Arab river along
with the province of Ahwaz in Arbistan, are Iraqi territories.
However, to gain a thorough hold over this region, Iran
iﬁduhged in acts of terrorism, through the_imported aid of the
sons of Mustafa Barzain (leader of the Kurdish rebellion),
 Iraq aleo maintained that between June snd September 1980,
there wvere 187 Iranian violations and military actions across

the Iragi borders-

Ideological Agpects

The present conflict between Iraq ané Iran also represents
a conflict of two diametrically opposed ideologiese Iraq
adheres to an ideology that is basieally secularish gn_d
nationalist, whiie Iran is a religiously oriented ideology

with a messianic universalist doctrine.

Besides the historical divisions, the Iraqie called
themselves as a United Arab Nation and viewed the Iranian
revolution as another imperialist attempt to deetabiliée Iraq
and bring about the downfall of the liberal and social regime

in Irage The battle with Iran wgs viewed as an act of national
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defense to keep the area free from foreign interference and
encirclemente They further pronounced the war as oné. not
for expahsion but on Arab war and as an acii tést of Arabiam.s
Iraq sees its conflict with Iran as Arab nationalism locked in
a struggle with Persian nationalism it is not a religious

var in which sunnis are fighting shi'ise. In fact, after the
downiall of Sadat's image in Aradb world.ldue t0 Camp David
treaty and Shah of Iran, Husasein saw himself as the new fulerun
of Arabs military and political affairs.

Both are citadels of two ideologies == Ba'ath and Islam
respectivelye Ba'ath ideology is modern in origin and
application and is confined t0 the Arad fold alone but Islam

is universale

The reason for a-Ba’ath's.demand for a secular state anA
gocialism was to gvoid religion being weighted down by the
‘burden of politicse The Arabs believed that religion instead
of being a unifying force can plaj a divisive roles Thus,
they looked for the secular character with assured freedom

in its spiritual and moral aspecte

Such arguments, from the point of view of Ayotallah

Khomeini and the Iranian Islamic revolution, are heresicse.

8 Ismael Toreq Y =~
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Here, it was believed that religions cannot be separated from the
atate and emphasized on Islamic unity to rebuff imperialiem

and create an active and sincere Islamic government to

function according to the lews of Gode Khomeini, being a

Shia, called ‘the Saddam Hussein's (a Sumni) regime as a "gatanic
regime® and urged the Iragls to oust Saddam Hussein.

. The Iranian permanent representatives at the UN suggested
that negdtiations could begin if President Hussein were xeplaced

by Mr. Al4 Salen, a former Iraqi permanent representative at
the United Nationse |

The qua:rel.was pitched around a complex mixture of personal

hatred and bitter religious rectarianisme.

Personal animosity between Khomeinl and Saddam Hussain
is another factors BRivalry between them started when Saddam
Hussein, to appease the $hah drew out Khomeini from his refuge
in the holity city of Najan, south of Baghdade Khomeini had
been in Najaf, soﬁth of Baghdade. In fact, Khomeini had been
in Najaf ever since he .was expelled from Iran by the Shah in
1964 for supporting the anti-Shah movements. Immediately after
this thousands of Shias were departed from Iraq fo Iranian
bordere This was a sad mistake of President Saddam Hussain.
Khomeini adhered to his stand that Saddam must step down and

let the Iraqis decide their future freelye.
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However, the temms demanded by those who rule Iran today
do appear extortionate, from a financial as well as political
standpointe By the same token,_ it is difficulst to appreciate
the stubborness of the ruling group in Iragq in refusing to
jettison a leader like Saddam Hussein, who cannot avoid
bearing a héawy responsibility for the dismaying plight in
which hié country and people éze trapped as a resuit of the
interminable ware If that is the political price to be paid
to make the Ayotollahs accede to some kind of ceasefire, 1%
is a light one»compared with the cqunting drain on resources,
above all human resourcese Iran aims a$ overthrow of Ba'athist
éeizure of rich oil fields of south Irag énd Iranian influence

on the shi'ite holy shrines at Karbala, Kuja and Najafe

Thus.lthe diametric pressures created on the governments
of the region are due to the ideological conflict bétween
Arab Nationalism aﬁd'Islamic universalism aé‘well as that
between the state legitimacy and revolutionary transformation.
Also these tensions were manifest in the dilemma which Iraq's

invasion of Iran posede.

Development of the ¥War

Official propaganda<fzom‘1raq and Iran during the
previous three months prior 40 the war has served up an
apocalyptic view of the Gulf war. Though ostensibly, the

stakes at issue are high == the very survival of Iraq in -
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its current form is under challenge -~ the war has not been

conducted as a total, all-out affaire.

For Iran, the war ié strictly a boarder affair, has been
conducted as an indispensable intense ritual sacrifice,
a teat of revolution and a species of grotesque 'street
theatre!, than as a éar directly engaging the naﬁion's
physical safetye

While Iraq's terms now amount to an acceptance of status
quo ante bellum based on the March 1975 Algiers accerd,.
Iren remains adamant on the rencunce of President Sadam Hussein
from power and financial compensation for the Initiation of

'‘aggression!' by Iragqe Three aspéets of the war stand outs

1 The initiation of the conflict, that is the expectations
and conditions pertaining to the resort to arms,

2 the conduct of the war with special reference to the
-existence of asymmetries involved, and to the

'functions' of the war; and
3 the problems in its temination.

Background for Dispute

The situation relating to the Iran=Irag border in the
ghatt al~Arab area prior to 1975 was based on the Treaty of
Brzerum of 1847 and on inter' agreements concluded in 1913
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. and 1937 but sub_sequen'kly disputede

According to Article 2 of the treaty of Erzerum 1847,
the then existing frontier between Iran (Persia) and Iraq .
(part of Ottoman Empire) the whole of the Shatt al= Arab
river was allotted to the Ottoman Bmpirees Pollowing the
discovery of the ecrude oil at Masjed == Sulaiman in 1908 and
the growth of the port of Muhammerah (called Khorramshahr by
Iran) on the waterway's eastern bank, a protocol relating to
the delimitation of the Turco -« Persian bouvndary was signed
in Constantinople by Tuikey. Persia, Britain and Russia on
November 17, 19134 This left the Shatt al-Arab under Ottoman
govereignty except for certain islands and it left Muhammerah
under Persian jurisdiction in coniomiity with the Treaty of
Erzerum but without affecting the Ottoman right of usage of
this part Aof_the river. |

A four-party mixed Commission subsequently moved the
boundary liné. in the vicinity of the part of Muhammérah only,
to the median line of the rivers' deepest channel (ile.c. the
Thalweg) and thus placed the immediate roadstead of the part in
Persian hands, in return for which the Persian government

ceded territories in the north to the Ottoman governmente.

During World War I, the river was controlled by British
military authorities after their invasion of the area, and

finance for the British Operations was raised from levies on
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all commercial shipping at Fao (on the western bank, near the
 mouth of the river)e As a result of Iranian pressurc; to
remove the anomaly' of the bulk of the revenue coming from
Iran but being used for the benefit of Iraq (which became an
independent sovereign state in 1932), a new treaty was
eventually concluded in 1937, which confirmed the earlier
agreements but applied the “Muhammersh principle® to the
Iranien port of Abadan, so that the docking and berthing
areas in the Shatt al-Arsb were placed under Iranian control.
However, in 1969, the Iranien government declared the 1937
agreement t0 be null and void, inter-alis because the Iragi
govemment had allegedly ﬁot implemented previéions which
that agreement had conteined on joint control and the use of

Iranian pilotse.

In short, the dispute over shatt-al-Aradb was basically
created by old colonial policies of British and Ottoman
Bmpire from the early 16th centurye It became more acute when
ghah Mohammad Reza Pahlavi of Iran pronounced the 1937 treaty
ag well in 1969. After the evacuation of the Gulf by the
British the Shah occupied on November 30, 1979, the three

strategic islands - Abu Musa, Greater Tumb and ILesser Tumb.

p_ggerio;étibn of Relations _between Iren and Ixraq
Fuli—scale hostilities broke out alon_g ma jor sections of
the border between Iran and Iraq in mid=-September 1980, after
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Iraq had unilaterally abrogated the mutual %reconciliation®
treaty which had been sizned in Baghdad on June 13, 1975. This
treaty ﬁas based on an agreement reached in Algiers on March 6,
1975 (Flap-III)9 and its teims had included in particular the
recognition of the two countries common border in the previously
disputed Shatt al=Arab waterway as running along the Thalweg line
(1.ee the median line of the watervay's deepest Qhannel) rather |

than along the Eastern bank as hitherto.

On October 31, 1979, Irac announced three specific demands,

namelys

-1 The abrogation of the 1975H“reeonciliatiaﬂ'treaty and the

restoration of Iraq of its former rightse

2 The evacuation by Iran of Abu Musa and the Tumbs Tslands in
the strait of Hormugz, at the mouth of the gulf, occupied by
Iran in 1971, and

3 The granting of autonomy to the Balucbis, Kurds and Arabs
in Irane Provided these three demands were met, the Iraqils
agreed %o accept the Iranians as friends of the Arabs, but

otherwise they were not friendse

‘The government of Iran rejected these demands on November 1,
1979, as conetituting unwarranted interference in Iran's internal
affairs and during the following months relations between the

two countries Aeteriorated sharplye

9 Map ITI - The Shatt al-Arab Frontier Algiers Agreement - 1975
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On November 4, 1979, the Iraqi embassy in Tehran was °
bombed by Iranian revolutionary guards and on December 14, .
the I;aqi forces shelled Tran's bordexr region, see map-IV1°
In March 1980, both the countries ambassadors from each oOther's
capital city were expeiled. Repeated attacks;on the border

region were done by both Irag and Iran in April 1980.

On April 6, 1980, the Iraqi foreign Minisier Dr. Sa'adonn
Hammadi sent a message *0 Dr. Kurt Waldheim, UN aeepetary-eenéral,
ealling for the 1mmediatevwithdrawal of Iranian troops froﬁdthe

- three Gulf islands and accusing the Iranian government for 1te
aggressive and expansionistjpolicy.in the Gulf regions But
$adeq Qotbzadeh, then Iranian ?oreign Minigter stated that his

comiry's differences with Iraw went beyond‘the'disputed islandse

On April 7, 1980 , Tran placed its Army on full alert
along the féontier and launched an anti-Traq propaganda compaigng
while in a broadcast on April 8, Avotallah Ruhollah Khomeini
(Tran's spiritual leader) called for the overthrow of President
Saddam Hussein of Iraq, whom he described as "an eneny of Islam
and Moslems", and urged the Iraqi armed forces to desert “the

imposed, inhuman and illegal regime of Baath‘.11

10 Map IV Territories omptured by Iraq (March 1980)

11 gggéingh'g Contemporary Archives == (Keesingh's publications,
Lenghman Group limited, London) Volume XXVII, 1981, p«31005



96

The impact of this enemitv, turned on religion when the
Shia Moslems of Irag were expelled, who crossed the border
into ITrane Irag is ruled by Yunni leadership while Iran by
ghia leadershipe

On April 16, 1980, the Supreme command of the Iranian
armed forces announced in broadcast the formation of a
"Bevolutionary Islamic Army for the Liberation of Iraq® and
called on the people of Irag to rise against the ruling Baath _
party which, it was alleged, was serving a "world imperialist
conspiracy®e At the same time Tehran radio called for "holy
wart (jihad) against the Iraqi Baath regimes

In response the Iraqi'President reaffirmed that Iraq
would fight‘if "collision" became "a national duty", and also
demanded general recognition of the Arsb character of the
Trenian province of Khuzestan (called Arabistan in Iraql. As
a retaliation to Iran's statement Iraql presé continuéé its
recriminations against the Khomeini regime in Iran, €escribing
it as the product of "hostile US scheming written and
dirccted by the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)® and as

consisting of "racists and enemies of the Arab people®.

By August 1980, clashes between the two cowntries had
extended "to all border posts" and both Armies used ground-
to-ground missilese Soon the Iragql air forces attached Tehran,

Tabriz, Hamadan, Sonandaj, XKhermanshah, Abadam and XKharg island
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in the Gulf, the Iranian main oil-port, which invited a
- comter-attach by Iran on Baghdad, Mosul, Kirkuk, Frbil, Basra

and the oil-port of Fao and parallel attacks on either side
of the Shatt al=Arab on Abadan and Basrae

Iraqg fajled t0 use its military, due to the American

military aid to Iran. Therefore, the then concluded (Vice=

President Saddam Hussein and the $hah of Tran) Algiers Agreement
of Merch 6, 1975 was abrOgated.12

On September 10, 1980, Irag and Iran directly admitted that

they were involved in the conflicte. The Iragi President, further

stated that Iraq did not want war but would defend itself against
attempts to wrest from its territory which belonged to ite
It also "liberated® the Zein == el == Kaons Zone (which was

occupied by Iragi forces) which had been "usurped® by Iran
10 years earliere.

Fighting was also reported from the Basra area on September
14, 1980, when Iraqi forces occupied about 90 square miles in
the Musian area (some 150 miles north of Basra) and on
September 19, Iran admitted that two if 1ts (US built) P-4

Phantom fighters had been shot down and 11 Iranian soldiers
vere killede. |

Qut k_of Full-Seals War

On September 17, 1980, President Saddam Hussein announced
that Irag had formelly and unilaterally abrogated the "reconcile

122 dbie |
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iation" ¢reaty of June 13, 1975 and had restored full
sovereignty over the Shatt al=Arad Waterwaye

Full scale fighting broke out with a major Iragi offensive
onvseptember 21 and Iraqi troops occupied the Iranian border
areags and captured the port of Khorramshahr and Abadan == Iran's

rich 0il refineries. However, Iragi's advance was hampered by

1 the strength of Iranian resistance
2 the difficult terrain (mountains in the central sector
and ewamps in the South) and,

3 Iraq's failure to master the logistics of modern watfare

Iraq claimed to have destroyed on Septeﬁber 21 five Iranian
patrol boats near the mouth of the Shatt al - Arab and (on
September 22) it bombed Tehran airport énd ten other Iranian
military bases on a 1000~k.m. front bordere Wnile Iran olaimed
t¢ have shot_down:20 Iraqil aireraft and to have killed
"at least 244 Iraqis®™ in retaliation. Subsequently, both
jndulged in destroying each other's airports, 01l fields and

industrial areas.

Both Abadan and Khorramshahr were (on October 3) revorted
to be burning and the Iraqi city of Fao (Al Faw) was badlv
shelled by Iranian artillerye.

Iran was strongly supported by the (Marxist) ®Fedayeen
al-Khalq" guerrilla group and by the peovle's Army (the
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Mostafazin Militia) which mobilized the Iraql Kurds and Iragis
to raise against the war and weaken their ruler - Saddam

Husseine.

On October 13, a tank batfle was reported 40 have been
decisively won near Abadan by Iraqi - Joviei-bullt T.55 tanks
against Iranian British-builg §enturiona and at least one |
chieftain tanke. Almost everyday casuvalities were reported
with constant attacks by both nationse Iraq made use of the
US-made weapons ocaptured from Iran, including 155-mm guns,
M-60 tanks and TON anti-tank missiles. |

The war continued the following year (1981)s On 5 and
8 January, there were center attacks from both sides and

each claimed to be military superior than the other.

0f the most dreaded battles fought were the susangerd
battle (in which Iraq succeeded in totally destroving Iran's
brigade) and the Qarr-e-Shirin battle,; where Iren destroyed
three battalions of Iraq's eighth Mountain Division. In the
first week of January 1981, Iranians used their sophisticated
equipments, inéludin,g armouyr, heavy artillery, Phantom aircrafs$

and cobra helicoptere

Again on April 1981 Iranisns made a surprise attack with
no fruitful results. The new Iranian counter-offensive, code-

»named 'Allah-c-Akbar' was launched in September 1981, =2ll
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along the frontiere Despite their efforts, the Iranians faced
very counter attacks from the Iraqis. Ilarge-scale Iranian
attacks were launched in February and March 1982. In their
operation, Ya Sahra, in the last week of March, the Iranians

gained large areas in $hush and Susagard sectore

In May 1982, during their operztion Jerusalem in the
southérn sector, along the river Karun, north of Khorramshahr,
the Iranians laid heavy pressure on Abadan and their main
battles were fought in the southern sectore. Khorramshahr was
occupied by the Iranians in late May 1982. EKhorramshahr became
a bloody centre of the war and has the earliest target to be
captured by Iraqe At present the land operations are being
conducted throughout the 800 kilometer border from Qasr - e-
Shirim %o thg Gulf.

Tn the svmmer of 1982, to rebuff the war, Iraq withdrew
its troops from the occupied territory of Iran with the
iﬁtention for a ceasefire and to end military operatione The
Iraqi Revolutionary Command Council declared on June 10,1982
that it was ready to return to the international borders, i.e.
to the bofders defined by the Algziers Agreement of 1975 Iraq
also acoeptéd the peace proposals pﬁt forward byvthe mediatory
millions of the non-aligned and Muslim countries.13

13 New York Times, No«33, August. 1983, p+19
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On June 20, 1982.»Iraq1 President Saddam Hussein announced
t0o unilaterally withdraw Iraqi "military units® from Iranian
towns and territory to “the international frontier% within
10 dayse But Iranian ieaders rejected this Iragi offer as

o ruse and Ipanian forces attacked Basra on July 13.

Again in June 1983, Saddam Hussein offered new peace
initiative to Iréh to conclude an agreement on suspension
of military operations in the Gulf area to ensure freedom of
navigation for all countries, non-infliction of damage on
cities and towns and a ceasefire of the duration of Ramadan

the month of Muslims' faste' ¥

The Foreign Ministers of Kuwait and UAE went to Baghdad

and Tehran, on the instruction of G.C.C. with concrete
proposals for a partial ceasefire in the Gulf to prevent
leakage of 04l from the damaged Iranian wellse But Iran

strongly rejected the proposals of the G.C.Ce

The Gulf war sought more external interference during the
third weak of May 1984. The Iranian war planes attacked o1l
tanks from Saudi Arabia and Kuwaite A tanker of Panama was
sunke This incident invited emergency meeting of the G.C.C.

foreigzn ministers, on May 17, 1984 and condemned Iran for the

14 Tovid
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aggressione The G.C.Ce Jecretary General Abdullah Bishara,
flew to New York to formally move the issue of attacks on

0il tankers of the G.C.C. members, in the UN Security Council.
-This matter was also discussed at the meeting of the 21-nation

Arab League on May 19, 1983.

Thé UN Security Cowncil in its meeting on June 2, 1984
condemned then attacks on the commercial ships in the Gulf
and demanded that such attacks should “ecease fdrthwithﬁ‘s
On June 3, 1984, three crewmen of the Purkish tanker “éuynk Hun"
were burnt to death when their ship was hit by an Iraéi missilee.

A shortwhile after the SaudilArabian warplanévwas equippéd
with the US gtinger missiles reached, guided by American
controlled AWACs planes shot down two Iranién fighter bombers
on June 5y 1984 and recaptured Kﬁorramshahr. This feared the
entire Gulf that Iran would invade Iraqe Within days of
Iasrael's iﬁvasion of Iabenon (in early June 1982), Iraq
announced its withdrawal from all Iranian territorj and even
offered Iran a complete ceasefire to which Iran rejected the

offere

Iran soon seized the Rustom Island and Adbu Musa island,
and gained an effectively exercise naval control over any vessel

destined for any Gulf port. This meagure is 1nterpretéd as a

15 Patriot, New Delhi, May 20. 1984



103

demonstration of Iran'g ability to strike'in@irectly at
Iraq's economye Iran, agreed to have the U.S navy in Gulf
under the flag of the “"Middle East Force".

Almost daily air attacks on Iran-bound shipping were
carried out by Iraq, which has 10 large and medium targets
around the Iranian 01l terminal = Kharog island. Iran's oil
sales were detained and in 1984-85 01l revenues of Iran fell

35% short of Budget Estimatese

In April 1984, for the first time during the Gulf war,
a tanker actually sunk with a full cargo of 60,000 toms of

jet kerosene aboard, after being hit by an Iraqil Exocet missile.

Iranien forces killed more than 2000 Iraqi trobps near
the southern port of Basra on January 9, 1985. Two weeks later,
an Iranian assault on four islands in the Shatt al-=Arab in
which Iran said 9,500 Iragis were killed or wounaed.‘16

galamcheh, on the southern front, is in a marshy region
northeast of the Iraql port of Basra, where Iran launched its
latest kerbala - 5 offensive overnight in January 1985. The
Iran-Iraq war ocontinued throughout 1985. The Iranian forces,
benefitting from superiority in numbers and motivation,

succeeded in early 1986 in overwhelming Iraqi defences at the

16  The Hindu (Madras), January 9, 1985
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port of Al Faw (Fao) and they made further gaine with the
#ssiatance of Kurdish rebels in north-east of Iraqe The
Iraq'is cont inued to employ chemical weapons against Iranian
1nfantry; For their part, the Iraqis captured gome Iranian
territory in the Central Sector 1ncluding the abandoned town
of Mehran - which was recaptured by Iran in early Jﬁly. Both
sides cont inued to attack merchant ships in the gulf,
particularly oil tankers and also satellite ground stationse

After a six week pause Iraq resumed bombing on May 20 and
in the ensuing three weeks mounted regular, large-scale
raids against Tehran and other Iranian cities, with the
renevwed intention of forcing the Iranian government to agree
to negotiations and to end the war, of stimulating internal
opposition to the war within Iran and of exacting revenge for

"Iranian terrorism®,.

-

President Saddam Hussein of Iraq offered (on June 14) o
halt the bombing for a period of two weeks, to give the
\ Iranian government %time to respond to his call for a ceasefire
and a mutual withdrawal of forces, the exchange of prisoners:
and an agreement to start nagotié.tions on a peace treatyv.
This offer was rejected by Iranian Prime Minister, Mr.

Hossein Moussavie

Renewed land fighting broke out in mid=July 1985 when
Iraq claimed to have repelled on Iranian offensive in the
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mountainous north-eastern regione.

" §evere fighting culminated in the recapture of Mehran

by Iranien forcese Iraq used chemical weapons as a retaliation
and killed at least 4,600 Iranians and wounded several others.
The Gulf co-operation Council in an effort to avert the danger
of the fighting spilling over into Kuwait, whose border with

Iraq lay within sight of the Iranian forces. Iran refuses to
end the conflict and is determined to fighte. ’A most curious
agpect of Iran's determinated attack on Iraq is the claim
that it aims the ouster of Saddam —- is linked %o the

liberation of Jerusalem == in other words, a popular insurrectio

nary situation in the whole Arab World.

Irgqi warplanes bombed a refinery and three power stations
deep inside Iran and on Kharg island oil terminal in September
1986« 1Iraql alego attacked the two oil terminals of the
Panamaman - registered 141,000 tonne Megnum and a Liberian

Vessel, the 117,000 = tonne Mistra owned by Irane

Conduct of the War (a) on Iran

With withdrawal of the British power from the Persian
Gulf, subsequently gave more room for full expression'of the
~antagonism and competition between Iran and iraq. The late
ghah rebuffed this antagonism and sought for state sovéreignty.
Since Iran was a status-quo power in the region at that tinme,

this military imbalance butteressed the existing order and
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‘deterred threats to ite.

These conditions changed drastically yith ﬁhe Iranian
revolution. The traditional secular and conservative iran’ian
state had now become one that recognised only the community
of believers, saw itsvrole as a proseiytiaer among Muslims,
especially the oppressed Shia (who constituted a majority
'Iraq's population) and criticized Iraq for its secular and

- oppressive governmente

Iran was chronically threatened as it exuded ideological =~
religious militance and rejected the'notion of any restraints
on its field of activities. The superpowers were at loggerheads=
the US pre-occupied with the Revolution and then the hostage
¢risie,vUﬁsB with Afghanistane. After the Camp Davié affair,
Egypt was diplomatically enstranged from the Arab World and
Iran was isolated. Iraq appeared to be a virtual client of
the USSR. Iraq's desire to'expand its leadership in the region
thus seemed %o have coincided with an environment both .
condue;ve and positively supportive 6f it. Iraq assumed to be
the sole protector of the Arad World'and emerged as an

undisputed leadere.

~(b) On Irag

Iran's qualitative new threat posed Iraq to change its
attitude with glory and political ambitions as:



107

1 Vhen Saddam Hussein assumed officlal power in Iraq in
July 1979, he immediately discovered Shi'ite and Syrian
congpliracies against the state, which were ruthlessly

repressede

2 The revenge for the settlement which Iréq has been obliged
to make as a result of Iran's military strength in 1975.
Saddam falled fo realise that at this early staze tﬁe war
vas inevitabie. that Iraq not Iran should choose its
timing and that the dbmestie economy's base will be

shatterede.

In 1980, Iraq exaggerated its own capabilities and also
denigrated.thax of its putatiﬁe foee The ambitious and punish-
ments of avregional rival coupled with opportunism and over-
confidence motivated Iraq to decide on war in laste, because
this tempting period might have never promised anotherIOpportu-
nity for defesting Irane.

Iraq saw Iran in a military chaos' but ite estimation of
Iran's military situafian was only a type of “window of opport-
unity" analySis. Iraq believed that a 1imiteé but decisive
thrust into Iran would lead to the fall of the regime or else
to Iraq's capture of key areas, which woﬁld gspur Tehran to make

a quick peace conceding t0 Baghdad the denied areas in 1975,
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including the Shatt al-Arabe Iraq's miscalculation was that
it would gain victory as defender of the Gulf's 'Arabism' and
to gain territories for its project role in Gulf affairs and

that this attack would be welcomed by the regime's opponents.

In short, Iraq failed to assess the military bvalance
without including the kind of political resilence and implacebil-
ity that could be military assetse Its total ignorance denied
it to know thine enemy.

[OOR ag failed 2 2 2

At the start of war, Iraq had much more to lose, a
flourishing economy, political stability, increased international
acceptability -- as reflected in its role in the non-aligned
movements and foreign exchange reserves of some $§ US 35 billion.
All these had been squandered in the war and Irag now owes
at least $ 40 billion to foreign creditors. Nevertheless,

Irag began the war well equipped and confidente The military's
gkill and perfommance was not satisfactory due to the pervaéive
presence of Ba'th party officials in senior positionse. However,
the Iraqi military was initially confused as fo thelir definite
ob jectives and falled to give superior attécks with their
forcese This act remained uneasiiy perched between & mission
aimed at destroying Iran's military and the capture of towns

of economic and psychological significancee. The devastation
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that accompanied its entry into Khorramshahr and the anti-
Iranian propoganda made any possibility of separating the
Iranian people from their regime much more difficulte »

Iraqli's offensive forces failed after the first fortnight
of the war and Iraq surrendered the initiative to Iran, never
to regain itagain. It also lost the capacity to diotate the
course of the war, thus giving scope for Iran to re-organize
and bring its superior assets into playe. Among the latter were
a 3:1'advantage in military forces <« Iran threatened the Iraql
coastlines. Iraq sought to insulate its population from the
stringencies of war opting itspopulation from the stringencies
of war opting for 'guns and butter' until forced to choose in
19?2. As & result, Iraq became more dependent on the outside
povers; the Gulf States were responsible for some $35 billion in
aﬁbvéntions, Kuwait for assistance of an 1mpertant position of
Iraqil oil through the Red Sea and France for the provision

of generous credit terms.

In contrass, Iraq has also had access t0 finished weaponsg =~
systems, spare-barta. technical asgsistance and training from

the USSR, France, Rgypt and Brazile

In 1982, when Iraq shifted to the defensive and retreated
40 its original frontiers, it set up a series of fortified lives
t0 act as barriers against magsed offensivese. Qver the last

few years Iraq has repulsed several Iranian frontal offensives
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uging artillery barrages, tankfire and air-powers to0 compen-
sate for deficiencies in numbers and wille After 1982, Iran
never insigted for peace other than on its own terms. Iraq
found the'defensive strategy far too congenial and failed to
take superiority of its air (4 or 5 s 1) to face the ware fThe
war now piays a éymbolic role in the Jslamic republic and Iran
has created its own excessive faith in some technical panacea
or short cut to end the war = for example it over~estimated the
effectiveness of Exocet missiles mounted on the 'Super
Etendard' in destroying oil tankers or facilitiéa. If
frequently refers to some painlesa trangformation of the

war thré' gome magical *'wonder weapon' available just over the
horizon. The Iraqi defence minister Genmeral Adnan Khairallah
says that in the past five years, Iran has lost vetween 700,000
and 1 million dead, three million wounded while morale in the
armed forces has declined an# material weakness are evident.‘v
After 1981-82, this statie defence appears to have been

more congenial to Iraql armed forces and it continued to be

s0e Despite the casualities and material advantages, it inflicts
on Iran, Irag is still at a disadvantage. The asymmétry 1t

stakes are apparente

17 _BBC Summary of World Broadcasts
(SWB) ME?S%%V?i. 3 January 1986
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The earlier claims and counter-claims in historical'
terms pronounce that the border betweén these two states
was set by their foréign masters -=- the Ottoman Turks.and
the Britishe Until 1958, the governments in Tehran ana
Baghdad were systematically similar in organization and
functions and till then the Shatt aiﬁArab issue'femained
dormante This issue was clearly defined in June 1975 =
Algiers Agreement. Until three and a half years, this issue
remained 'sub. judice's A joint Commission of Experts from
both countries was set up to settle the issue. The Shsh
govemment expressed ite readiness to begin the transfer and
transition process but the Iraqis delayed this work of the
. Commisslione The Iraq 1s on the other hand maintaining that
it wés "not delivered to Iraq before the fall of the Shah's
regime «"® Why did the Iraql government keep mum at that time?‘s
Its bec;nsé,.Shah's Iran was at its zenixh of power as this
power was weakened by the Islamic revolution, Irag found this
opportunity to reopen the border dispute. This led to potential

spill over effects all over the two regionse

18 Statement of his excellency Mr. Saddam Hussein, President
of Iraq, on the Irag~Iran Conflict before the Sumnrit
Meeting of the Islamic Conferencej; 25th-28th January 1981,
Saug% Arabias (The Press Attache Department, Sydney, n.d.,
pel
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Though Iréé's pPlanning and implementation was imperfeot
their objectives were clecar from the beginning. Initially,
their objective was to acquire their lost territory, but
later they intended to defeat the Khomeini goverment and thus
they attacked at a time whep the Iranian military and lawwas
paralyéed to give Iran defeat, humiliation, mars approbrium
énd-wreek the economy. Iraq's objectives and planning were
erroneous. In fact, Iraq decided on war in an almost
clausewitzian fashion after a pragmatic considerationof all
options aééildblec17 Most of their soldiers wéré shias and
Saddam found 1t hard to convince them to overthrov their rival-
bretherne NMore astonishing is the fact that there are 3

Iranians for every one Iraqi.

Iraq's initial unwilling end uncertain attacks, objectives
and ponderous, made it resemble not a blitzkrieg but a

promenade and impressed no. onee

(d) Why Iran failed 2 2 2

During the early 1980s defence was not given top priority
in Iran, the people ﬁere not stressed on its importance nor was
there any morale of defencee. Iran possessed all the

characterigstics necessary to provoke any neighboui. The

19 Clandia Wright, "Implications of the Irag=-Iran War"
Foreign Affairs;.59 (1980/81) : p.275 -
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probable reaction of Iraq to their provocations was ignored and
misguided by the Iranians. But onoe attacked, they took the
challenge as a test of the revolution. Iraq's armed forces
‘tended to be rigidly hierarchical and centralized, but Iran's
wefe characterized by'informality.and decentralization, with
much importance to Commitment rather than technical training.
Iran assumed that, what had worked in for the revolution would
work in this war and it guickly fermulated its terms for ending
‘the wareo in uncompromising conditions and has no% retracted

them since. Indeed, it was largely due %0 the skills of the
professipnal military fhat Iran was able to organize its counter-
offensives in mid to late 1982, using airpower in close air-

suppoert missions, to eject the Iraqis from Iranian soile

The logical reason to take war into Iragq was from the
desire "4o punish Saddam Hussein' and to take the Islamic
Bevaluticn t0 predominantly Shi'ite Iraqe

Between 198284 leadership of the armed forces was handed
over to themore enthusiastic Pagdoran who were eager to
demonstrate the mileage that could be exiracted from a combination
- of spirituality, indifference to death and improvization.zo

This period of frontal human-wave offensives against entrenched

20 Care, Kaysen, "American Military Policy" Survival
: Vole XXII July/August 1982, pe313 .
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défenoes had at least the effect of shocking and frightening

the opponent, but yielded little in concrete te‘rms.z1

After several eostly.offensives had fail 4 to dislodge
the Iraqis in 1984, a major operation at Majnoon and a private
war policy was debated in Tehran and it was decided to restore
the responsibility of the conduct of fhe war t0 the
professional militarye.

From thé rejection of traditional concepts of war and
exﬁlting fhe new warfare, Islamic Iran recognized the limits of
| substituting morale for weapons and trailning when it facéd an
unlikely breakthrough in war due to Iraq's heavy defences and

Iran's logistical weakness.

By.mid-1985 the shift military emphasis was formalized in
the doctrine of the 'defensive jihad'e This emphasis on
attrition and on the political breakdown of the foe reflected

little success and in too many casualitiese.

Iraniaen operations patterns are so designed sc as to stretch
Iragqi resources along the entire length of the frontier. Iraq,
though very precautious, cannot afforé to be caught on the
wrong foot or allowing a feint to developvinto something more
serious. Iike Igsrael, it cannot afford a major defeat. Iran

has no secret about their strategy. Its moves can be easily

2t Ibiad
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guessed by its foee. While unable to achieve strategic
strprise, Iran is able to use inclement weather, night-attacks
and the superlority of ‘'numbers to gain tactical surprise. Iran
called for volunteers and their moves to the fréng in were
called Basij or mobilization corps, November-December 1985.

In a real sense the war is virtually indistinguishable from

the revolution, though it started some 20 months after the

revolution.

The conflict has allowed the regime to function in an
atmosphere of embattlement, siege and sacrifice, to repress
its domestic enemies by dracomain measures and to rebuff its
lamentable economic performance. Iran also made a virtue out
of necessity in extqlling the benefits of self-reliance in

domestic arms production.

Despite of possessing sophisticated missiie systems by
-both Iran and Iraq, Iran failed militarilye. According %o the
US Defence Department observationé. Iran's.failure to dislodge
the Iraqi forces was due to its nonwusage of the Phoenix
miésile, the main weapon of the F-14 Tomeat (Iran's most advanced
aircraft); that the sensitive identification systems of the
Iranian Phantoms were apparently not working; and that Iran

had refrained from sending large concentrations of tanks into

action.

Over and above what it was bequeathed by the Shah's military
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build-up in the days he used to strut the regional stage as
the "policeman of the Gulf" = has been got readily enough
from unorthodox channels ailegations against U.S for

contra affairs (4 lines) such as Israel passing on, without
ob jection from Washington, USmade armse. Init;ally Baghdad's
attack:) was day dreaming for Khomeini. Iran saw the attack
ag 'an imperialistic plot' designed to strangle'the infant
Iglamic républic in its cote.

The war served various purposes : it had been used to
appeal toithe darker eide of the national consciousness, i%
ugsed to demand national unity and to preclude deviation from
the government's line and it provides the only tangible
achievement to the Islamic Republic and focuges that the
dangers of peace and normalcy outweigh those of the ware
Azms Supply

The success reverses and stalmate in the war have not
been merely a matter of tactics and strategy. The other
contributing factors have the assessment by Irag and Iran oOf
each other's military potential and capabilities. Here a
Eroad assessment 1s made on the armour, air and naval forces

of both nationse.

Lrag
£4) Armours:

Iragi~-Soviet arms relationship began with Kosygin's visit
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to iraq in 1976, when it was agreed for supply of neafly $

1 billion worth of Soviet arms, mostly MIG-23s and T-62
‘tanks. Iraq also relied on France for this. By November
1981, the.Soviets are helievéd to have delivered about 400
=55 and 250 T~72 tankse Reports of more T-22 tanks and MIG
25 aircraft deliveries came in September 1982. Iraq's other
sources include the Arab countries like 8Saudi Arabia, Jordan
and Bgypt, France, Italy, U.X. and Brazile By 1983, Iraq
had fouf armoured divisions, four mechanized infantry
divisions, four mountain divisions, two special force
brigades and one Republican_euard Brigade. Each division was
equippéd with about 2500 tanks, 2500 armoured fighting
vehicles (AFV), radar-controlled zSU-23-4 and 28U 57=-2 anti-
aireraft guné. It had also 26 FROG ~ 7 and 12 Scud-B long-range
surface to surface missilez,several T-62 and AMX;3O tanks,
anti-tank guns and armoured personnel carriers (APC) and 200
French AS=-30 laser -~ guided missiles.

The Iraqi armj, despite, Iraq'slsmall populatidn,
outnumbers the Iranian forces, 16 divisions to 12 and it has
more artillery and the larger number of tanks, 3000 in all.

Yet, what is depressing Iraqi morale is the apparent endlessness
of the ware. It has beenlgoing on for more82 months (the

first World Wwar lasted 50 months).

Alr Force 7
Iraq's Air force is about 38,000 strong and has 332 combat



118

aircraft} Tﬁese include one bﬁmber squadron ;ach of TU—Z?
and{11-10 equipped with long-ranged air-to-surface missiles
(aSM), 80 MIG=23B, 40 SU - 7 B and 60 SU=20-(all figliter
aircraft) an§ five interceptor séuadrons with 115 MIG - 213.

In July 1985, Xraé took delivery of 48 US Bell 214 8T troop -
carrying helicopters, which were subsequently fitted with
rocket launchers. 12 TU-22 language supersonic bombers,

80 MI1G-23, 60 8U=-22, 40 3U-76 and 15 Hunterfighter bombers

as well as 115 MIG - 21 interceptor - fighters, armed with

the Russian Atoce and French Matra Miagic air-to-air missiles
(AAM). It has 100 Soviet helicopters and 100 French helicopters
and 40 MI-24 assault helicopters of the Soviet design. Besgildes
‘this, it has 150 MIG-23/25/27, 60 mirage P-1 and 84 2-3/6/7
84Ma as well as gunse Iraqi's have air superiority.

Navy |

Iraq's 2avy is 1ts weak pointe The naval facilities at

Basra and Umm al-Qasar are not upto mark. In 1982, it had
twelve 08r missile beata, five large patrol, crafts, ten coastal
erafts and four landing craft tank (LCT). Iraqi Navy, over

4,000 personnel, about six patrol craft and 12 mechanised fast
attacking eraft with Styx - 93 Ms.

~ Lran

The Shah of Iran was armed to the teeth with all types of
the latest énd most sophisticated weapons of air, sea and

land warfaree.
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According to the Institute of Strategic studies in
London, Iran's armed forces had by 1980 declined from
4,00,000 men (under the Shah) to about 240,000 i.e. about
the same number as those of Iraq although the latter's armed

foroes wvere considered to have the better command structuree.

Armours:

By 1984, Iran had 1,125 (British-built) Chieftain and
Scorpion tanks toéether with other medium tanks including
(US made) M-60s, against Iraq's more than 2,700 Soviet-built
T-34 to T-62 and T-72 and 100 French built AMX tankse. Iran
had 445 fighter or fighter bomber aireraft, principally US-made
F=4, F-5 and F-14 planée (of which only 30% and 40% were used),
While Iraq's Air PForce coﬁsisted of 322 aircrafts including
%}0 Soviet MIG-~21 or MIG-23 fighters and 600 helicopters

gyria is a big aid to Irane Its arms supply includes
SAM-7 ground-to-air missiles (Soviet) Sagger anti=tank launches

with rockets and also artillery ammunition and mines.

On March 4, 1981 it was reported that the Italian
government had authorized the exports to Iraq of warships worth
the equivalént of £ 829,000,000 consisting of four 2,500
tonn Impo class frigates, six 600-tonn Covvettes or Stromboli
clags support vessel and a floating docke Iran has 825 such

armoured personnel carrierse

According to one estimate by December 1981, the US had
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completed shipments of arms worth $ 480,000,000 to Iran and
negotiations had been going on for the further supply of
gpare parts for the F=-4 and FP-14 alrcraft.

Iranian armour consisted primarily of M-47, M-46 and
M-60 A1 - all American and British chieftan MBT of the MK3/
3(P) and MK 575 (P) variety. Both, Iran and Iraq lacked any
manufacturing capability, but unlike Iraq, Iran had

gservicing and vehicle repair plants near Tehran.az

There is
no direct evidence of Soviet supply of arms to Irane. But
through Libya and Syria, Iran_is sald to have received 190
Soviet manufactured T-54/7-55/1-62 tanks to Iran and other
artillery shell requirements countries which supply_grms through
their private arms dealers are Taiwan, Singapore, South Korea
etCeeee. West Germany was Iran's leading supplier with $§ 1600
million worth of éxport in first seven months of 1983, while
Japan and Turkey held second and third placese fThe U.K in
1983, displaced Italy as Iran's fourth biggest supplier with
export of &£ 550 ($ 770 million) in first eleven months of
1983-23 Also UK, F.E. Germany, Spain and South Korea suppiy

arms t0 Irane
Navy

Iran's navy 1s the smallest in terms of manpower and

firepowere Iran's navy of 20,000 men was almosgt five times as

22 Financial Times (London), May 28, 1982
23 _Middle Bast Economic Digseet (Iondon). Februarv 10. 1984 v.2
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four frigatese Morsover, bdth gsides possessed oconsiderable
strengths of surface-to-air'miséilea in particular Iraq had Soviet
8AM-58, SAMw»6s and portable heat=-secking SAN-T7s while Iran

was equipped with British Rapiers.

| Though numerically weaker then Iren (14,000,000 Iraqis
against 36,000,000 Iranian inhabitants), Iraq was regarded as
politicaily and economically the stronger of the two countries.
Since this study 1is confined %11l the period 1985, the above

statistices are likely to be renewed or changede

Effects of

Speaxking in economic terms, Iraq was a stable regime in
'power gince 1968, second largest exporter of oil to the world
and it was (sound in both industrial development and in ’
golid infrastructures like tele-communications, raiiways. roads
hospitals school and the likee. Iran was also a stable political
and economic standard in the country until 1978. But Iran's
economy was already shattered due to the Islamic revolution
before the war and the war paralysed the already crippled

economye The damage to the economics of both the countries
is incalculablee.

During the pre-war period, Iraq touched a peak of 3.5
million barrels oil export in a daye The closure of the Basara
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Port on the Gulf by Iranian bombs reduced the country's

export capacity to 1e4 million barrels in a day which wasl
what its three 0il terminals in Iebanon, Syria and Turkey
could handle. But in April, 1981 Syria closed the border

with Iraq and cut Iraq's pipeline open to the sea from
Kirkurk to Dortvol in Turkeye. According to diplomatic
estimates Iraq was loaned a sum of $ 25 billion in 1980 by a
group of Gulf states headed by 8audi Arablae. Iraq's own '
forelgn exchange reserves have been drawn from § 25-30 billion
to half. Al-Fa0-0il Export terminals, Kirkurk, Moseal oil centre
Barara#Khor¥at-Zubair's petro=-chemical complex were bombed.
All 4n all, Iraq's oil income is likely to decline from 30
billion § a year before the war to just 5 billion § or less.
Iraq estimates that the reconstruction of 0il facilities to
restore pre-war levels of oil production and export will cost

some $ 30 billions and it will take 5 to 7 yearse

Iraq's oil fields had unscathed from the war,terminals
at Fao, Khoral-Amaya and Mina al-Bakr were damaged while the
pipeliné to the Turkish coast carried about.GO0,000 barrels
per day for export. Iragq has suspended deliveries of all

grades of Iraq oil and gets supply from Kuwait and Saudi
Arabiae

Iran ¢ The strain of the war on Iran has been no less because

its economy was insolvadbles long before the eruption of
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hostilitiess Its currency reserves have since fallen from

$ 14 billion to a meagre $ 1 billion but it has managed to
middle through once Iran achieved a peak output of 6=7 million
barrels in a day in the days of Shahe But because of war, it
is producing only 7,00,000 barrels per daye Repair of its

war-ranged oil facilities at Abadan, Khorramshahr and elgewhere

will cost $30 billion.

By September 23, 1980, when the war had extended to the
whole Iraq - Iran frontier, about 10% of the production of oil
member states of the OPEC was 1ot to consumers. However, Iraq
arranged alternatives through Turkey and was able to move about
half its current exports of crude oil. According to reports
from the 01l Ministry in Tehran on September 25, 1980, Iran's
01l output had fallen to about 500,000 barrels per day from
1,700,000 bpdy Before the war§4 Of late, whereas Iran boosted
ite output to between 145 to 2 million barrels a day, Iraq's
production level had to be ¥kept low at 250,000 barrels a day
due to the closure of the port and pipelines of Syria at Baera.25

A total war in the Gulf can affect about 8 million
barrels of crude oil a daye Out of the total Gulf oil, US
gets 6%, Japan'31% and Western Europe oconsumes 54%.

sgz Qn ggnex

According to the Kuwait reports of April 16, 1981, the
Gulf states had undertaken to lend Iraq the equivalent of

24 Middle East Economic Review, October 12 ,1984
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$ 14,000 million = the total amount was sald to be equal to
cne-quarter of Iraq's 1981 budgete Iraq also borrowed a § 2,000
million interest - free loan repayable to kuxait in 10 yearly
instalmerits from 1983. In November, the same year, Saddat
stated that Saudia Arabia gave $ 3,000 million to Iragq for

war against Iran. Iran is pumping out 3.2 million barrels a day
against tha'soc,ooo barrels by Irage Iran now has the money

to replénish its arsenalss but Iraq does not. Iraq borrowed

$ 256459 million Burodollars in 1984.

For Iraq, the war effort requires at least § 500 mn

per month, which amount goes up during majof offensives starting
the war with § 30 bn in hard currency reserves. .Iiaq_is now
left with no more than 8§ 2 billion. Its annual foreign currency
requirements now run to § 15 billion of which it is not able to
provide more than one-fifth while fairly large credits have
been gxtended by the Arab States of the Gulf, with Saudi

Arabia and Kuwalt leading the list, Iraq has also received

$ tbtn in military credits from'France for purchase of military
credits from Prance for purchase of French armse. An equally
important source for Iraq is the SOViet Union which resumed
- supply of arms and spare parts in early 1983. Rast Germany
extends to Iraq credit facilities worth § 200 million in 1985,

Iran s On March 29, 1981, massive withdrawals of savings from
the banks of § 5,400 million were issued by Iraq's central bank

in new notes and c¢oins, tha@ the money was to cover the

"chronic budget deficii" estimated at § 10,600 million.
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Inflation was at the annual féte of 27% with the poor

suffering from a much higher rate of price increases on

essentials and rationing created a blpck market énd fuelling

a smuggling boome High government spend, increasing

unemployment, §o11t10a1 instability and lack of law and order
led to social and polifical uﬁrest in the country. Iran faced

a loss of $ 15,000 million within six months of the start 6f

the wér. On April 26, Iran announced § 7,300 million or 16.6%

of Iren's budget of 44,000 million for the following year,

would be allocated to the war efforte

Demages to each side would amount to 25 to 35 billion
dollars, to which add another 10 to 15 hillion for each side

lost oilvrevenues during the first 18 months of the war.

The gulf war inflicted 90 billion dollars of damageon
public sector in two yearse A report in May 1983 on Iran's
1ntention %0 demand $ 90 billion in war reparations from
Iraq for damages inflicted from September 22, 1980 to
September 22, 1982. According to a book published by the
Iranian Plan and Budgét Organisation § 80, 8billion in damages
were sustained by the Iranian public sectore. In 1984-85 o1l
revenues of Iran fell 25% short of Budget Estimates&

{c) On Human Resources

In the main phase of conflict Iraq had claimed (at the
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end of November 1980) to have killed more than 4,000 Iranian
troops and wounded 11,000 and to have destroyed 420 aircrafts,
700 tanks and 18 shipse Iran claimed the killing and wounding -
of nearly 20,000 Iragis and the destruction of 500 aircrafts,
nearly 4,000 tanks and armoured cars and over 500 missile
launcherse About 50,000 of Iraq's labour force left Iraq

and in Iran about 10,000 people weré probﬁbly executed in 1982
The war has taken a staggering toll of at least 175,000 killed
and 600,000 woundede The most scandalous aspect was Khomeini's
order by which thousands of children were sent to the war front
in accordance with the "wave theory". They were massacred

by the Iraqi forces.

Iran is still plagued by high unemployment, a fall in
production levels, cash shortages, food crisis, runaway
inflation (more than SO% last year), an adverse trade balance
and now the problem of the POWS. Iran = has resorted to the
0ld barter system of trade and signed agreement with Syria,
Pskistan, Nicaragua, Greece, Turkey and USSR. O0il will e
exchangedvfor commoditieg like meat, grain, coffee, livestock,
textiles and steel goodse It now purchascs arms from the west
as well as from countries such as Libya, North Korea and Syria,

which have large stock of Zoviet arms.

Iran had become a member of the Ieague of Nationg at the
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end of 1919 and was algo appointed a non-permanent member
" of the Council until 1937. She has good relations with Japan,
Mexico, U.K, Argentina and Italy even tried to mediate in

Iran-Iraq frontier problem.

Iraq is regarded as the West's biggest traée partnere.
Iraq exchanges commercial goods and light industrial goods and
food stuffs for war materiai_from France and Italye. The Arab
government has extended 22 to 30 billion dollars aid to
Baghdad for arms purchase. Kuwait has given her an aid of 2
billion dollars. Its relations with its Middle Bast neighbours

are rather more ambiguousse

The Iranians procastinate the cc ...

ez

offence in which
they say, half a million men will make simultaneous attacks at
several points along the 800-mile frontiere The delay in
theilr offensive attacks in late 1985; was to give enough time
t0 the pilots to familiarige themselves with ﬁhe 50 MIG-218
which Iran hasg ebtained from China in a swoop:deal of oil.

Iraq's tactical air power have'played a decisive role in
breaking up earlier Iranian_offensiveg. Its long-term proapects
involve the success or otherwise of its air and maritime
offensive against Iran's oil export. Since August 1985, the
Iragis have made around 120 attacks on Kharg and many also

on the pumping installations at Govaneh on the manisland.
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Because of the danger to foreign tgnkers approaching and
leaving Kharg the Irénians began ferrying oil from Kharg

%> 8irri in a fleet of 20 chartered tankers and then off=-
loading the o0il into foreign vessels at the s;rilterminal.
When Iraq's new long-range Mirage F-1 fighter bombers began
making reconnaissance flights over 8irri in June, the

Iryanians moved‘apart of their trans-shipment operations to a
temporary installation of Larok Island, 100 miles nearer the
mouth of the Gulf. I% thus proves that all Iran's export
outletes are now invulnerable to Iraqi attacks because the
‘Mirages havea long range of well over 2000 miles. The

Iraqis elaiﬁ to have made the shuttle operation very expensive
for Iran, thus curbing Iran's 0il earnings —=— which 1s the |
objective of the tanker ware The entire shuttle operation

is costing Iran § 60m a year.

Iran does not intend to widen the war but aims at blockade
of all success of Iraq's economy. Iran gseeks to continue the
war within definite restraints, ﬁith no international involvement.
Iran's shift to a strategy of attrition aimed at Iraq's
eventually exhaustion and collapse economically and politicallye.
Iran's strategy is to escalate the war through prolongation
based on a better political and econbﬁically aﬁle assessment

t0 outlast its neighbours.

Iraq, on the other hand has been unwilling to forego the
bombing of Iranian targets. It thus sought a total, not



129

selective end t0 the ware Iraq will have to fight the war
on Iran's terms, which it is ill-equipped to do, in spirit,

training or numberse



Chapter IV

SUPER POWERS AND THE WAR



Chapter-1V

SUPERPOWERS "AND THE WAR

A Brookings Institution study has recounted 215 and about
190 occasions by the United States and the Hoviet Union, when
they used their respective armed forces in the post-war period

as instruments of ecoercoin tos

"influence or to be prepared to influence, gpecific
abehaviour of individuals in another nation without

engaging in a continuing contest of violence "’

These exercises, however, havebeen only partially

-

succeasful.

While temporarily subdued from time to time, the tensions
have merely been rekindled with shifts in the balance of powere
The superpowers are playing a zerosum game -- the Soviet
Unjon's gain 1s America's loss, and vice-~versae In fact, they
are harveasting on the var, thus preserving their interests

through their surrogatese

Judging the superpowers conduct and interaction in four

international crisis, namely Suez 1956, Taiwan Straitg 1958,

1 Stephen $. Kaplan, Barry S$. Blachman, Eofce Without War
ited States Armed Forces as a Politica nstrument,
%Washington, DeC. The Brookings Institution, 1678)
- and Stephen $. Kaplan, lomacy of Power ¢ viet
Armed Foirces as a P liticaI etrumen?.,
{The Brookings Institution, 15815
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Cuba 1962 and the Middle East 1967, Carsten Holbraad in

nis study suggesté five types of dual efforts on'part of

the super powers t0 manage such crisis-2 For 1ncreasing
co=operation, first would be that of "parallel but unconcerted
and uncoordinated steps®, to restrainhthe parties involved in
confliot. Second, besiéés tak ing parallel and separate measures
to restrain the allies; they also “urge or warn éach other to

do so". Third is a more advanced ;tage, where this dual

éffor% 0 restrain thro' parties is marked by facit co=
crdination of the méasures taken by the prinecipal povers.
Fourth, direct negotiation with each othere Lastly, Helbraad
suggests the possibility of joint military action and diplomatic

steps as the highest conveivable level of dual crisis

management of the type directed at third rartiese

| In short, Holbrzad's analysis points out certain factors
which pronounceAthe validity in examining superpowers conduct

in internaticnal crisise.

The USA and USSR are unmatched in their aocquisition of
the hardware of ware Not only do they command the full panoply
of modern weapons, they define its extent. They set the

2 arsten Holbraad, W_Imggﬁnmﬂag.mglm
London 3 The Macmillan Press Ltd., 1 Ppe 100102
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standards and the fashion for states lower down the hierarchye.
There are over 50,000 nuclear warheads in the worlde Adbout
30,000 are owned by the USA and about 22,000 by the USSR.

UK owns more than thousande

United States and the War

If ever tﬁere'were an area t0 which psychologists Else
Frenkel-Brunswiks concept of “1ntoleranée of ambiguity" is
applicable, it would be the Gﬁlf with 1ts complex and )
dynamic political relationshipse A4ccording to Frenkel
Brunswick, as gituations become increasingly complex, human
beings have a tendency to reduce "frustrating oy anxiecty
producing uncertaiﬁities and contfadiotions“ by over
simplifying them into ®"neat dichotomous catégoriea -= black

and white, good and bad, friend and foe."

-~

This phenomenon does not auger vwell for the success of
U.8 policy in the Gulf, especially in case of Irane. In the
gulf, Iraq and revolutionary Iran have led the propaganda

barrage against the U.S.

lxan;anfﬁggemogx
The Shah announced in 1968 that following the British
withdrawal, the regions' gtability and security was to be
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henceforth preserved by Iranian military mighte. 'Pax Persiana'
was to replace 'Pax Britanmica'. With the approval of the
Western powers, eapecially the U.8, theShah proceeded to
establish himself as the defender of the peace in the Gui£

and to amass by'for the largest arms arsenal in the history

of the region. He felt it necessary to £ill the political and
ideological vaccum which would serve as an inviting target

for outside powerse.

Iran saw this posture as Serving at least three main

objectives:

1 to protect the regime against subversion, be it internal

or external sourcee.
2 4o guarantee free shipping in the Gulf.
3 to protect Iran's 0il resources and facilities.

The application of this theory of deterrance has led Iran
to adopt a two-fold strategy}

1 the build up of a credible military machine,
2 and the pursuit of an active diplomacye.

The concerted build up of Iren's new armed forces began

after 1968 and has accelerated at an astonighing pace. U.$



134

was from then, a constant supplier of weapons, which makes

the Iranian army and air force possess the world's most
SOphisticated weapons systems and its navy presently boasts

of U.S landing craft, air-ocushion vehicles. minesweepers,
patrol ships and warshipse However, Iran's military statistics
is mounting aﬁ an astonishing rate and is not likely to change

in the foreseeable future.

During the sevehtiea America suffered serious setbacks
in the international arena 3 by ebandoning Taiwan lost in
* Yietnam, lost its hold in parts of Africa and the defeat of
Pakistan undér Bangladeshs At the same time the Shah of
Iran was ousted from power and thus U.S turned its eyes on

VYest Asiae.

UeS Goals and Optiongs

United States Security intereets in the Persian Gulf ares

1 containment of Soviet military power within its present
borders;

2 access to Persian Gulf oil and,

3 coﬁtinue‘freé}moveméqts of U.8 ﬁhips and‘aircraft iﬁto

and out of the areae.

These interests are bagsed on three primary considerationss

1 The'eulf as a source of oil

2 The Gulf as an extension of the Indian Ocean and
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3 The Gulf as an extenslon of the traditional Middle
East and the Arab-Igraeli confliote.

UsS8's primary national goal has been to contain Soviet
influence in the Gulf, and to maintain a pro-American balance
of power in the region with chronic renewal of treaties for

economic and military assistance t0 the Gulf States.

Since American economic relations with the Gulf center

around oil, its goals may be succlnctly defined as follouss

t0 get as much oil as possible, as cheaply as possible

and as long as possible.

Ag a counterview and in the best tradition of free
enterprise, the Gulf States' obvious goal ironically
is to sell as much o0ll as possible, as much as possible

and ag long as possibles.

Diplomacy, the art of the possible, mget harness these
contradictory goals into a harmonious equilibrium. Although
these two goals are by no means mutually exclusive, a
considerable number of difficultiesvhave hindered their
fulfillmente. Americé.adopted a "twin-pillar policy" for
achieving 1its targetse o )

he | ter min ét ation

On 22 geptember 1980, when the Gulf War broke out, U;S
faced many difficulties and potential dangerse. These stem
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‘bagically from the overriding strategic fact that 60% of

the world's oil trade comes from the Gulf regione. With the .
Iraqi and Iranian shipments already disrupted, the Carter
Administration feared that a spread of violence in the'v
iegion might result in a severe petroleum shortage which would
undermine Western economic strength and political cohesione.

President Carter underscored this concern when he declared
that, while the West was in a position to cope with an
interruption of Iranian and Iraqi supplies, it was nevertheless
imperative that there be no infringement of the ability of
other suppliers to ship o0il out of the Gulf.

However, reluctant to extend ite military commitments
following the trauma of the Vietnam War, the U.S found it
neocessary to define more precisely its posture towards the

Gulf and toro' the Carter doctrine of January 1980.

U.3 reaction to the war came on September 23, when Presideni

Carter took up a position of 'strict neutrality's

"We are not taking position either for Iraq or Iran except
“to encourage them through U.N and other means to end the

conflict and bloodshed."5

-~

4  New York Times, 25 September 1980
E | .

5 Quoted in The Statesman (Delhi) 24 September, 1980
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Though substantial western interests were involved, the
Carter Administration p oved virtually powerless to influence
the cdurse of fighting on the Shatt waterway. Ruling out any
direct US military intervention it adopted a neutral postures;
only in the e#ent of aﬁ attempted Iranian blockade of the
gtrait of Hormuz would Ameriecan war forces be called upone.

Ever sinoe the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan (a jear
earlier), the U.S Naval task force had been stationed in the
Arabian Sea. Within twenty-four hours of thé Carter Administr-
ation's neutrality declaration, the Saudi Arablan leaders
requested US military‘assietance ageinst possible Iranian
attacke Here, in the Middle East, as the case is often,.events

seem t0 shape decisions rather than the reversee.

As a responge to this call the Carter Administration sen@
four AWACS (Airborne Warning and Control Systems) reconnaissance
planes with their ground support systems to the ﬁingdom, as
was done before, in March 1979, during the border - war between
North and South Yemene In this instance, 1t proved an ideal
means by wh;ch the United States could demonstrate its concern
for the security of Jaudi Arabia without pfovokihg the Soviet

Union by introducing new ‘'offensive' military systems.6

The Carter doctrine érovea to be conéiétent with the AWACS

6 New York Times, 30 September 1980
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dispatch and that the U.S was ready to use military forces %o
pfotect the Gulf oil from external threatse Inspired by Saudi
Arabla's Tequest for military protection, the U. embarked
on a co-operative military efforts with its Western allies to
increase their collective naval presence in the Arablan sea
andlIndian ocean areae Within three weeks, the naval/warships
increased from thirty to sixty inc?.uding ships from Britain,
Frence and Australia and the U.S. The U.§ took this decision
in great haste aslshe believed that this action on a multi-
national basis was likely tobe more politically acceptable to
the Gulf States than unilateral American action.

The actual increase in allied naval presence in the area
received minimum publicity in contrast t0o the AWACS dispatch ==
which perhaps was intendded as a peychological deterrent to
Irane The Carter doctrine signalled to the Soviet Union
that 1t would not hesitate to use militéry power, to protect
its "vital interests" in the Gulf. All this, the U.S
perfarmed to avoid p;ovodation of the Soviet Union, while it
was strengthening its quick reaction to Rapid Deployment Force
{(RDF), still then in the early stages of its develogmenf.

During the early weeks of the war, the worst from the
U.8 standpoint, d4id not happen; indeed, as a by=-product, the

_ erisis may even have strengthened America's defence posture
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in the regione By positioning more planes and ships within
striking distance of the fighting, the Carter administration
was able to exgreise a dgtérrent effect against a widening

of the war.7 It was thought at the time that Iraq was planning
-to launch attacks against Iran from Oman and»Saudi Arabia.s

In this case, the Carter Administration would discourage these :
two countfies to militarily get involved and so to contain

the conflict. Iran and Iraw were reminded at the same time

that the U.S would rebuff the war between them by shutting off
the flow of o0il to the rest of the worlde

As a mark of sppreciation of the Western stand, the Saudis
decided Y0 increase their oil production and organized similar
efforts with other major producers, including Kuwait and
United Arab Emirates (UAE). This, however, insulated the
international petroléum market against the effects of the ware
It need however be pointed out that prior to the gSaudi decision
to raise oil production, the Carter administration had
successfully defused some of the tension generated by the
crisis by amouncing that 'oil 1nventories.of the world's

ma jor oil-densuming'nations were at an all-time high.'9

1 Me.§. Bl Azhary = "The attitudea of the superpowers towards
the Gulf War”, International Affairs, April 1983, p.610

8  New York TMumeg, 12 October 1980
9 Ibid , 25 September 1980
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Following the attitude of 'strict neutrality', President
Carter announced on September 30, 1981 to equip Saudi Arabis
with four E=3A AVWAQS aircrafts to enable the Saudis to obtain
advance warning of any Iranian attacke This was strongly
opposed by the Iraql government, who aécused USA of indireotly
aiding Iran. President Carter in his election speech (during
the hostage issue) called Iragis as "intruders® and their action
as "aggression' and éledged t0 maintéin Iran's\territorial
secﬁrity and iﬁtegrity. This was strongly opposed by Iraq
who gtated that an axis was oreated between Washington, Israel

and Tehran, against Iraq and the entire Arab nationse

The U.S took this stand as an encouragement in its
initial military strategy in southweast Agia and as long as the
war would not spill over into the neighbouring states, it had
achieved its immediate objective of maintaining the flow of
01l out of the Gulf region, administration policy was expressed
in words rather than deeds, reflecting its lack of leverage
ﬁith the Combatantse |

Moscow had diplomatic advantages with both belligerents
and was also the principal supplier of the Iragise The U.S
feared that, as in the 1971 war between India and Pakistan, the
Soviet Union might offer iiself as a mediator in peacé talks
between Tehran and Baghdade If this happened, Moscow would
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acquire a new political influence in the region as a whole ==
a development the U.S had long sought to prevent. President
cartér's suggestion of U.N mediation could hardly conceal the i _
fact that the U.S at that moment had no 'locus atandi‘ to

me diate in the affair and feared Soviet Union's intervention
in 1t0

With this in mind, former U.S Secretary of State,
Bdmund Muskie enuncilated two key 'principles' in a proposal
to end the Gulf wars

"We believe this cqnfiict can and must be resolved

‘$hrough respect for international law -- that territory
must not be seized by force of arms, that disputes

should be resolved by practical meanse. And let us also
affirm another principle that will be essential %0 a peac-
eful resolution of this conflict. It is the principle
that neither side should seek to interfere in the

affairs of the other‘“'o

Another point that caused anxiety to the Carter
administration was the possibility of a definitive Iraqi
victory, which was termed by President Carter as the

10 M.3. EIL AZHARY - "Phe attitudes of the superpowers towards

the Gulf wWar®, ternational Affairs, Vol. 59, no.4
~Autumn 1983, . po%11 -
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dismemberment of Irane Carter noted that the Iraql forces

had exceeded the war goal and if the Shatt al-Arab was occupied
by Iraq, then it was U.S concern end Iran would be forced to
plnnge into a civil wvar which would invite the Soviet Union

$o intervenes. One of the Certer's advisers (Zbigniew Brzezinski)
argued that since Iraq was receiving spare-parts for her

Soviet made equipment, the United States should correct the
imbalance by supplying the needed spare parts to Iran, which

1% was hoped would prevent the collapse of Irane Carter
believed the Khomeini regime to be anti-Soviet as well as anti-

Americane

In addition, the Iranian leaders felt then American
presidential elections compaign as a factor in tackling with
the hostage corisis held in Tehrane. Hence, an offer of spare-
parts in éxchange for the hostages release, was avery |
tempting way of enhancing Carter's chances of re-election.

This is reflected in President Carter's remarkss

"If the hostages are released safely, we would make
deliverjr of those items which Iran owns == which they
have bought and paid fort'

_ President's reference was to an estimated $ 240 million
vorth of military equipments already purchased but not receiveav

by Iran and which had been frozen with Iran's other assets
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when the hostages were seizeds The U.$ had then declared that
it would maintain its neutrality by refraining from selling
tadditional® military equipment to Yrane _However, none of the
terms of the agreement for hostages release mentioned of
military spare partse They were freed when President Reagan's
inauguration was in progress and the Gulf War had reached a
stalemate and Iran was out of dangere. The Carter administration
had reportedly madé a secret plan t0 invade Iran with military
forces and assessed its political consequences and confluded to

be approved by the electoratee.

The Reagaen Administration

The Réagan administration prohibited any defence contractolr
to supply spare parts t¢ Iran. It maintained the neutral stance
and followed policies similar to those established by the
preceding. administratione At the release of‘the hostages, when
President Reagan's swearing~in-ceremony was still in progress, 1%
seemed as if the Iranian leaders disliked the Carter rule and

welcomed Ronald Reagan in his place.

The new administration continued to strengthen the U.S
presence in the area by concluding an access agreement to use

air and naval facilities with Pakistan.11

As demonstrated in the U.S organized military exercises,

several RDF military units became operational in several places

in Arab and African countriea'in 1981 and 1982. HMoreover the

11 The use of the Pakistani naval base at Gwandar and air
base at Peshaﬁar- gﬁe fn'f‘ ﬂn‘hn* Ta NWavs ank m"mﬁﬁA [ 7 R T afioe
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Reagan adﬁinistration cemented U.S-Saudi military co-operation
by aiding the Saudis with more AWACS and assured them of its
supports despite its closeness to Israele All of this seemed
to advance the capabilities of US military intervention in the
Gulfe With Iran, Reagan put some gap between his administration
and the preceding one by an indirect rebuke for making the
hostages deale The Carter adminiétration'e promise of § 240
million in military spare parts was cancelled. The repeated
Iranian requests for supply of military spare-parts from the
U.5, particularly for the American-built fleet of eighty F=-14
fighter planes inherited from the time of the late Shah were
icnoredes The request was renewed in December 1981+ The Reagan

administration prohibited the export of all military equipment
and high technology items to Iran..

In contrast tb this stern attitude towards Iran,Athe
Reagan administration wanted to 1mprove relations with Iraqe
Eariy in 1981, the secretary of state, Mr. Haig, proposed to
Iraq the administration's plan to develop a strategic 'consensus!
t0 counter Soviet expansion and to improve US-Iraqi relationse.
The U.8 viewed a pattem of change in Iraqivdiplomacy from a
“more radical to a modern stance. That change encompassed
close ties with Jordan, a rapp:ochement with Saudi Arabia and
a decline in Soviet-Iraqi relations. The U.S also hoped that

Iraq would make a more favourable view of the U.3 role in the
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Gulf security and a centrist position on the Arab=-Israell
conflicte.

Despite the bombing of the Igraelis of a nuclear reactor

' near Baghdad in June 1981, the US-Iraqi relations improved.
Theiﬁﬁeagan administration condemned the Igraelil attack and
cens;red Israel in a United Nations Security Council vote.

The resolution by the UXN on Israel was considered the harshest
censure of Igrael ever endoreed}by the U.8 at the U.N. Thus,

this promoted better relations between the two nationse

Over the following three years, both countries were
interested in expanding diplomatic contacts with each othere.
Iraq was removed from the list of countries accused of aiding
and abetting terrorism, thus lifting U.8 restrictions agalnst
exports to Irage The U.S trade with Iraq is estimated at
$ 1 billion a jear. éhough fhe U.8 did not then supply arms
to Iraq, it consistently supported France's policy for supplying
military equipments 10 Iraqe

Iran turned to a number of countries both eastern and
western Burope as well as to Israel, Syria, Iibya and North
Korea, to oircumvent the U.S embargo of arms denial to Irane
One estimate puts the figure for arms, spare parts and
ammunition delivered to Iran from western Burope in the
first eighteen months of the war at between § 100 million and
$-200 million. Iran still had a2 hetter command in its stockpile
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of arms, with massive stockpiles of arms accumulated during

the Shah's rule and its international arms aide

The U.S viewed that a pro-3oviet regime next door to Iran
in Afghanistan required a strong anti-communist Iran as an
important barrier to the extension of So#iet inf luence
in the Gulf‘region. Iran continued her revolufionafy zeal,
which was viewed with alaim by its more conservative Arad
neighbours as destabilizing to their regimes. The Gulf étates,
Jordan and Saudi Arabia, pressurized the Reagan administration
1o shore up Iraq's reslstance to Iran. In response, the
" Reagan administration reiterated the U.S commitment to its

friends in the areae.

By July 1985, the U.S expreésed its ﬂeﬁtrality in the
gulf war and that the U.S would actively participate in seeking
- a peaceful solution to the Gulf ware. This signalled fo Iran
that the U.é wished for better relations with Iran in futuree.

Despite repeated pleas from the U.S for Iraﬁ t0 submit a
peaceful settlement, Iran paid no heed to the advice and
invaded Iraq in July 1985 and openly it declared thét it not
only aimed at bringing down fhe government of Saddam Hussein
but 1t also desired to establish an Islamic republic in Iraq
and ultimately spreading Islamic revolution to the other Gulf

statese However, the Iranian invasion failed and again the
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war reached a stalematee. Irag successfully repulsed several

other offensivese.

Nevertheless, by December in the same year, it was
_ reported that the U.3 had compléted shipments of arms worth
B ; 480,000,000 and negotiations had beep goingfun for the
fnrther supply of apare parts for the P-4 and F—14'aireiafts.12
Ag contrary to the previocus étatement of 'mo amms supply
to Iran' == the U.§ efforts have been %0 create a back-door

pelicy and.arm Irah to its teeth, indirectly.

The U.S policies in}short‘rélate to (a) 1ts §o11cy of
containmeht of cogmun;sm;13 (2) and the economics of oil
which the U.S is increasingly trying to link up with its
security interestse S

The Reagan administration's obsession with the Gulf
security has several facetsa‘.These are ¢ a quick fix force
for the region, a role for the Gulf states in its deploymeut.
integration of a willing Pakistan into its grand strategy.
raising the level of American arms assistance to Afghan rebels

and last but not least, a collective western strategy, including
a multinational naval fleete

12 ginancial Pimes (London) May 28, 1982

13 Carl Kaysen, "imerican Military Policy” §u1&iva1
Vole XI No+2,-February 1969, p.51 .

14 SoP. Seth, "Gulf Seccurity and the U.S ¢ How Real is the
Soviet threat? Times of India (Bombay) 23 March 1981
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The unrestricted repeated attacks by both Iraq and Iran
on each other's territory in 1 te 1984 has made Iran both a
"gtrategic initiative" and a major "psychologlical advantage®

over Irage

In the United States, there are two schools of thought
about,ﬁaShington's.view ef the Gulf War (1) According to one
school, there is a feeling that Iran-cannof lose the war but
that 1t may very well win at some pointe Ag an unnamed
adminigstrative officialput it, in more positive terms —- "the
war ia still Iraq's to loose", This view of thought is )
buttressed by two corollary ;oncepts: that there are elements
of moderation in the Iranian regime (ﬁitnesé its improved
ties with France and the release of hostages by pro~Iran
groups in Lebanon) and that the U.S must eventually resume
‘relations with Iran becéuse it is the superpower of the gplf
regiones This belief reportedly exists more prevalently in
the defence department and the White Houses If so, it is
predictabie, given the political abhorrence of any commitment
to an Arab country in the latter and the former's nostalgia
for the days when the Shah used U.S weapons fo keep the Gulf
quiete

Another view is that by attacking Iran, Iraq has committed

a grave blundere A profound panic has been caused by Iraq's
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s trategic blundere They are fighting a revolution which has

no symptoms of declining and as long as no drastic changes

are made in Iran's political stand, no military operations by
Iraé is likely to bring about the fall of the Revolution.

This has been the prinecipal lesson leamed in this ware
Washington endeavours t0 keep Saddam in power by establishing
peace, and %o carry'out its objective, Washington tackles

a two-fold strategye. American sources pronouce that U.S has
asked Turkey and Pakistan to contact Imam Khomeini's government

and encourage him t0 end the war by peaceful meanse.

The war brought a quick victory to Saddam, 4id not
bring Khomeini to his knees; it did not solve the release of
U.3 hostages nor did 1% secure Carter his second term.
Despite all this, U.8 gtood firm ¢0 reap a rich harvest from

-the consequent future happenings.

Apparently, the Unlited States is atill considered 'an
appressor, hegemonist and imperialist power'!, whereas these

objectives are not used to describe the Soviet Union.'?

The U.S ghould establish economic ventures with Gulf
states on an equal basise This type of partnership seems

t0 be the only truly viable prospect for the futuree. Consistentl)

15 FBIS, Middle East and Africa, 8 January 1982
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the Sovicts blamed the Americans for creating in Iran

military base and gendarme poat of imperialisme

For the U.8, the Gulf covers all the major issucs in its
foreign policy, its relations with the Soviet Union, the
politics of the NATC allliance, its attitude towards the

Third World and of course its energy policy.16

Egged on by a Congress now dominated by assgsertive Democrats
and an alert press, the administration which only a few months
ago glowed with cheeky self-confidence, has been thrown on the
defensive. Mistrusted at home and resented by its allies
abroad the lame-duck administration runs the serious risk

of being paralysed.

goviet Union and the W

The initial ghots of the war, urged many western analysts
%o anticipate for a possible Soviet intervention like in |
Afghanistan in the Gulf Ware But in his statement in 1976

s.
x...

Neither Irag nor Iran will benefit from the destruction _
~and blood and from undermining each other's economics, the
only one to be benefited is a third party, one to whom

the interests of the people of this region are alien.

16 ghahram Chubin's essay on .S attitudes towards the Gulf"
in John F. Reichart and Steven R. Sturn {eds),

erican fence Poli (BaltimoresJohns Hopknis Unzversity
Press, 1982)
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The third pafty is imperialism“‘7

He repeatedly refuted the charge of possible intervention

and reiterateds

"We are not going %o interfe;e in the conflict between
—Iraq and Irane We standvfor earliest possible political:
settlement through the efforts of both coumtries, for
neither Irag, nor Iran can gain anything from the

bloodshean!®

Soviet-Iraqli relations have been cooling since the late
19705. The factors which contributed to the chill in their
relations ares the invasion of Afghanistan, Soviet support
for Ethiopia and South Yemen together with Iraq's incressed
shift. towards West European nations for armaments and trade.

The Soviet Union also warned botﬁ Iraq and Iran that such a

war would only benefit "Western imperialist™, and its neutral
position might have been dictated by a fear‘of‘American military
action in the Gulf. Moscow is also partially concerned about
Khomeini's possible future influence on Sbviet Muslims who, it
1 estimated that by the year 2000, there will be 100 million
muslims in the USSR, compared to 150 million Rﬁssians.

\

The Soviet stand concerning the imposed war, since its

inception, varies according to three stages:

-17 New York Times Noe41 October 1980, p.8

18  Ibide, Noe49 July 1981, peli
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A) From the beginning of the war until Bain Sadr's ouster,

B) From the ouster of Bani Sadr until the liberation ofv'

Khorramshahr,

\

C) From the liberation of Khorramshahr until the fifth
stage of operation Ramadhane.

The first phase of the war was advantageous for Moscowe
In the second phase, the Soviets provided arms to Iraq, aﬁd also
aired to end the war with the stabilization of Saddame The
third phase of the war delayed}due tovthe Zionist invasiog of
southern Lebanon and the U.N Security Council's resolution,
which bearing the endorsement of the U.$ and theSoviet Union
called‘for a ceasefire, wvas marked by the beginning of the
Ramadhen offensive, eliciting from the Soviets an 1mplicit

expression of'anxiety over Iran's thrust into Iraqi territorye.

gtudy of Moscow position during different stages of the
war reveals that the heavy-handed manipulations by the.Pentagbns
and CIA, within the Iraqli govemment, motivated the Soviet
Union to adopt passive and self?centered poliqies in order to
secure its own interests. The Soviet interest in Ireql aggressi-
on upon the Iranian territory was more of an indirect nature.
" The most important advantage of the war from the Soviet point

of view was that it overshadowed its occupation of Afghanistane.
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The oecupation of Afghanistan was consldered a Soviet attempt
to reach warm waterss But soon after the outbreak of Iragqi
imposed war, the situation in the Middle Bast changed and the
. Pelestine and thé Afghan issue took a back seats Due to the
American aid to Irag, it was not diffioult for the Soviets

to foresee Ifaq's intention to invade Iranes But it was in
the interest of the superpowers.to remain silent until the
last days of the ware. In Tact the Soviet Union could get
concession in the issue of Afghanistan in return for granting
concession to the U.8 to start the ware The Sbvieta also
hoped to weaken and eliminate Iran's role in the Afghanistan
nation's resistancee MoaéOu's understanding of this war was
gimilar %o that of cther wars between belligerent countriese.
It hoped that by bringing Iran ané Iragq tOgether,‘while Iraq
vas in Iran'g territory, it coulé both revive Soviet influence
in Iraq and infiltrate as weli in Iren through the eétablieh-
ment of peace between the two countries. The Soviets 6pen1y
declared that they were against the aggressor while openly
declaring Iraq as anti-imperialiste. It was for this reason
that Moscow never put pressure on Irag t0 pull its forces
from Iran leee it never denounced and condemned this action
of Saddame From the Soviet point of view the termination

.of the war with a peace concocted by the non-aligned mission

could achieve many Kremlin objectivese. But Moscow's alleged
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neutrality served as a rebuff to direct Soviet aid to Iraq
since the downfall of Saddam and the Badth party, had |
geriously éndangered Spviet interests, Moscow sent military
aid to Iraq through three parties of the eastern bloc ==
Czechoslovakia, Poland and Bulgaria =- and éxpanded iis
economic relations with Iraqe The Lebanese weekiy 'Aggggggi
wrote that Iraq purchased arms worth one billion dollars from
these three partiese Upon Bani Sadr's downfall, the Soviet
hope for a compromising end to the war was completely ruined.
The Soviet considered Iraq as valuable and would not let Iran
topple Iraq's government. Moscow on the one hand iried to
cover up its secret military support for Iraq, on the other
it showed direct and indirect support for Iran to urge her to
end the ware Iater Moscow wanted the war to end because Iraq

showed signs of joining the Weste.

_ Unlike the U.S, the Soviet Union did not face ény threat
by the loss of access to the Gulf 0il because it is self-suffi-
cient in energye The war, howvever, fouhd-the USSR in a mass
of cross—-currents regarding its interests and vulneiabilities.
On the one hand, Iraq is an officially linked to Moscow since
the 1972 treaty of friendship and cooperation, on the other,
the anti-Americanism of the revolutionary iegime in Iran had |
brought important gains to the Soviet Union.
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Very early in the war, Andrei Gromyko, the gSoviet
Foreign Minister, affirmed the neutral posture of the Soviet
governmente The late President Brezhnev, then called on
léaders of both sides to go to the negotiating tablee. He
warned them that under the pretext of this war, the U.S would
move into Iran militarily and control the gulf oil.

The Soviet media also ceriticized the U.S aidof AWACS to
Saudi Arabia and its naval force presence in the Arabian Sea
and Indian Ocean. However, the presence of Soviet fleet

included twelve combat vessels and seventeen support ships

in the areae.

Reflecting Soviet concern on the growing military presence
of U.S8 in the Middle Eaét. Brezhnev invited the U.S and other.
world powers to join the Soviet Union in ‘'a formal pact to
forswear military intervention in the Gulf aﬁd $0 guarantee
the flow of 01l t0 the rest of the world'. This proposal
was repeated on 23 February 1981 == t0 the new Reagan
administratione.

At the end of talks between Brezhnev and Syrian President
Hafiz Assad in Moscow, there was no mention of the Gulf war and
they declaréd that Moscow and Damascus supported/the unalienable
right of Iran to decide its destiny independently without

foreign interferencees Hence, with regard to the combatants
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in the Gulf war, the Soviet Union maintained an attitude

of aloofness towards Iraqe

?erhaps this was not totally unexpected; Soviet-Iraql
relations. had been strained since the late 1970se The
Soviet leaders were particularly vexed when, in'1978, the
Iraqi'government ordered the_execution of twentyone communists,
for attempting to subvert the army, inspite of intervention
by the Soviet Union, Bulgaria and Rast Germanye After this
Baghdad strained its eeoﬁomic and military cooperations with
Hiscow'and reduced the number of Iraqis to receive military
training in Soviet Union as an expression of its concern about
Marxist 1ndo§trinafion; On the contrary, it began to receive
and fron the West for trade, technologj and military

equipmentse

Another indication of further deteriorations in Soviet-
Iraql relations came during the twenty--sixth CPSU Congress,
when the head of the'Iraqi Communist Party, Aziz Mohammed -
presumably with the Kremlin's approval -- condemed the war
against ‘Iran and demended the immediate withdrawal of Iraqi
trOOps from Irane In contrast to the previous Congress in

1976, the Iraqi Baath Party did not send representativese

The peak of Irag=Soviet Union arms relationship_ was the
Kosygin visit to Irag in 1976, when an agreement for the supply
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of nearly $ 1 billion worth of Soviet arms, mostly MIG-23s

and T—Gz taﬁks was signede Through the press Soviet leaders
expressed their support for the revolution in Iran. President
Brezhnev seemed far more cordial to Iran than to Iraq and wished
the Iranians success in their revolution and offered to create
good relations with Iran on the principles of equality and
reciprocitye. His words also seem to reflect that the Soviet
leadership is no longer apprehensive but it will inspite the
religious revivalism or disaffection among‘the Muslim population

in the central Asian Republies of the U.$.S.R.

The Soviet leaders hoped that Iran would seek its co-
operation after the hostage crisis led to a rapproachmqug}
between U.S and Iran and U.§'s refusal for supply of military
spare parts to Irane. Hoscowvwés prepared to supply Iran with
goviet arms, but evidently Iran rejected the offer. Moscow
failed to capitalize on the highly strained U.S.~Iranian

relationse

When the Igraelis boébed the Iragqi nuclear reactor-Osiraqg
= the Soviet resumed its subsequent supply ¢to Iraq of about
400 7-55 and 250 T-72 tanks in November 1981 and T-72 tenke and
MIG 25 aircraft delivéries came in September 1982. The Iranian
denanded for renegotiation of the price of natural gas shipped

t0 the Soviet Union through the Iranian Natural Gas Trunkline
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(IGAT) ie a further unresclved issue between the two countries.
In March 1980, when Moscow rejeoted Iranian demends for a five-
fold inerease to bring the Priceitoworld market levels, the
Iranian government completely cut-off the flow of natural gas

%0 Russiae.

'The Soviet Union's unrewarded courtship of Iran was clearly
causing frustration in the Kremlin, which complained about a
number of Iranian policies , including anti=-Soviet comments from
the Iranian leaders. ILibya and Syria have acted as conduits
for arms supply to Iran of Soviet origine In March 1982,

Pravda listed the increase in its trade with Iran from R 700m

in 1978 to R 800m in 1981, the closing of the Soviet Consulate
in Rasht, the closing of the Soviet == Iranian Cultural Relations
‘goviety & Iran —- Soviet Bank, fhe ban on deiet_reporters,

and closing of several other joint enterprises as examplese

- The Soviet Union had granted Iran transit rights through
Soviet territory after the U.S had_ordered a blockade of
alternative route th:ough the Gulf during the hostage crisise
Although the blockade is no longer in-forée,_these rights are
still open to Iran, during the war with'I:aq- :The Soviet
press avoided criticism of Ayotallah Khomeini and suggested
instead that Iranian anti-Sovict attitudes were encouraged by

'right=wing! groupse The idea t0 be conveyed here 1s that these
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groups create 'obstacles to the expansion of Soviet-Iranian
relationg' and are doing harm to 'the Iranién economy and
120 This

uneasy liaison came to an end in Pebruary 1982 when about

Iran's ability to fight imperialist pressurese.

geventy Tudeh party members were arrested and acoused of spying
for the Russianse The Soviets retaliated by ordering their |
eight diplomats to leave thecountryes

The Soviet fallure to establish a closer link with Iran,
made Moscow keep its options open towards Iraq and to keep
intact of their friendship freaty. In April 1981, the Soviet
Union and Iraq celebrated the:ninth anniversary of their treaty.
Both leaders sweared to strengthen the ties based on 'mutual
cooperatione Irag was more in need of this reunion as it

needed Soviet made military spare partse

~About two-thirds of the Iraqi military equipments is
Soviet-made; the remainder comes from France and t0 a lessery
extent, Britain and Italy, Iraq has a billion dollar contract
with the Bastern and Western European countries for military
equipments, in the near future. 7The Soviet Union is continuing
its indirect flow of military supplieé to Iragi armed forces

and repair assiastance for war damagese Ip addition, the two

20 Foreign Broadcast Information Service/USSR.
International Affairs, 10 March 1982, ppe H1-H2
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countrigs'have signed a number of commercial and technological
agreementse Much of Iraq's trade now is with Japan, Vest
Germany, Francead the U.§ In 1980, the Soviet Union ranked
fourteenth among Iraqi trade partnerse A strong possibility is
that, in a postwar reconstruction efforts, Soviet-Iraqi economic

ties will strengthen considerably.

Locking Leverage with both combatahts, the USSR has succeeded
by the use of caution and restraiht, in avoiding irreparable
damage to its relatioﬁs with either sidee What Iraq and Iran
achieve on the battlefield will determine the nature of Soviet
Union's future policye Though Iraq has so far succeeded in
repulasing Iranian'attacks on hef territory, the two sides
appear locked in an inconclusive war; In ehort, the Soviet Union
has no option but to continuwe its policy of courting both
countries, lest one of them totally shifts to the United Statese
But if the Ba'ath regime is overthrown and if Iraq is defeated,
i1t must eventually would not necessarily serve_the'interests of
the Soviet Union. I£~would, however, bring important gains to
the USSR in terms of anti-American and anti-Western acticns
which would probably damage existing Western interests and

relations in the regione

In short, the scene of Soviet's proximity on the battle~

theatre has a few ideological considerationse.

The war came at the mosgt inopportune timee. The Soviets
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were bogged down in Afghanistan and has been embroiled in a
guerrilla war in Afghanistane The Soviet Union then was deeply
involved in Poland and at the outbre k of the war their relations
with Iraq was at the loweste Thusy the outbreak of t?e war

was totally unawares to Russia and She was truly'on the horns

of a dilemma as t0 whom to support and howe Ag the Soviets

got over the shock, it was too late to get anyone side totally

on its sides Thus, the Joviets stocks were falling rapidly

with Iraq without eny compensatory gains with the Iranianse.

The Soviets'! main feature of their relationship with Iran
.was the Transit Agreement between the two which included the
over-land route %o and from Western Burope, the Trans=Siberian
rail-route to and fro Japan and the sgea-route from East Burope
to the Iranian ports on the Caspian Sea. By the end of 1981,
the Soviets and Iranians were joiﬁtly carrying on verbal
attacks on the U3 expanslionist and war -— mongering designs in
the Indian ocean and the Gulfe

It hag been quite clear, all along that the linkages of the
Superpoweré never operated on behalf of their traditional allies,
no were they on each other's pet horses. The equally
unpredictable feature of this war == is the stand of the

guperpovwers and their influence in the wars

The U.8 instigated the war in pursuit'of its own objectives,
which it achieved only partiallye The Soviet Union did not
approve the war initially but was forced into it due to the

increased westemrm influence in the Middle East and it can 4o
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Woven into world politics there is a self-perpetuating
international military orders It is a hierarchy of power
based on war, on the threat of war and on permanent preparations

for ite.

U8 and Soviet nuclear forces are e#ch justified by
references to the othere The impact of sophistiocated weapons
by one state sustains the arms industry of another. The need
for solidity in one military bloc is affirmed by the seeming
solidarity of thé othere Intent on safeguarding "national
security', each cont:ibutes to the ambient ingecurity on
which they all thrive. Their mutuel relations are regulated
by the threat of war rather than by war itself, by insistent
preparations for a war that would be suicidale But cold'war _
has not resolved their conflicts; rather, it has exacerbated

and entrenched them. War between them has been deferred, not

deterred.

' The contemporary conflict, then, is the latest manifes~
tation of a centuries-0ld drama. What sort of climax will
thus penultimate chapter of the war have == is a multimillion
dollar guestIOn. However, the present sta;emate appears
stable and entrenched. From the superpower perspective, the

war is not a dreaded one as no war damage other:than the -

- dissipating of energies and resources of these two countriese
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Thus, to an extent the war is safely circumseribed to Iran
and Iraq == and there are no powerful external pressures to

bring the war to an ende.

The internal pressures resulting from this dissipation
of energies, resources and lines, however, do generate a
rationale for compromise and negotiatione But the response to
Iraql overtunes for negotiations is well reflected in Ayotollah

Khomeini'gs messages

#gaddan Hussein is asking for a compromises. We cannot
acompzumiee with hime He is a pagane He is corrupte He is
an infidele We cannot compromise with such a person. We
do not care if other countries extend their assistance to

the Iraql regime because we have to implement our |
religious dutiese We are religiously bound to protect

and preserve Islame."

Systematically, theﬂIslamic regime has crawled towards
degpotism and dictatorshipe Thousands of the patriots and
democrats who have fought the Shah regime throughout their lives,
have been arrested, tortured and executed on false charges of
spying for Soviet Unioﬁ hnder the guise of fight against
"imperialism®. EKhomeini has been coverted into billions of
dollar's co-operation with the NATO bloce

Though Saddam Hussein submits to peaceful negotiations
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and to amicable solutions, Khomeini's ardent efforts to destroy
Iraq's targets has made him blood-thirsty. He also acouses

Iraq for following the Western strategies.

Khomeini remained in exile for 14 years in Irag ané_left
it only six months before the historic revolution in 1964. He
then lived in Paris and kindled the various Iranian political
parties and promised them freedome After he came %o power,
his promises were shattered and he even accused the conoept of
basic democracy as 'Western's. Khomeini seems 10 be blinded
with the fact that the policies which he had been following
~ {Capitalism and dictatorship based on lies and frauds) are also

'Western'.

It is clear that the Iranians are still far from winning
the ware But Iraq lost an important battle, one which does
not augur ﬁell for the future. Irag cannot afford to lose
many more battles like the one it lost at Shoush and Dezfoul.
gaddam Husseln ordered his division across the border in
September 19803 with a view to rapidly collapse Iran's chaotic

Islamic revolution. That was a terrible miscaloulation.

Now that the tide has turned, Iraq is fighting a defensive
war along a 750-milé front against an enémy whose population
is three times the size of Iraq'se BEven today, Iraq is willing
to withdraw to the border if only Iran will accept peace and
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coincede as a bare minimum, Iraq's claim to the Shatt-al=Arabe
It has become an undoubted reality == that Saddam Hussein
is fighting the war on behalf of all the Arabs though not

in a geo-military sense.

It's gquite clear that Iraq is sincerely not interegted
in ware She on the other héﬁd is forced for aggression as its
aggressor is conspiring for the destruction of Irage Inspite
of the severe economic strains, Iraq has (if not improved)
at least maintained its economic and industrial advancement to
an extente The long war of attrition has not marred the
Iraql psychologye On the other hand, seeing the chronic
attacks and strong determinance for war, one concludes that
Khomeini'is not interested in progress, freedom and amancipation.
Comparing the shattered condition of Iran, with Iraq's
progress, the cause of Khbmeini's obstinacy and fundamentalism

is clearly revealede

Khomeini's country is not a North Korea_or Albamia or
Libya == a little place more or less containable by its
neighbours amd by its own folliese Iran is too big for that
and too awkwardly placed on the world's map, %00 explosive
in its example of revolutionary religione Iran should think
urgently and coolly on its peace stand with Iraqe But

being stubburn, Iran is hampering its own economies resources
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and will be left back in today's race for advancement in all
fieldse But no stalemate can go on forever; at some stage,
soldiers run, planners give up, even tough leaders like Khomeini

and Saddam Hussein can be cverthrowne

What then does the Iran-Iraq war suggest about the incidence
of future wars, their characteristics, their conduct and their
termination???

Wars are made possible by rapid changes in the existing
military balances, especially where there are rivel states and
one of them seems a temporarily pronounced advantage. BResort to
force is made thinkable, if there are no regional or global
regtraints on i% due to the distraction, or even approval of
the great powers. In the Iraq's case,its military balance
clearly figures more in its military calculations, than the less
definable political dimensions of powere. In short, this
experience suggests that deterrence through tangible and even
flashy new equipment may be more effective than reliancg on

more s0lid but less congpicuous forms of military powere

Future conflicts may be influenced by certain lessons to
be learnt from the Iran-Irag@ war, namely ¢ the incaleulability
of events overtime and the need, if war is inevitable, to maximize
the effeot of surprise in order to make it decisive; the need for

diversified sources of arms; the importance to articulate war
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aims that relate to military capability; and the risks of
relying on the super-powers to bail out regional adversariese
In most respeéts, the Iran-Iraq war will not serve as a model
for future_conflicts. The future ward will be life and death
issues and since this conflict is only an issue on territorial
disputes; its high time Iran and Iraq solved this minor dispute

and got prepared for more henlous wars in futuree.

Iran's stakes, since 1982; have been more metaphysical
than materiale Its very difficult to believe that for the
removal of Saddam Hussein, Iran has spent thousands of lives =
this suggests either Khomeilni's excessively high estimate of
Saddam's worth or else an extremely low opinion of the value

to be placed on Iranian lives.

In Iran, support for the continuation‘of the war is, in
eny case, a test of one's revolutionary credentials, and there
are few incentives for moderation in that goclety. However,
there are no practical qonstraihts on Iran to prevent it |

prosecuting the war, in i%s own phrase, 'until victory!

If neither exhaustion nor a decisive result look imminent,
what of an imposed end to the war? Either, the super powers
should rebuff their stubborn stands and submit to peace or the
U«N+Oe should impose peace in these areas, orvelse this typé
of decoﬂ@ling 1s’a'war that continues without discernible

purpose or ende
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An obvious fact of the war is that mere piling of
sophistieated fighting material does not grant victory to
a nation if 1t lacks the infrastructure and the human.factor
to absorb it. If it is the policy of some external povers
to let the potentially powerful states of the Gulf fight
against.themselves and pre-eﬁpt the harnessing of theirl
resources and energies behind larger ocauses, the plan is working
t0 near-perfectione. What is happening in the West Asia
reflects the happenings of the Thirdzgypld as a whole. There
is no such thing as an inevitable war. If var comes, it will

be from failure of human wisdome

Militarily speaking, a trench war has shown us a see-sgaw
game without tilling the strategié'balance one way or the others
An open 'armsbafyar' ig there ﬁere hardly any ideology

_in‘t;eracts. ’

All peace efforts by the non-aligned movement, the United
Nations and the Islamic Conference Organization have turned

fruitlesse

fnd, it 1is even less credible that, in a world of finite
resources and in so many parts of whic,, basic human needs
remain wnsatisfied, nearly $400 billion in resources have to0

be spent every year for purpose of security, in Iran.

If its the super powers rivalry which is keeping the war

alive, it will lead to an intensification of the arms race,
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that someday will make deterrence ineffective. fThis must
inevitably culminzte in the world-wide disaster of large

scale thermonuclear wars.

Indeed, there are days when to fight for a cause so
absolutely just, is the highest human commande Only in honcuring

that command comes the regeneration of the concept of peaces

You rise, you struggle, you make sacrifices %o achieve and
guarantee the prospect and hope of living in peace == for you,
and your péOple, for your children and their childrene. This
is our common maxim and belief -- that if through your efforts
‘and saerifices‘you win liberty and with it the prospects of
Peace == than work for peace, as there is no migsion in life

more sacrede

Let us always remember the magnificent written words of

the Universal Declaration of Human Rightse. It runs $ eecene

"411 human beings are born free and equal in dignity and
‘rights. They are endowed with reason and consclence angd

should act towards one another in a spirit of brotherhood.®

“»

To establish peace and friendship is the beauty of our .

lives and gi%e ourselves the most momentous pledge of

'No more war, No more blood shed -- but
to negotiate, understand and indulge in peace'
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