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OVERVIEW 

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

world. Situated on the border of the soviet Union and 

including vast quantities of oil, Iran's geographical 

location became even more important in the post-world 
War I"I era. 

(U) The United States first became involved in 
Iran during' world War II when it st"ationed troops there 

to assist in moving military equipment ana materiel to 

the Soviet Union. Immediately following. the ·war, Iran 

was caught up in one of the first Cold War confronta

tions between the United States and the• &oviet Union. 

At that time, Soviet troops refused to evacuate the 

northernmost Iranian province of Azerbaijan as previ

ously agreed and the United States pressured the Soviet 

Union to remove its forces. The US efforts succeeded 

and the Sov.iets did withdraw. This experience, how-

ever, demonstrated to the United States the importance 
of Iran and the need for a stable, friendly regime 

there. To that end, the United States began to provide 

the Shah and his government military aid. Limited at 

first to the sale of military equipment,. a formal 

program of grant assistance was initiated in 1949. 

( U) Rising nationalism in Iran and. growing resent

ment of the British oil concession brought Dr. Mohammed 

Mossadegh, a rabid patriot, to the forefront of Iranian 

politics in 1950. He became prime minis"ter in 1951 and 

proceeded to nationalize the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company. 

The accompanying public fervor and the ensuing economic 

chaos threatened Iran, for a time, with anarchy and the 

possibility of an internal communist takeover. Once. 
~gain, the United States saw the need for a strong and 

stable Iran. 
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( U) Following the overthrow of Dr. Mossadegh and 
the return of the Shah to full power, the United States 

stepped up its ·military assistance to Iran. This 

aid was designed to build a modern armed force capable 

of maintaining internal security and providing some 

defense against external aggression, Simultaneously, 

the United States sought to create a collective defense 

arrang~ment in the Middle East, including Iran, to 

block S.oviE~t expansion into the area, 'l'he US efforts 

culminated· with the establishment of .the Baghdao Pact, 

which subsequently evolved into CENTO, in 1955 with 

Iran as a member. Although the United States did not 

join this new organization, it did participate in the 

Pact's military planning. Throughout tlle'remainder of 

the 1950s, the United States supplied military aid to 

the Shah to enable Iran to contribute to the Pact 1 s 

defense efforts. 

( U) By the early 1960s, the Iranian armed forces 

seemed launched on the way to becoming a modern fight-

ing force. Moreover, during this 

finally began to address the nagging 

that had long plagued his country. 

period, the Shah 

internal problems 

He instituted a 

wide ranging program of reform, known as the "white 

Revolution," including land reform and distribution, 

economic modernization, and political enfranchisement. 

Therefore Presidents Kennedy and Johnson gave the Shah 

their full backing. They continued and expanded 

military assistance 

the Iranian forces. 

in a further effor~ to strengthen 

It was in this period that the US 

1 military assistance program was converted from one of 

grant aid to credit sales. Simultaneously, with its 

increasing strength, Iran had become more independent, 

pursuing its own ambitions. 

( u) After assuming the Presidency in 1 9 69, Richard 

Nixon fitted .Iran· into his new "Nixon Doctrine"--a 



policy whereby the United States, while continuing 
economic and military assistance, would look to friends 

and allies to handle their own internal security and 

military defense. In the case of Iran, the united 

States turned to a willing Shah and his armed forces to 

assume the defense of the Persian Gulf area in place of 

the departing British presence. The vastly expanding 
Iranian revenues resulting from spiralling increases in 

-· 
the price of oil would allow Iran to build the military 
establishment necessary for this task. Accordingly, 
the United States began to sell Iran large quantities 

of its newest and most sophisticated weapons, and us 
arms sales to ,Iran rose from $458 million in FY 1972 to 
approximately $4 billie~ by FY 1974. 

~President Carter, while convinced of the impor

tance of Iran to the Western powers, did not believe 

such massive arms sales to the Shah were necessary. 

Therefore he reduced the volume of new commitments and I 
prohibited the sale of new weapons until they were/ 
operationally deployed with US forces. As a result, US, 

arms sales to Iran fell from $3.2 billion in FY 1977 to I 
$763 million in FY 1978. _l 

(U) Meanwhile, opposition to the Shah in Iran, which 

had gradually developed over the years but remained 

relatively quiescent and divided, now coalesced. 

opposing the Shah were all elements of the political 
spectrum in Iran. Conservatives, both clergy and lay, 

' feared the loss of privileged positions in the Shah's 

, modernization programs while the liberals, the expand
ing middle class, and the working people disliked the 

Shah's authoritarian methods and the corruption sur

rounding his regime. The result was growing revolution. 

and spreading anarchy during the latter part of 1978. 

After several months of indecision, the Shah abdicated 

3 
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on 16 January 1979 and left the country. The us 
policy, now over 30 years old, of support for the Shah 

had failed and Iran teetered on the brink ot chaos. 

(U) Throughout the United States involvement in 

Iran, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have participated in 
' the development of the national pollcy toward that 

country. Their role, however, had been largely one of 

supporting the government-wide consensus rather than 

launching ·new intitiatives. In October 1946, during 

the Azerbaijan crisis, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

provided the Department of State their first appraisal 

of Iran. Both oil resources and a strategic location, 

affording a base for both defensive and ,counteroffen

sive operations against. the Soviet Union, gave Iran a 

major strategic importance. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 

have consistently and repeatedly maintained this 

~osition since that time. 

(U) From 1946 through 1978, the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff urged an·d supported military assistance for 

the Shah and his forces in order to insure a stable, 

Western-oriented Iran. In the 1950s, JCS recommenda

tions for increased support for the Iranian forces to 

enable them to contribute to ~Iiddle East defense and 

JCS support for a Middle East collective defense 

arrangement, . which included Iran, became US pol icy. 

During the 1960s, the Joint Chiefs of Staff continued 

to advocate military support of Iran. They sent 

several special missions there to survey the require

ments. They carefully reviewed the resulting findings 

and submitted detailed recommendations to the Secretary 

of Defense. These JCS recommendations formed the basis 

for expanded US programs for Iran. Presidents Nixon. 

and Ford did not rely on the Joint Chiefs of Staff as 

closely as their predecessors for advice on Iran. 

4 
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Decisions were made to sell vast amounts of new and 

sophisticated military equipment to Iran 

formal review by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

without any 

Still, the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff did supply recommendations on 

Iran and its armed forces in the annual Joint Strategic 

Objectives Plan (JSOP) submissions, but these recom

menda'tions usually merely reflected Presidential 

decisions. President Carter cut back military sales to 

Iran and once again turned to the joint Chiefs of Staff 

for advice on provision of new weapons systems to the 

Shah. Yet neither the Joint Chiefs of Staff nor most 

of the President's civilian advisers foresaw the 

deteriorating internal situat.ion in Iran, that culmin

ated in the fall. of the ~hah. 

5 
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Historical Background 

1 
WHICH WAY IRAN? 

1946-1953 

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

the consolidated empire of the Medes and Persians, 
-- -

which at its height encompassed all the territories 

between what is today India and the Mediterranean Sea. 

The Persian Empire was the greatest power the world had 

known to that time. 

(U) Succeeding centuries' witnessed •alternating 

periods of foreign conquest and native rule. Then, in 

the period A.D. 637-650, Arab Moslems from the Arabian 

·Peninsula subdued all the territory that is modern 

Iran. Gradually the conquered inhabitants were con-

verted to Islam, embracing the Shiite branch while the 

majority of the Moslem world adhered to the Sunni 

branch. Other conquerors followed the Arabs--the 

Seljuk Turks, the Mongols, and Tammerlane. The arise 

of the Safav id dynast;y in 1502 ret;urned native rulers 

for the first time in 600 years. 

(U) In 1795, a Qajar prince subdued all rivals and 

established a d.ynasty that ruled Iran, or Persia as 

it was then known, until 1925. 'l'hroughout the 19th 

Century, Iran was subjected to increasing pressures by 

the European powers, especially Russia and Britain, for 

economic and terri tor ial concessions. Over the same 

period, growing nationalist sentiment led to a 

strengthening and modernization of Iranian i~stitutions, 

culminating in a series of reforms in the years 1906- · 

1908, including adoption of a constitution and estab

lishment of a parliament, the Majlis. These events, 

7 
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coupled with the discovery of oil in large amounts in 

1908, brought Iran into the modern age. By Western 

standards, however, ·Iran remained an extremely backward 

country. 

(U) Even though Iran declared its neutrality in 

World War I, both Russia and Britain placed troops 

ther~. Following the eruption of the revolution· at 

home in 1917, the Russians ·withdrew, and Britain became 

the dom in ant foreign power in Iran. There upon, the 

British attempted to force a treaty upon Iran official

ly recognizing this influence, but the Majlis refused 

to accept the treaty. Subsequently, Iran became a 

member of the League of Nations in· 1920 and Britain 
I. 

began withdrawal of its troops in 19~1. That same 

year, Iran and the s·oviet Union signed a treaty o~, 

friendship. Among other provisions, Iran agreed not to 

permit its territory to be used by anti-Soviet groups • 

. (U) That same year a little known Iranian officer, 

Brigadier General Reza Khan, Commander of the Persian 

Cossack Brigade, staged a coup and took control of 

Tehran. He forced the Shah to· appoint him both comman

der in chief of the armed forces a no war minister. From 

these positions, he consolidated and expanded his power. 

In 19 23 he became Premier and, in 1 9 25, the Maj lis ended 

the Qajar rule 1 proclaiming Reza Khan the new ruler as 

Reza Shah Pahlevi. 

(U) Reza Shah, who ruled Iran as a military dicta

tor, was determined to rid Iran of ,foreign influence 

and centralize the government. He launched a vigorous 

~ program of modernization, instituting a universal con

scription law, organizing a standing army drawn from 

the peasantry, and establishing his authority through

out the country. He encouraged industrialization ·and 

renegotiated the Anglo-Iranian oil concession agreement 

of 1919 to obtain more favorable terms for Iran. He 
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outlawed the veil, introduced civil marriage and 
divorce, expropriated the property of the Islamic 

clergy, and organized secular schools. In 1935, the 

name of the country was changed from Persia to Iran. 

(U) When world l-iar II broke out, Iran again triea 

to remain ·neutral. Reza Shah, however, held some 

pro-German views and, in June 1941, refused a joint 

British-Soviet request to permit transit of war sup

plies acro~s Irari. Consequently, both Britain and the 

Soviet Uniori moved troops into Iran. The Soviets 

occupied five northern provinces, including Gilan, 

Mazandaran, and traditionally dissident Azerbaijan, 

while the. British took over .the south\lie~tern part of 

the country and the Pe~sian Gulf in orcler to protect 

Allied oil supplies. This occupation was regularized 

by the Tripartite Treaty of Alliance signed by Britain, 

the Soviet Union, and Iran in January 1942. The treaty 

not only gave formal sanction to the occupying forces, 

but also guaranteed· their respect for the territorial 

integrity, sovereignty, and political independence of 

Iran and provided for withdr~wal of ~he occupying 

troops within six months of the end of hostilities. 

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

movement of materiel and supplies to the Soviet Union, 

but their presence was never recognized by a treaty. 

(U) with the entry of the British and Soviet troops, 

Reza Shah had abdicated in favor of his 22-year ola 

son, Mohammed Reza Pahlevi and, subsequently, on 1 

September 1943, Iran declared war on Germany. During 

the course of a conference of the Allied leaders in 

Tehran in late November and early December 1943, 

Franklin Roosevelt, Winston Churchill, ·a·nd Joseph_ 

Stalin issued the ''Declaration on Iran," in which they 
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acknowledged Iran's assistance in the war, reaffirmed 
the commitment to Iran's independence, and pledged 
economic assistance at the close of the hostilities.l 

The Azerbaijan Crisis 

(U) In th·e years following \-iorld War II, Iran 
was confronted with two major crises. that threateneci 

its existence as an independent, Western-oriented 

nation. In the first, the Azerbaijan crisis, the 
Soviet Union not only refused to evacuate the Province, 

as provided in the terms of the Tripartite Treaty, but 

also pressured Iran for oil rights. The United States 

opposed these moves and the resulting dispute vitiateci 

much of the gooci-will. remaining among the wartime 

allies. 
( u) Even during World War II, the Soviet Union 

had clo·sed its zone of occupation to all foreign 

travelers, thereby preventing allied diplomats and 

newsmen from reporting on conditions in northern Iran. 
A ban was imposed on the export of staple foodstuffs 

from the Soviet zone, one of the major food producing 

areas of Iran. As a result, famine occurred in other 

parts of the country, including Tehran. As one author

ity has noted, "The Iron Curtain was thus hung in Iran 

long before the English speaking deffiocracies learned of 

its existence.•2 

(U) The Soviet Union had also demanded that Iran 
grant it oil concessions that would ~over the five 

provinces bordering on Russia. Iran, however, flatly 

1. F'or the historical background on Iran· prior to 
19 4 6, see Harvey H. smith et al. , Area fiancibook for· 
Iran (1971), pp. 39-64. 
----2. George Lenczowski, Russia and the hest in Iran, 
1915-1948 ( 1949), pp. 193-215. 
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rejected all oil concessions, not only to the soviet 

Union but to the United Kingdom and the United States. 

On 19 May 1945, following Germany's surrender, Iran 

demanded that both of the occupying nations withdraw 

their forces. In reply both the United Kingdom and the 

USSR made it clear that they would not withdraw before 

the agreed deadline of six· months after the ena of 

hostilities. In August 1945, both nations removed 

their uniformed forces, mainly service troops, from the 

area of Tehran, but the Soviet Union left thousanas of 

men in plain clothes in the area. These included 

members of the Soviet secret police, the NKVD. 3 

(U) Perhaps the most serious of the,transgressions 
' I 

during soviet occupation occurred in late 1945. 

Against the will of the Iranian Government, the Soviet 

Union aided and abetted a change in the form of 

government in Azerbaijan Province. Soviet forces 

supported a seizure of government power in Azerbaijan 

by the communist "Tudeh" party. When the Iranian 

Government attempted to send military forces to rein

force their garrison in Azerbaijan, Soviet military 

authorities prevented Iranian troops from entering the 

province. The Iranian Government was effectively 

prevented by the soviet Union from applying Iranian 

laws in the area. As a result of an uprising of 

Kurd ish tribesmen in the northern area, an ur:-r ising 

openly encouraged by the Soviet Union in December 

19 4 5, the entire province of Azerbaijan was separatea 

from the control of the Iranian Government. 4 

~ (U) IVith the support of the United States, Iran 

appealed to the newly established United Nations 

--~3r.---tre~nczowski, Russian and the West in Iran, 1918-
1948, pp. 216-220. 

4. Ibid., pp. 284-289. 

11 
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Security Council on 19 January 1946, asking that it 

investigate the situation and recommend appropriate 

action. The Soviet Union denounced Iran's action and 

denied all its allegations. The Security Council, in 

its first real test, was unable to act, since the 

Soviet Union took the position that the Council was not 

comp~tent to handle the dispute. 'l'he Security council 

then agreed to let the two countries try to settle 

their dif~erences by direct negotiations. 5 

(U) ~leanwhile the situation in Iran had grown more 

tense. soviet activities there • threatened the peace 

of the world" as President Truman oescribed the crisis. 

In a speech obviously intended as a warning to the 

Soviet Union over ·Iran, Sec'retary of 's~ate Ja!lles F. 

Byrnes in late r'ebruary pointed out· that the Unitea 

States had "approved many adjustments• and "resolved 

many disputes" in favor of the soviet Union. He said 

the United States welcomed the Soviet Union as a member 

of the United _Nations. He pointed out that great 

powers as well as small ones had "agreed under the 

United Nations Charter not to use force or the threat 

of force except in defense of law and in the purposes 

of the Charter." He emphasized that the United 

States "will no.t and cannot stand aloof if force is 

used contrary to the purposes and principles of 

the Charter.• 6 

(U) Admiral Willian D. Leahy, USN, the Chief of 

Staff to the Commander in Chief. and the presiding 

member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, found Secre-

tary Byrnes' speech "of superlative value." He only 

regretted that it had not been delivered earlier. 7 

5. Harry s. Truman, Years of Trial ana Hope (1956), 
p. 9 4. 

6. State Dept Elulletin, 10 Mar 46, p. 358. 
7. ADM william o. Leahy, Diary, 3 ~lar 46, copy in 

National Archives. 

1 2 
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(U) British forces withdrew from Iran on 2 March 

1946, six months after the Japanese surrender as agreed 

in the Anglo-Iranian-Soviet treaty. us forces had 

already been evacuated by the end of 1945. The Soviet 

Union, however, gave no sign of keeping its pledge of 

withdrawal. Three days after the deadline date, Secre

tary of State Byrnes addressed a note to soviet Foreign 

Minis.ter Molotov asking that Soviet forces be withdrawn 

as agreed and warning that the United States could not 

remain "indifferent" to the situation. Intelligence 

indicated that Soviet tanks were moving into Iran, 

deploying toward the Turkish border and the Iraqi 

frontier and the US Air Attache personnally observed 

Soviet tank~ only 25 miles"from Tehran. sec~etary 

Byrnes' reaction upon learning of this was to observe 

that the Soviet forces were adding military invasion to 

political subversion. Reportedly he reacted with some 

heat and stated "Now we'll give it to them with both 

barrels.• 8 

( U) "Both barrels" took the form of a second note 

to Foreign Minister Molotov on 8 March saying that 

it appeared Soviet forces in Iran were being reinforced 

and asking for an explanation if .that were the case. 

~o official soviet reply was received to either of Mr. 

Brynes' notes, but on 15 March the Soviet news agency, 

Tass, denied that any reinforcement or redeployment was 

taking place in Iran. 9 

B. Fisgs, State 385 to Moscow, 5 !<tar 46, ~loscow 682 
to State, 6 Mar 46, Foreign Relations of the United 

' States, 1946, vol. VII (1969), pp. 340-342, 348. 
Herbert Feis, From Trust to Terror (1970), p. 81-87. 
Truman, Years of Trial and liope, pp. 94-96. 
Lenczowski, Russia and the l'iest in Ira11, pp; 296-302. 
Smith et al., Area Handbook, Iran, p. 65. 

9. Msg, State 425 to Hoscow, 8 Mar 46, Foreign 1\e
latins of the United states, 1946, vol. VII, p. 348. 
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(U) When Iran again went to the Security. Council, 

accusing the soviet Union of failure to withdraw from 

its territory, Soviet diplomats protested sharply. At 

one point during a Security Council meeting on the 

subject, Soviet Ambassador Andrei Gromyko stalked out 

of the meeting. On the other hand, the United states 

supported Iran more strongly than on the first occa

sion, 'with Secretary of State. Byrnes personally appear

ing before the Council. It was apparent that the 

Soviet Union was bothered by the unfavorable publicity 

emanating from these meetings, and on 26 March the 

Soviet representative announced suddenly that the 

Soviet forces would be removed from Iran within six 

weeks after March 24, 1946 • if no un·fo'reseen circum

stances occur.• On 4 ~pril Iran announced that an 

agreement had been reached with the Soviet Union 

confirming the Soviet withdrawal and establishing 

an Iranian-Soviet oil company, to be ratified by the 

Iranian Pailiament (Majlis) within seven months of that 

date. The Soviet Government would hold 51. percent of 

the stock and the Iranian Government the remaining 49 

percent. The . Soviet Union subsequently evacuated its 

forces on schedule, leaving behind a strong communist 

revolutionary regime in Azerbaijan.~ 0 

(U) To this point in the crisis, the Joint Chiets of 

Staff had not been asked to provide opinions on mili

tary options with respect to the situation in Iran or 

to prepare any plans for military actions. Rather US 

actions remained within the diplomatic realm. The us 

strategy appeared to be to leave the matter within the 

purview of the UN Security Council as long as it was 

safe to do so. 
. .. 

10. Lenczowski, Russia and the West in Iran, pp. 
298-299. Nosrollah Fatemi, 0 01l Diplomacy" (1954), pp. 
315-316. The agreement establishing an Iranian-Soviet 
oil company never took effect, since the Iranian 
Par 1 iamen t re f.used to ratify it. 

" 
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(U) By the fall of 1946, the Shah and his government 

had begun plans to reassert control over Azerbaijan, 

raising the. possibility of a confrontation with the 

Soviet Union, and now the advice of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff was sought. In September, the Department of 

State asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff for their views 

on the strategic importance of Iran to the United 

States. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were also asked in 

what ways US interest in Iran wa·s linked to the Near 

and Middle East as a whole and how that interest would 

be affected by Soviet domination of all or part of 

Iran. Finally, the Department of State asked: II 
• • • 

does the JCS consider that a program o,f, assistance by 

the US to the Iranian_ military establishment would 

contribute to the defense of United States strategic 

interest in the Near and Middle Eastern area?" 11 

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff, in their reply of 11 

October, began by observing that the Department of 

State's questions were based on an assumption of 

possible war between the United States and the soviet 

Union and that their answer relied on the 

t ion. Iran, as a major source of oil 

same assump

supply, was 

militarily of "major strategic inferest" to the United 

States. Horeover, "from the standpoint of defensive 

purposes," the. area offered "opportunities to conduct 

delaying operations and/or operations to protect United 

States-controlled oil resources in saudi Arabia." In 

addition, Iran offered, as did all the Middle East, a 

base for counteroffensive operations againt the Soviet 

Union. 
( Ul The Joint Chiefs of Staff then evaluateci four 

possibilities that had been put forth by th~ Departmen~ 

of State: (1) division of Iran into British ana Soviet 

spheres of influence would advance the Soviet Union's 

11. Foreign Re-lations of the United States, 1946, 
vol. VII, pp. 515-516. 

' 
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political and strategic objectives, contribute to the 

encirclement of Turkey, and destroy British ~bility to 

defend the Iraqi oil fields; ( 2) control of the 

northern province of Azerbaijan by the USSR, although 

undesirable, would be the least objectionable of the 

situations listed; (3) creation of a Soviet-dominated 

autonomous 1\urdish· state would probably cause the 

dissolution of the present Iraqi Government and 
possibly lead 

regime there; 

would greatly 

above. 12 

to the installation of a Sov let-oriented 

(4) domination of a).l Iran by the USSR 

intensify all the adverse effects listed 

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff made clear their 

support for military aid to Iran. Token assistance to 

Iran's military forces, they ~aid, could breate confi

dence and good will toward the United States within the 

Iranian Government and thus contribute to the US 

strategic posture in the area. To assist Iran in 

preventing civil disturbances, which could attract 

intervention by. "powerful neighbors• and involve the 

United States, the Joint Chiefs of Staff favored giving 

Iran reasonable amounts of military material to be 

used only for internal security. They considered "such 

non-aggression items" as small arms, light artillery, 

ammunition, small tanks, transportation and communica

tion equipment, quartermaster supplies, and possibly 

short range aircraft and naval patrol craft to be 

appropriate for Iran in reasonable quantities if 

requested. The United States must be satisfied, of 

course, that Iran wanted to maintain its independence 

1 within the •community of nations." 

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff also believed it 

would be appropriate for the United States to give 

technical advice, but 

and upon request only. 

it must be dond without fanfare· 

Such a step would contribute to 

12. (U) SM-6874-46 to SWNCC, 11 Oct 46 (derived from 
JCS 1714/3), ccs 092 (8-22-46) sec 1. Printed in Memo, 
SWNCC to MGEN J. N. Hilldring, 12 Oct 46, SWN-4818, 
Foreign Relations of the United States, 1946, vol. VII, 

. 529-532. 
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"the defense of United States strategic interest in 
Iran and the Near and Midle East area," ·In 1943 the 

United States had, as a matter of course, establishea 

two small military missions in Iran. One of these 

missions advised the Iranian Army, the secona advised 

the Imperial Gendarmerie. 13 The Joint Chiefs of 

Staff recommended that these missions not be removed 

but that, conversely, no new missions be established at 

this time. 

( U) Subsequently, on 29 October 1946, the Secretary 

of State made a decision that marked the beginning of 

an aid program for Iran. He decided to support a 

program under which the Unitea States would sell Iran 

armaments worth not more than $10 million. 14 
I I 

(U) In Iran, meantime, the crisis had worsened, 

According to diplomat"ic reports from Tehran, Prime., 

Minister Qavam was retreating before Soviet pressure 

and Iran was daily losing what remained of its indepen

dence, Mr. Loy Henderson, Director of the Office of 

Near Eastern. and African Affairs, in the Department of 

State considered the situation to be so critical that 

swift action by the United States might be required, 

An Iranian military mission in washington to purchase 

the already approved $10 million worth of military 

equipment was running into a stone wall. Mr. Henderson 

warned that the United States could no longer delay and 

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

14. ( U) Memo, AsstSecState for Occupied Areas to 
USecState, 29· Oct 46, printed 1n Foreign !'<.elations of 
the United States, 1946, vol. VII, p. 255. 
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should sell this "nonaggression" equipment to Iran 

quickly. He quoted the JCS statements of 11 October in 

support of his position. He also favored increasing 

the strengths of the military missions in Iran and 

keeping them there so long as they were neeaea. 

Secretary of State Byrnes approved Mr. Henderson's 

recommendations. 15 

(U) The immediate crisis in Iran subsided as 1946 

drew 'to a close. On 24 November, the Iranian Govern

ment ordered its forces to march into Azerbaijan to 

supervise ~arlia~entary elections.· The Soviet Govern

ment protested· this move, _warning of· possible "dis

turbances• •hould Iranian tro6ps enter Azerbaijan. The 

US Ambassador to Iran, George V. Allen, lauded the 

move, publicly announcing that it. was• rquite normal 

and approp~iate.• In this stateme~t, he was backed up 

by Under Secretary of State Dean Acheson in washington. 

The Iranian Army marched into Azerbaijan with only a 

few minor skirmishes taking place. On 4 December the 

rebel regime collapsed. 16 

The Mossadegh Crisis 

(U) The second threat to Iran's independence and 
Western orientation in the years following •orld War II 

was the •Mossadegh crisis" of 1951-1953. In this 

instance the danger came not from external sources but, 

from internal dissension. Dr. Mohammed rather, 

Mossadegh, a determined nationalist, led a vigorous 

movement to gain complete control of Iranian oil 

resources. The resulting unrest and chaos in Iran 

seemed for some months to be opening the way for the 

communist-controlled Tudeh Party to seize control of 

the government. 

15. (U) ~iemo, Dir. Office of Near E;astern and 
Afircan Affairs (Henderson) to USecState, 18 Oct 46, 
w/att Memo, "Implementation of United States l?olicy 
toward Iran," same date, Foreign Relations of the 
united states, 1946, vol. VII, pp. 533-536, and fn 1, 
p. 535. 

16. Lenczowski, Russia ana the ~est in Ir~, 
p. 302. 
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(U) The crisis arose over the status of· the Eritish 

oil concession. Under the agreement negotiated between 

Reza Shah and the British in 1933, the Anglo-Iranian Oil 

Company extracted and marketed Iranian oil, giving the 

Iranian Government 25-30 percent of the net profits. More 

nationalistic members of the Majlis, ·however, wanted a 

larg•r and more equitable share of the revenue. Dr • • 
Mossadegh, the most vocal of these members, became chair

man of the. Majlis oil committee in 1950 and formed a 

coalition, the United Front, to press for nationalization 

of the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company. The more moderate 

Premier, General Ali Razmara, attempted to obtain more 

favorable terms from the Company, but was not successful. 
' . . 

Meantime, in Saudi Arabia, the Arabian-American Oil 

Company accepted an arrangement that gave the government 

there 50 percent of its profits, and this development 

increased Iran's demands for a larger share of the profits 

of the Anglo-Iranian.1 7 

,--- C}i'f!f Against this background, the Truman Administratio~ 
J began drafting a formal statement of us objectives an~ I 

policy for Iran in March 1951. Adapting a Department of 

State study, the NSC Staff drafted and circulated a ~olicy 

paper tNSC 107) for the council'• ·cOnsideration. Accord

ing to this statement, Iran's absorption within the 

; 
' 

communist orbit would damage oil-dependent l'lestern Euro-

l pean economies, impair US prestige, and "seriously weaken, 

if not destroy" resolution among adjacent Middle Eastern 

countries. For these reasons, the United States should 
i 
i 
' ! • 

take "all feasible 

soviet domination. 

military action in 

steps" to insure that Iran escaped 

(!lthough the initiative for any 

support of Iran rested with Great 

Britain, the United States and 

should "give early consider at ion . ..___ 
United Kingdom join:~3 1 

to measures designed to ! 
• -' 

--,,., -. --,S"'m'". i t h e t a 1 • , Area Handbook, Iran, .PP· 66-67. 
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\. t.!trengthen the general area.~ Also, the United States 

i should (1) strengthen its current assistance· programs 

(especially economic aia) as much as possible and (2) 

press the British to "effect aCarly and equitable 

settlement" of the oil dispute, .C-~ an Iranian govern

ment took actions that foreshadowed communist control, 

the United States should be preparec:'l to undertake 

"special political operations" to reverse this trend. 

Finally, in the event of an overt attack by the Soviet 

Union against Iran, the United States "in common 

prudence would have to proceed on the assumption that 

global war is probably imminent."ljJ 

~The Joint Chiefs of Staff advised the Secretary 

of Defense that they considered NSC 107 acceptable as 
' I I "an interim working guide." They asked, tiowever, that 

this policy paper be reviewed as soon as the situation 

had clarified, When the National Security Council 

discussed NSC 107 on 21 March, the Service Secretaries 

recommended that it be rejected in toto. In their 

opinion, the courses of action designed to meet either 

internal subversion of external aggression "are safe 

\ innocuous statements of generalities which do not 

\ indicate anything except watchful waiting • • • • If 

\ we cannot do anything we should say so. If we can take 

\ concrete steps in either contingency we should so 

state." Overruling these objections, the Council 

adopted NSC 107; President Truman approved it on 24 

March. 19 

NSC 107, 14 Mar 51, CCS 092·Iran (4-23-48) 
he Joint Intelligence Committee reported tha , 

nder current circumstances, "It is not considered 
robable" that the Soviets could achieve total domin
tion of Iran without overt use of their armed forces. 

"it is becoming increasingly evident" that 
they might win control of northern segments through 
economic and political pressure, possibly accompanied 
by subversive activities. The JCS noted these conclu

ions on 9 ~tarch. I (TS) Rpt, JIC to JCS, "Intelligen e 
·s -·~ -- tes on the Situation in Iran," 1 Mar 51, Encl to 

JCS 1924/51, 1 Mar 51, same file. 
19, (TS) ~lemo, JCS to SecDef, 19 Mar 51 (derived 

from JCS 1714/17), same file. (TS) NSC Action No. 451, 
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(U) The tempo of events in Iran suddenly· accelerated. 

General Razmara was assassinated on 7 March 1951; Dr. 

Mossadegh assumed the Premiership; and nationalization was 

promulgated on 2 May. Thereafter, the focal point of 

crisis centered on Dr. Mossadegh, who now roused popular 

emotions to fever pitch. 20 

(t!) The British, as was to be expected, reacted with 

considerable concern,. fearing that acquiesence in the 

nationalization could jeopardize all their overseas 

investments. Accordingly, Britain reinforced its Middle 

Eastern garrisons and dispatched warships to Abadan, the 

site of the Anglo-Iranian refinery. The United States, 

however, opposed the use of ~orce to rrs,olve the matter, 

and Secretary ·~f State Acheson advised the British Ambas

sador in washington "oii ·17 May 1951 that the United states 

could support a resort to force only under one of the 

following conditions: Iranian Government invitation; 

Soviet military intervention; a communist coup in Tehran; 

or evacuation of endangered British nationals. A wide 

Anglo-American pol icy cleavag·e now ensued. 21 

r 
.. · ()JIIfr Since the inadequacies of NSC 107 now were mani

fest, the NSC Staff circulated a revised policy paper (NSC 

107/1) on 6 June 1951. The immediate situation in Iran, 

, according to this statement, made that country's loss to 

1
/ the free world through internal communist uprising •a dis·' E' net possibility." The United States should therefore 

1 (1) continue to extend political support, primarily to the 

i as the only source of continuity ·Of leadership; (2 

'; accelerate and expand military, economic and technical 
--..:.:..: 

Har 51. (TS) N/H of JCS 1714/16, 28 Nar 51, same file. 

ili the JCS wished, Mr. Truman oraered the State Departmenj 
submit monthly progress reports until conditions we~e 

rther clarified. 
20. Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation ( 1969), pp. 

503-504. 
21. Ibid., p. 506. 
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rGsistance; and (3) attempt an early settlement of the .
1 I oil controversy, recognizing both the rights of sover- I 

' eign states and the importance of international con-

tractual relationships. Considerable attention was 

devoted to contingency planning. If the central 

government requested dispatch of British troops to 

southern Iran in order to defeat a communist coup, the 

United States should offer the United Kingdom full 

political and perhaps military support. However, entry 

of British· troops without Iranian consent could only be 

justified if necessary to save the lives of British 

subjects') Under any other circumstances, intervention 

would sunder the free world, create chaos in Iran, and 

possibly cause Tehran to request Sov .ioet assistance. 

Should the United King?om resort to military action 

against US advice, therefore, "the situation would be 

so critical that the position of the United States 

would have to be determined in the light of the situa- · 

tion at that time.• 22 

<)JI!!'i The Jo.int Strategic Survey Committee, the 

senior policy review element of the Joint Staff, 

adjudged NSC 107/1 acceptable as written. The Chief of 

Naval Operations, Admiral Forrest Sherman, however, 

felt the paper failed to reflect (1) growing petroleum 

needs of NATO nations, (2) declining British ability to 

provide military power and political leadership in the 

Middle East, and (3) increasing US capabilities and 

requirements in that area. He recommended several 

revisions along these lines, but the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff accepted only one, which stated that "increasing 

US influence in the Middle East" should be a governing 

factor in the continuing policy review. After approv

ing other editorial modifications, they transmitte~ 

comments to secretary of Defense Robert Lovett on 19 

June 1951. Eight days later, the National Security 
'---....:;c_· 

22. (TS) NSC 107/1, 6 Jun 51, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) 
sec 3. 

I 
I 
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_council slightly amended this paper and then adopted it 

as NSC 107/2; the final paper incorporated Admiral 

Sherman's addition. On 28 June, President Truman 

accorded NSC 107/2 his approva1. 23 

(U) Meanwhile, matters grew steadily worse. At

tempting to adjudicate the controversy, the Inter

national Court of Justice recommended reversion to the 

status quo ante and joint British-Iranian operation of 

the oil industry; Dr. Mossadegh categorically rejected 

this ruling. Iran and the United Kingdom seemed on the 

brink of hostilities; it was under·s.tood in washington 

that the British Chiefs of Staff had recommended, anci 

the Attlee Government rejected, military interven

tion.24 At this point, President Truman dispatchea 

Ambassador Averell Harriman, to London pnd then to 

Tehran to urge resumption of negotiations. Neither 

side would 

ogress, 

make major concessions and, after initial 

the talks collapsed later in August.2 5 ---~ Secretary of State Acheson and British Foreign 

Secretary Morrison discussed the Iranian situation 

during a washington f·oreign Minist.ers' Meeting in 

September 1951. The United States still could not 

support employment of British troops in connection with 

the oil controversy, except 

ing endangered nations, 

achieved. 26 

for the purpose of evacuat

and no consensus was 

.u. (TS) Memo, SecDef to JCS, 7 Jun 51, Encl to 
JCS 1714/20, 7 Jun 51; (TS) JCS 1714/22, 18 Jun 51; 
(TS) Memo, .:res to SecDef, 19 .:run 51 (derived from Dec 
on .:res 1714/21); (TS) Memo, Execsecy to NSC, 28 Jun 51, 
Encl to JCS 1714/23, 2 Jul 51; CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) 
sec 3. 

~ 24. (TS) Memo, Dep usecstate to Execsecy, NSC, 6 
Aug 51, Encl to JCS 1714/24, 13 Aug 51, same file, 
sec 4. 

25. Acheson, Present at the Creation, pp·. · 507-509. 
26. (TS) WFM B-2/2a, "Iran," 22 Aug 51, Encl to· 

JCS 1714/25, 24 Aug 51; (TS) WFM B-2/2b, "Iran," 24 Aug 
51, Encl to JCS 1714/27, 29 Aug 51; CCS 092 Iran 
(4-23-48) sec 4. For DOD concurrence, see (TS) fi,emo, 
JCS to SecDef, 29 Aug 51 (derived from JCS 1714/26); 
(TS) Ltr, Secpef to SecState, 4 Sep 51, same file. 
Acheson, Present at the Creation, p. 510. 
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(U) Unhappily, the Anglo-Iranian controve'rsy esca
lated further in the following weeks. Iran seized the 

Abadan refinery and expelled British technicians. 

Since the Iranians lacked technical skills needed to 

operate the facility, Abadan ceased operation and Iran 

lost its chief source of income. The British, mean

while.; reinforced their Persian Gulf squadron to 14 

warships and filed a condemnatory resolution in the uN 

Security Council. In October 1951, Dr. Mossadegh 

arrived in New York to plead his country's case before 

the United Nations. Thinking that the opportunity for 

an offer of "good offices" might aris.e, the Secretary 

of Defense felt it would be "of the greatest import-
• I I 

ance" to possess an estimate of the increase in Soviet 

military potential that 'would occur if Iran and her oil 

fell under communist control. He therefore directed 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff quickly. to survey this 

question. 
~··-~--

\ ~ Replying on 10 October, the Joint Chiefs of 

j Staff predicted the following consequences: 

I 

i. 

Economic--Probable eventual loss of 
all M1ddle Eastern oil, creating a 
possibly intolerable deficiency in 
oil resources. 
Political--Major threat of communist 
domination during peacetime of Iraq, 
Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, and India. 
Military--Prior development by the 
USSR of bases, facilities and stock-
piles, greatly increasing the chances 
of soviet success in operations ·against 
the Middle East and/or Pakistan-India. 

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

so improved that, in all t:robability, an ·increi'lse in. 

the level of the military establishments of the Western 

world would be required." Under such circumstances, 
---

24 
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l{'tlle Joint Chiefs of Staff would be compelled. "immedi-

1 "';;"tely to re-examine their global strategy •••• " 
' ' Therefore, from a strictly military standpoint, preser-

vation of Iran's orientation toward the United States 

and protection of the United Kingdom's general position 

in the Middle East "now transcend in importance the 

desirability .of supporting British oil inter·ests in 

Iran.'] In reply to a. specific Secretary of Defense 

quest1on about the effect of Soviet acquisition of 

Iranian oil resources, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

predicted that such a development would enhance Soviet 

capabilities and require "a longer effort" by the 

Western powers to defeat the Soviet Union and its 
satellites. 27 , ... · · . .. ' , . ' ... . 

(,J}Iif1" The Administration did offer its "good offices" 

during Dr. ·Mossadegh's visit--but achieved nothing. 

when Winston Churchill succeeded Clement Attlee as 

Prime Minister on 25 October 1951, British distaste for 

Mossadegh did not abate. Early in November, Secretary 

Acheson gave the new British Foreign secretary, Anthony 

Eden, the substance of the JCS memorandum of 10 Octo

ber. The British Chiefs of Staff promptly challenged. 

the JCS conclusion regarding the accretion of war 

potential if the Soviets acquired Iranian oil. They 

said that Soviet petroleum production already was· 

sufficient for both civilian and military requirements, 

that importation of Iranian oil would exceed Soviet 

transport capacity, and that refineries and transport 

would be highly vulnerable to air ~ttack. 28 In 

...----. .-
27. ~Memo, SecDef to JCS, 8 Oct 51, Encl to 

JCS 1714/28, 8 Oct 51; ~Memo, JCS to SecDef, 10 Oct 
51 (derived frolli,Jlec On JCS 1714/29); CCS 092 Ira~ 
4-23-48) se~Although this memorandum was submit-:
d to the t'ISC, records do not indicate whether it was · 
tually considered by the Council. ( TS) N/H of JCS 

1714/29, 23 Oct 51, same file. 
28. (.:;;t!1 Ltr, BJSM to SJCS, 28 Nov 51, Encl to 

JCS 1714/33, 30 Nov 71, same file, sec 5. 
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(-further Acheson-Eden discussions, the Sec.rtary :-;l 

I 

5tate argued that, if Dr. Mossadegh was not financially 

supported, Iran would fall into chaos and communism. 

The Foreign Secretary retorted that the Iranian economy 
I 

was too primitive and too flexible to collapse, and 

contended that noncommunist alternatives to Mossadegh 

could be found. 29 

<.,t) In succeeding months, the United states and \. 

Britain remained divided on the question of Iran, In 

anticipation of a meeting between President Truman and 

Prime Minister Churchill, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

told the Secretary of Defense on 2 January 1952 that 

the "military urgency" of the situation in Iran, with 

its "explosive implications;• was ~uch othat the US 

position should be expressed "in more concrete terms." 

Precision of expression, they believed, would avoid 

possible pre-commitment to courses of action not 

encompassed within NSC 107/2. In particular, US 

opposition to the use of force by Britain should be 

plainly stated. The President and Prime Minister met 

on 5 January 1952 and continued their talks for several 

days but, again, no agreement on Iran was reached. 30 

l 
' 

\ 
' I 
l 
' I 
i ·: 

~ (U) The United States continued to furnish Iran 

with a marginal amount of economic aid. 'I·he world Bank 

attempted to negotiate an oil settlement but finally 

failed. Iran itself remained relatively quiescent 

until July 1952, when the Shah tried to appoint, a 

I 

a new Premier. At once, riots convulsed Tehran; 

29. Anthony Eden, Full Circle ( 1960), p. 222. 
30. ~ TCT D-4/46, "Iran," 30 Dec 51, Encl B to 

JCS 1714/35, 31 Dec 51; (TS) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 2 
Jan 52 (derived from JCS 1714/35); /,JIIt!'r N/H of JCS 
1714/35, 16 Jan 52; CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) se'c 5. The 
JCS Memorandum was transmitted informally prior to the'· 
Truman-Churchill talks. Acheson, Present at the 
Creation, pp. 599-600. For discussions on 8 and 9 
January, see (~ TCT Min-3, "Truman-Churchill Talks," 
9 Jan 52 and UiWf TCT conv-10, "· •• Iran," 11 Jan 52, 
CCS 337 (4-19-50) sec 9. 
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-r;;;;pported by street mobs, Dr. ~~ossadegh remained 

! supreme. Alarmed by these events, the United States 
' 

pressed the United Kingdom to accept "s iniple, tempor-

ary, and easily understood proposals to get oil flowing 

to the British and funds flowing to Iran without 

prejudice to the bargaining position of either side." 

On 30 August, Pr~sident Truman and. Prime Minister 

Churchill jointly proposed that, if Iran agreed to 

refer all claims and counter-claims to the Inter

national Court of Justice, the Anglo-Iranian Oil 

Company would pay for and market oil stored at Abadan, 

the United Kingdom would relax export restrictions, and 

the United States would make an immediate grant of $10 

million to the Iranian Government. Dr. Mossadegh 

spurned this offer, presented'extreme courlterproposals, 

and finally severed d.iplomatic relations with the 

United Kingdom on 22 October 1952. 31 _ ... 

~ As a corollary to its diplomatic efforts, the 

Department of State asked what military courses of 

action would be feasible in·the event of a successful 

communist coup. The Deputy 

requested a response from the 

On 5 September, they replied 

Secretary of Defense ' 

Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

that appropriate plans 

were under preparation. However, they noted that, 

since current global commitments precluded dispatch of 

substantial US forces, intervention would require 

"political oecisions of great import." This being so, 

1 they recommended that an all encompassing review of the 

situation be undertaken. 32 

l ~ On 31 October 1952, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

submitted "tentative conclusions" concerning feasible 

l military responses to rebellion or invasion. Unless 

current deployments were to be upset, they. said, an 
~-- -

:n. Acheson, Present at the Creation, p. 680. 
Richard P • S t ebb 1 n s , ..:Tc!h~e~~u~· n~1 ~t:::.e::!a_.!;;S:.,:;t;;a:..:t:..:e:..:s::._-=.i!!n_..:.;W:.::o:.::r:...::l:..:d:_ 
Affairs, 1952 (1953), pp. 233-235. 

32. ~ Memo, DepSecDef to JCS, 
to JCS 1714/40, 29 Aug 52; ~Memo, 
Sep 52 (derived from JCS 1714/41); 
(4-23-48) sec 6. 

28 Aug 52, Encl 
JCS to SecDef, 5 

CCS 092 Iran 
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appeal by Tehran for direct assistance could only be 

answered byG 1) conducting a show of force by periodic:. 

aircraft flights over key centers and (2) providing the 

loyal Iranian Army with logistical support. '!'hey then, 

described various conditions under which US force~ 
1 might be committed under conditions short of war) u' 
! overt. communist aggression occurred, however, the Joint! 
i . i 
· Chiefs of Staff warned that "the resultant situation' 

! 
would be not unlike that [which] · we face in Korea. •: 

The Secretary of Defense passed this paper to Secretary 1 

' 
Acheson and to the Director of Central Intelligence. 33 : 

t,.;;i#!f'f" In their memorandum of 5 September, the Joint.· 

Chiefs of Staff expressed the view that NSC 107/2 had: 
I 

been overtaken by events. Accepting thi's conclusion, 

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

member, Mr. Frank Nash, proposed two major modifica- i " 

tions, First, the United States should offer to extend: 
' 

"substantial immediate economic assistance" if Iran 

provided reasonable assurances of satisfactory compen

sation to Anglo-Iranian. Essentially, this repeated 

the joint proposal of 30 August. ~Second, in light of 

"the failure of British policy,• declining UK capa

bilities, and increasing American strength and influ-

ence, "the United States should take action necessary 

to prevent Iran from falling to communism, even if 

this involves acting independently of the UK and th~· 

risk of damaging our close relations with the UK.~ 

Concomitantly, the United States also should be 

prepared to take the military initiative in. support of , 

Iran. The Department of State submitted a much milder J 

revision, softening the first of Mr. Nash's proposals! 

__:_nd discarding the second.. After lengthy discussions,_j 

33. ~Memo, JCS to SecDef, 31 Oct 52 (derived 
from JCS 1714/42); ~ Ltr, SecDef to Secstate, 10 N0v 
52; CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 7, 

28 



....__...,_ 
- the NSC Staff approved this State submission (now 

' ; 

\ 

\ 

\ 
' I 

:designated NSC 136) as "a short-term po.licy."34 

' 
I. 

~ The Staff debate reflected opposing views 

of the respective Department heads. while NSC 136 was 

under preparation, the Secretaries of State and Defense 

debated the efficacy of continued close US-OK coopera

tion. l'iriting to Mr. Acheson on 24 October, Secretary 

Lovett contended that the rupture of diplomatic rela

tions' between London and Tehran "has brought us to the 

end of the road we have been travelling." (!ecause 

British policy had failed, the United States must chart 

a new course: 

The strategic necessities of the 
situation, in my opinion, require that 
we accep~ our respon~ibilities p~d act 
promptly and,· if necessary, independ
ently of tt)e British in an effort to 
save Iran· • ~ · •• [This) will involve 
the provision of immediate economic 
assistance, and measures to help Iran 
start up her oil industry and secure 
markets for her oil. It will also 
involve additional political, economic 
and probably military commitments 
• • • • The actions now open to us to 
save Iran may appear painful, costly 
and dangerous, but they· involve, in my 
judgment, only a small fraction of the 
money, material, manpower and anguish 
that will have to experided to hold 
Iran by military action or to hold the 
remainder of the Hiddle East if 
Iran should be sei!gd and consolidated 
by the Communists. 

~On 4 November 1952, Secr.etary Acheson answered 

that the objective on US policy "must.~e to save Iran 

without unneces~ily damaging our relations with the 

united Kingdom~. The British believed that extensive 

concessions on their part had only encouraged Dr. 

Mossadegh to become increasingly unreasonable. In 

' I 
l 
I 
' i 

i 
-~ 

34. ~ Memo, ExecSecy to Senior NSC Staff, 1 
52; ~ Nemo, ExecSecy to Senior NSC Staff, 7 Oct 
same file, sec 6. . (:;ii;'f Hemo, ExecSecy to Senior 
Staff, 5 Nov 52; ~ NSC 136, 6 Nov 52, Encl B to 
1714/43, 23 Oct 51; same file, sec 7. 

35. ~ Ltr, SecDef to SecState, 24 Oct 52, CCS 
Iran (4-23-46) sec. 7 . 
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hese circumstances, Mr. Acheson argued thatGnilater~ 
nd uncoordinated action could inflict "deep and 

lasting harm upon the Anglo-American allianceJ•36 
l!)i6( . 1 Submitted to the National Security Council on 

I. 6 November 1952, NSC 136 generally reflected Secretary 

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

Staff proposed addition of the following admonition: 
"If for overriding political reasons it is found 

necessary for the United States to provide military 
forces in this area, implementation will require either 

a substantial augmentation of over-all US forces or a 

reduction of present US military commitments else-
. ' I f 

where," Meeting on 19 November, the National Security 
Council •noted" the JCS views and then, with slight 

amendments, adopted NSC 136. On the following day, 

President TrUman directed its implementation under the 

coordination of Secretary Acheson. Crucial paragraphs 

of this paper read as follows: 

i 
\ 

3. It is now estimated that Communist 
forces probably will not gain control 
of the Iranian Government during 
19 53 nevertheless, • • , .if present 
trends continue unchecked, Iran could. 
be effectively lost to the free world 
before an actual take-over of the 
Iranian Government , • • , 

4. If light of the present situation 
the Uriited States should adopt and 
pursue the following policies: 

\ 

a. Continue to assist in every 
practicable way to effect an early 
and equitable liquidation of the 
oil controversy. 

! 

: ·~ 

/.--- Jb. Jllf,'( Ltr, SecState to SecDef, 4 Nov 52, App u,~·!\ 
JCS 1714/44, 12 Nov 52, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec i. 

[]

wever, it should be not;ed that Present at the Crea~ 
ion is liberally sprinkled with pungent criticisms of 
ritish obduracy. 
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b. Be prepared to take the neces
sary measures to help Iran start up 
her oil industry and to secure 
markets for her oil • • • • 

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

In carrying out the above, the United 
States snould ( 1) maintain. full 
consultation with the UK, (2) avoid 
unnecessarily sacrificing legitimate 
UK interests or unneces~arily impair
ing US-UK relations, ( 3 r not permit 
the UK to veto any US actions which 
the United States considers essen
tial ••.• 

~ The new NSC policy statement also addressed the 
possibility of a communist seizure of power in Iran. 

To avoid such an eventu~lity, the United States would 

exert all possible influence to keep Iran from falling 

under communist control, assisting a noncommunist 

government with military support if necessary. In this 

regard, plans were to be prepared, in concert with 

Britain and perhaps others, for specific measures to 

meet such a development. 37 
.___ 

(U) Thereafter, the Joint Chiefs of Staff proceeded 

with preparation of the re~red plans. Completed 

during the following spring ese plans provided for 

shows of force, using SAC ai craft from Britain or 

Nort~rica, or carrier aircraft from the Mediterran

ean.3 'f' 
31. ~ NSC 136, 6 Nov 52, Encl B to JCS 1714/43, 

23 oct 52, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 7. ~ NSC 
I 136/1, 20 Nov 52, same.file, sec B. ~~lema, JCS to 

SecDef, "NSC 136 - The Present Situation in Iran," 18 
Nov 52 (derived from JCS 1714/45), same file (adapted 
from a somewhat stronger memo by GEN Collins). ~ 
N/H of JCS 1714/43, 5 Dec 52, same file. ~ NSC. 
Action No. 680, 19 ~ov 52. 

38. (U) JCS 1714/46, 6 Apr 53: JCS 1714/48, 16 Apr 
53; Memo, JCS to secDef, 19 Jun 53 (derived from JCS 
1714/49); CCS 092 Iran (4-23-46) sec a. 

3 1 

! 



1 

UNCLASSIFIED 

(U) Meanwhile, the Truman Administration mounted 
a final diplomatic offensive during November-December 
1952 to resolve the Iranian-British dispute. On 7 
November, the President accepted Secretary Acheson's 
plan to advance the Iranian Government up to $100 

million against future oil deliveries. Also, he 
approved a voluntary program under which US oil compan
ies, ·either alone or in conjunction with the Anglo
Iranian, would purchase and market Iranian oil. If Dr. 
Mossadegh agreed to arbitrate compensation, therefor.e, 
the United States immediately would extend assistance 
and oil shipments would resume. 39 

(U) During the early months of 1953, Dr. Mossadegh 

still refused any compromise •. President. Qwight Eisen

hower, upon en try into. off ice in January, continued 

both technical and military assistance to Iran in hopes 

of encouraging a British-Iranian settlement. Soon, 

however,. it was obvious that no settlement was possible 
and, on 29 June 1953, President Eisenhower notified the 
Iranian Premier that the United States would supply no 
further aid or purchase Iranian oi1. 40 

(U) Dr. Mossadegh' s support within Iran came from 
widely divergent groups, united only on the issues of 
nationalization and elimination of British influence. 
With the oil refineries idle and the resulting loss of 
income and employment, Dr. Mossadegh's popular support 
began to fall away in 1953. Moreover, although 

~iercely anti-communist himself, the Premier relied 

increasingly on the support of the communist Tudeh 

Party. Simultaneously, he began to adopt more dic-
tatorial methods. In so doing, he brought about a 

crisis and showdown with the Shah. 41 

39. Acheson, Present at the Creation, pp. 681-685. 
40. Dept of State Bulletin, 20 Jul 53, pp. 74-75. 
41. Smith et al., Area Handbook, Iran, pp. 68-69. 
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(U) Early in August 1953, Dr. Mossadegh announced 

his intention to dissolve the ~lajlis and held a refer

endum to endorse this decision. The Shah responded by 

dismissing Dr. Mossadegh and appointing General 

Fazlollah Zahedi in his stead. Dr. Mossadegh defied 

his order and announced the deposition of the Shah. 

Rioting erupted in Tehran and the Shah fled the 

country. On 19 August 1953, after four days of 

anarchy, General Zahed i rallied the Army behind the 

Shah, arrested Dr. Mossadegh, and assumea the premier

ship. Three days later, on 22 August, the Shah re

turned to Tehran to a tumultuous public welcome.42 
·-~·-· 

~ JCS action during the crisis was restricted 

to preparation of a ~ist crf forces ~hat might be 

dispatched. to Iran or the Persian Gulf for periods of 

time ranging from a few days to two months. Subse

quently, at JCS direc.tion, CINCNELM readied a "ts. 
Joint Plan for Operations in the Middle East." It 

provided for us·-Air Fo.rce and Marine units from Europe 

and the Mediterranean to seize and secure Abadan and 

Tehran followed by the airlifting of groun·d~-forces to 
assist in the maintenance of law and order.:!,.) -· ... · · · ...... 

(U) In subsequent years, a number of accounts 

have indicated clandestine US encouragement,. support, 

and direction of the overthrow of Dr. Mossadegh. 

·~' Official files, however, reveal no indication of JCS 
. . 1 . th t . . t . 4 4 nvo vement 1n. ese ac 1v1 1es. 

42. smith et al. I Area Handbook, Iran, p. 69. 
43. (U) CH-20-53 to CSAF et al., 20 Aug 53; 

1 SM-1539-53 to JSPC, 21 Aug 53;. CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) 
sec 9. ~ Dec On JCS 1714/55, 9 Dec 55, same file, 
sec 10. (TS-NOFORN) CINCNELM OPLAN 207-54, 1 Feb 54, 
same file, BP Pt 2. 

44. See Kermit Roosevelt, Countercoup, The Struggle. 
for the Control of Iran ( 1 979). Roosevelt recounts a 
meeting on 25 June 1953 where the Secretary of State 
approved us support for an effort to overthrow 
Mossadegh. Among those 1 is ted as at tending were 
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(U) with the removal of Dr. Mossadegh events in Iran 

resumed an even keel. Accordingly, the United States 

resumed economic and military assistance to Iran in 

September 1953. Thereafter, on 5 December 1953, 

Britain and Iran reestablished diplomatic relations and 

the two countries resolved their oil dispute the 

follo'!'ing summer. As provided in an agreement of 5 

August 1954, an international consortium of US, 

British, and Dutch companies would-extract, refine, and 

distribute Iranian oil with Iran receiving 50 percent 

of all profits. In addition, compensation would be 

paid to the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company. This a~reement, 

which was to last for 25 ye,ars, was ratified by the 
' Majlis in October 1954. 45 

The Beginning of US Military Assistance to Iran 

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

Iran. Initially, this support was for internal secur-

ity purposes, provided in the hope of improving Iranian 

stability. As already mentioned, 46 the Secretary of 

State approved the first military assistance for Iran 

in October 1946, deciding that the United States would 

sell Iran $10 milllion worth of equipment. The 

following year, the program was continued through an 

agreement, signed on 20 June 1947, extending Iran 

Secretary of Defense Charles Wilson ~nd a military 
aide, but no member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
Roosevelt also reports a briefing to President Eisen
hewer after the successful completion of the operation 
where Admiral Arthur Radford, Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, was present. . 

For a further discussion of reports of US involve
ment in the Mossadegh overthrow, see Rouhollah K. 
Ramazani, Iran's Foreign Policy, 1941-1973 (1975), pp. 
249-250. 

45. Smith et al., Area Handbook, Iran, pp. 70-71. 
46. See above p. 17. 
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credit to purchase $25 million worth of surplus US 

a~;ms. 47 

(U) In 1949, the United States decided to continue 

military aid to Iran and to place this assistance on a 

grant basis, incorporating Iran into the newly consoli- 1 

dated US military assistance program for FY 1950. The 

Foreign Assistance'. Coordinating Committee, an interde

partm~ntal group that oversaw the preparation of the us 

assistant program, placed Iran in the second of three 

priority groups and proposed that it be granted "token" 

military assistance, defined as aid sufficient to 

insure the political orientation of the recipient 

towards the United States. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 

reviewed the overall aid program in February 1949 and 

found it "generally sound" without commenting on the 

Iranian porti~n.48 
(U) Several weeks later, however, on 14 March 

1949, the Joint Chiefs of Staff did provide the Secre

tary of Defense specific comments with respect to Iran. 

They pointed-out that Iran, because of its geographical 

position, would be of strategic importance to the 
I ' 

United States in the event of war with the Soviet ! 

Union, and that the United States should maintain 

friendly relations with Iran, so as to stabilize the 

Iranian Government as a means of preventing communist 

encroachment. The long-range security objective of the 

United States should therefore be to supply the Iranian 

Army with such equipment and support "as would reason-

ably insure maintenance of internal security, a stabi-

lized government, and prevention of interference from 

41. Ed1torial Note, Foreign Relations of the United 
States, 1947, vol V, p. 916. 

48. (U) FACCD-3/1, 7 Feb 49, App B to JCS 1868/57, 
9 Feb 49; (U) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 21 Feb 49 (derived 
from JCS 1868/59); CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 19. Prior to 
this time, assistance programs to individual countries 
and regions had been the subject of separate legisla
tion; now all were to be consolidated into a single law. 
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outside forces, other than direct invasion." To this 

end, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended the appro

priation of $12.3 million for military assistance to 

Iran, divided .among the services as follows: Army, $10 

million; Air Force, $2.3 million. 49 

(U) The Foreign Assistance Coordinating Committee 

incre~sed the amount for Iran to $15.2 million in the 

consolidated $1.45 billion ·aid program that was ap

proved by. the Truman Administration in April 

1949. The Congress, however, reduced the overall 

figure somewhat, and the final program included only 

$27.6 million to be shared by Iran along with Korea and 

the Philippines. Of that total, the Joint Chiefs of 
' I I 

Staff recommended an allocation of $10.45 million for 

Iran. The Administration, 

figure to $11.7 million. 50 
however, raised this 

(U) Subsequently, on 23 May 1950, the United States 

and Iran agreed that the United States would provide 

Iran "on a grant basis" equipment, materials, and 

services for security and self-defense purposes. Also 

included was provision for us technical personnel in 

Iran to implement the terms of the agreement. Accord

ingly, the United States established in 1950 the 

Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG) Iran. 

Besides the MAAG, there already existed in Iran, 51 

two small US military advisory elements--the US 

't~. (UJ Memo, JCS to SecDef, 14 Mar 49 (derived 
from JCS 1868/62), CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 21. 

50. (U) Memo, SpecAsst to SecDef for MilAsst to DJS 
~ et al., 27 Apr 49, Encl to JCS 1868/72, 29 Apr 49, CCS 

092 (8-22-46) sec 21. (U) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 23 Sep 
49 (derived from JCS 1868/111), same file, sec 29. 
Spec Msg to Congress, 25 Jul 49, Public Papers of the 
Presidents of the Unitec States, harry S. Truman, 1949· 
(1964), pp. 395-400. PL 324 (The Mutual Defense 
Assistance Act), 6 Oct 49. PL 430, 28 Oct 49. Defense 
Security Assistance Agency (DSAA), "DSAA Fiscal Year 
Series: Iran." 

51. See P.· .17. 



UNCLASSIFIED 

Military Mission with the Imperial Iranian Gendarmerie 

(GENMISH), ana the US Military Mission to the Iranian 
Army (ARMISH).52 

(U) The United States continued to grant military 
assistance to Iran on a modest scale during the 

Mossadegh period, except for a three-month period, 

July-September 1953. In all, from 1 July 1951 through 

30 June 1953, $66 million were programmed and equipment 

valu~d at $42.4 million was actually delivered to the 

Iranian armed forces. The Joint Chiefs of Staff played 

an important role in the program, recommending both the 

amount to be programmed and the way it was to be 

spent. 53 

(U) President Truman, on 9 January 1950, had asked 

the Congress to ·appropriate '$1.1 billi6!1 for military 

assistance for _FY 1951,. to be allocated among the NATO 

countries, Greece, Turkey, Iran, Korea, and the Philip

pines. Acting at the direction of the Secretary of 

Defense, the ·Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended the 

amounts to be allocated to each country. They proposed 

$11.5 million for Iran. After the outbreak of the 

Korean War, however, the Congress acceded to the 

President's request for a substantial increase in 

military assistance funds. In the finally approved 

program, Iran received a much larger share, amounting 

to $25.5 million. 54 

(U) During the period 1950-1952, Iran held a low 

priority among MAP recipients. British and US military 

planners felt that they lacked the forces to defend 

52. 1 UST 420. StJl'f USSTRICOM/USAF, "DOD Advisory/ 
1 Support Study - Iran, n.d., Encl to Att to 

JCS 2315/498-5, 1 Oct 71, JMF 037 (29 Jul 70) sec 2. 
53. (U) DSAA, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran." 
54. (U) Public Papers, Tz::uman, 19.50_, ·PP• 59-60, 

547, 564-566. (U) Memo, SecDef to CJCS and Chm,· 
Munitions Brd, 30 Jan 50, Encl to JCS 2099, 31 Jan 50, 
ccs 092 (8-22-46) sec 33. (U) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 11 
May 50 (derived from JCS 2099/6), same file, sec 36. 
(U) Memo, SecOef to CJCS, 8 Jun 50, Encl to 
JCS 2099/18, 10 Jun 50, same file, sec 39. (U) DSAA, 
"DSAA Fiscal·Year Series: Iran." 
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Iran. In case of general war, they hoped only to 

hold an "Inner Ring" comprising Lebanon, Jordan, ana 

Israel. Nonetheless, on 5 Februsry 1951, the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff did recommend a modest increase in the 

FY 1952 military assistance for Iran: $34,9 million, of 

which $31.9 million was for the Army. These funds were 

primarily for maintaining ex !sting equipment 1 only a 

"limited amount• of additional equipment was recom

mended to "improve the ~fficiency of the Army and 

Gendarmerie." Ultimately, the Congress appropriated 

$372 million (as Title II of PL 249) for Greece, 

Turkey, and Iran. Thereupon, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

"refined" these Title II funds, recommending an 

allocation for Iran of $30.6 million ($28.2 million for 

the Army and $2.4 million f~r the Ai~ ~orce). The 

Secretary of Defense approved these recommendations on 

13 February 1952, but subsequent revisions reduced the 

final amount to $28.4 million.55 

(U) ·Jcs responsibility for preparing Military 

Assistance prog.rams was broadened under new proce

dures adopted by the Department of Defense in August 

1951. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were now to sena 

"program 

Military 

objectives" 

Advisory and 

and "screening criteria" 

Assistance Groups (MAAGs) 

to 

as 

guidance for preparing detailed "force bases" for their 

respective countries. After approval by the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff, these force bases would be used 

by the MAAGs to estimate requirements. The hAAG 

requirements, in turn, would allow the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff to make recommend at ions to the Secretary of 

' Defense for allocating funds among recipient countries. 

He then would submit recommenaations to the Bureau of 

:::.:::.. (U) Memos, SecDef to JCS, 9 Nov so·, Encl to 
JCS 2099/6 3, 10 Nov 50, CCS 092 ( 8-22-46) sec 4 51' 
SecOef to JCS, 27 Dec 50, Encl to JCS 2099/72, 27 Dec 
50, same file, sec 47; JCS to SecOef, 5 Feb 51 (derived 
from JCS 2099/77), same file, sec 49. (U) ~lemo, JCS to 
SecOef, 16 Jan 52 (derived from JCS 2099/158); ~ 
Nemo, SecDef. to JCS, 13 Feb 52, Encl to JCS 2099/171, 
13 Feb 52, same file, sec 65. (U) PL 249, 31 Oct 51. 
DSAA "DSAA Fiscal Ye·ar Series: Iran." 
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the Budget as the basis for the President's request to 
the Congress for Military Assistance Appropriations.56 

(U) Under this program, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

issued their "program objectives" on 4 September 1951. 

Their expectations for Iran were very modest: "Consis

tent with Iran's ability to absorb it, accelerate and 

expand military assistance provided such assistance 
will "help restore stability and increase internal 
security." On 26 October 1951, they approved the 
following force bases for Iran: 

~y . 
~infantry divisions 

1 mechanized combat command 

~ 
--s-gun boats 

I I 

3 patrol craft 

Air Force 
3 flghter-bomber squadrons (U/E 25 a/c) 
1 reconnaissance squadron (U/E 20 a/c) 
·1 transport squadron (U/E 12 a/c) 

Personnel Strength 
Army 
Navy 
Air Force 

127,000 
2,617 
5,200 

134,81757 

J· 

[.,.-----·~ Based on the above requirements, the Joint 
Chiefs Chiefs of Staff made FY 1953 MAP recommendations 

for Iran on 1 February 1952. They sought $20 million 
I for the Iranian Army for maintenance, training, modest 

amounts of new motor transport, and medical and signal 

equipment. They recommended $40 million for all the 
Title II navies (Greece, Turkey, Iran, and Yugoslavia) 

J~ithout breaking down the amount among the countries. 

56. (0) JCS 2099/115, 7 Jul 51; Dec 
9 Jul 51; N/H to JCS 2099/118, 6 
(8-22-46) sec 56. 

57. (U) JCS 2099/121, 24 Aug 51, 
sec 57. (U) JCS 2099/154, 26 Oct 
sec 6 4. 

39 
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ccs 092 (8-22-46) 
51, same file, 
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They did the same for air forces, but reported split 

views: The Air Force Chief of Staff favored $512.46 

million; the other Chiefs recommended only $397.14 

million. The Secretary of Defense decided in favor of 

the majority, but later adjustments resulted in a final 

DOD recommendation for Iran as follows: 

Material 
Army 
Navy 
Air Force 

Training 
Total 

(19,400,000) 
( 902,536) 
( 883,362) 

$21,185,898 

1,500 ,ooo 
$22,685,89858 

"""' The Preident requested $606 million of the 
' t f . 

Congress for the Near and Middle East without breakdown 

by individual country; final appropriations, however, 

amounted only to $499 million. As a result, the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff reconimendEicf, and the Secretary of 

Defense approved an allocation for Iran of $21 million 

(Army $19.2 million, Navy $.9 million, and Air Force 

$.9 million). Subsequent adjustments reduced the 

final program to $19.1 million. 59 

58, (U) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 1 Feb 52 (derived 
fromJCS 2099/169); (TS) Memo, SecDef toJCS, 9 Feb 52, 
Encl to JCS 2099/70, 11 Feb 52; CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 
67. U/lfft Memo, SecDef to JCS, 13 Mar 52, Encl to JCS 
2099/180, 17 Mar 52, same file, sec 70. 

59. (U) Special Message to Congress on the Mutual 
Security Program, Public Papers, Truman, 1952-1953, 
p. 182. (U) Digest of Appropriations, 1953; pp. 40-41. 
(TS) Heme, DepSecDef to JCS, 21 Jun 52, Encl to Jcs· 
2099/209, 25 Jun 52; (TS) N/H of JCS 2099/209, 10 Jul 
52; CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 76. (U) Nemo, JCS to SecDef, 
18 Jul 52 (derived from JCS 2099/216); (U) N/H of JCS 
2099/216, 29 Jul 52; same file, sec 77. DSAA, "DSAA 
Fiscal Year Series: Iran." 
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2 

BUILDING THE ANTI-SOVIET BARRIER 

1953-1960 

(U) Following the removal of Dr. Mossadegh, the 

United States became even more committed to the main

tenance of a stable and pro-Western Iran. Not only did 

Iran'possess grant quantities of oil needed by the 

Western nations, but its strategic location had taken 

on added significance in light of the us policy of 

containment of the Soviet Union. Situated along the 

northern rim of the Middle East, Iran was viewed as a 

principal link in a barrier against Soviet expansion 

into the Middle East and the Persian Gulf, According

ly, from 1953 and thr.oughout the remainder of the 

1950s, the United States pursued several parallel 

objectives with regard to Iran. These included 

bringing· Iran into a collective defense for the Middle 

East, strengthening· the Iranian armed forces, and 

assuring internal order within the country. 

CENTO: Iran and Collective Defense in the Middle East 

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

to the incorporation of Iran into a collective defense 

arrangement in the Middle East. Such an idea was not 

new. The Truman Administration had entertained the hope 

of establishing a "Middle East Defense Organization" 

(MEDO), beginning with a framework of the United 

States, Britain, France, and Turkey, into which other 

Middle Eastern countries would be fitted. But politi

cal instability in many of these countries, combined 

with Arab hostility toward the Western powers because. 

of their support of Israel, precluded any positive 

h . 1 steps toward a MEDO at t at t1me. 

1. (0) NSC 129/1, 24 Apr 52, CCS 092 Palestine 
(5-3-46) BP pt 1. 
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(U) Soon after the Eisenhower Administration took 

office, Secretary of State John Foster Dulles made a 

three-week tour of the Middle East. Upon his return, 

he gave a public report in a television address on 1 

June 1953. It was "high time," he said that the 

United States paid greater attention to that area of 

the world. On the subject of collective defense, 

Secretary Dulles made the following remarks: 

A Middle East Defense Organization is 
a future rather than an immediate possi
bility. Hany of the Arab League countries 
are so engrossed with their quarrels with 
Israel or with Great Britain or France 
that they pay little heed to the menace of 
Soviet communism. Howeve.r, there is more 
concern where the Soviet Union i! 'near. 
In general, the no~thern ti1r of nations 
shows awareness of the danger. 

The Secretary did not indi'cate what nations he 

regarded as the • northern tier," but in a report to 

. the. National Security Council, he identifiea them as 

Pakistan, Iran, Iraq, Syria, and Turkey. 3 

(U) Following the overthrow of Dr. Mossadegh, the 

NSC Planning Board4 prepared a new policy statement 

(NSC 175) toward Iran in December 1953. Among other 

things, the Planning Board foresaw that Iran might 

be willing to enter into a regional defense arrange

ment within a year or two if the oil controversy were 

settled soon and a pro-Western government continued 

in power. A "long-range program" of improving Iran's 

armed forces was recommended, "relatea to the prog

ress made toward effective regional defense plans. • 

2. Dept of State Bulletin, 15 Jun 53, pp. 831-835. 
3. ~ NSC Action No. 801, 1 Jun 53. · · 
4. During. the Eisenhower Administration, this 

Board prepared studies and policy recommendations for 
consideration by the National Security Council. 
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(U) In an appended staff study, the Planning Board 
discussed Iran's security and other problems facing 

the country, It was noted that Iran constituted a 
"blocking position" from which to oppose any Soviet 

move toward Turkey, Pakistan, the Persian Gulf, or the 

Suez Canal, and that it would provide valuable bases 

for attacks against the Soviet Union in case of 
war. The Board cited the judgment of the US Ambassador 

in Tehran that cooperation of Iran and Iraq in regional 
defense would depend upon the receipt of "tirm commit
ments" from the United States to supply military 

~5 
! ~The Joint Chiefs of Staff considered NSC 175 

• acceptable subject to several changes.' • They pointed 

/ out that the authors of the study had underemphasized 

the difficulty involved in defending Iran. That 

nation's own forces were not strong enough alone to 

block a Soviet move against Turkey or Pakistan, and the 

mountainous ter):'ain and lack of communications in the 

Middle East would make it extremely difficult to 
support Iran. As for the prospects for regional 
association, political and religious differences might 

make it difficult for Turkey, Pakistan, and Iran to 
cooperate, while Iraq would probably maintain a posi-

tion of "benevolent neutrality." 
to NATO, moreover, would inhibit 

• forces to assist Iran. 6 

Turkey's commitments 
the diversion of her 

~ The National Security Council approved NSC 175 

on 30 December 1953 with minor changes, including most 
of those recommended by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The 

I 
l 
! 
\ 
I 
! 

' Council instructed the Joint Chiefs of Staff, however, 1 
; _ __j 

5. {0) NSC 175, 21 Dec 53, CCS 091 Iran (4-23-48i · 
sec 11 • 

6. (TS) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 29 Dec 53 (derived from 
JCS 1714/57), CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 11. 
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to reconsider their comments on the difficulties of 
regional defense cooperation, apparently believing them 

somewhat exaggerated. Following approval by the 

President, ~sc 175 was issued in January as NSC 5402.7 u:awr Meantime, during the fall of 1953, the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff had addressed the issues of a strategic 

concept for the Middle East and regional security 

arrangements for that area, With regard to the former, I 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff examined three possible 

\ sttegies: . . 

\ 
1. To defend along the high ground in northwestern 

I from a point on the Turkish-Iranian border just 

north of Lake Urmia eastward along the southern shore 

of the Caspian Sea (the Elburi Mountains,/ then curving 

southward to the Great. Salt Desert in north Central 

Iran • This was the northernmost line of defense that 

could be considered practicable. 

' i 
i 

2. To defend along the line ot the Zagros Mountains, r 

ex tending from a point near the junction of 'l'urkey, / 

Iraq, and Iran to the head of the Persian Gulf. This 

line constituted the southernmost natural boundary that 

would provide protection for all the ~iiddle Eastern oil 

region. 

3. To concentrate forces around Mosul-Kirkuk, 
i Baghdad, and Basra, maximizing the enemy's difficulties 1 

in crossing the Zagros ~1ountains by ground delaying \ 

action and air. interdiction, and undertaking mobile ! 
I 

operations to destroy soviet forces debouching into the \ 
;. 

Tigris-Euphrates valley. 

(~ '!'he Joint Chiefs of Staff considered the 

second concept, the Zagros 1 ine, the best. They i 
. ' 

favored retention of the. third as a po~sible alternaDl 
tive, but rejected the ftrst as unfeastble because of· - -

·/. (~NSC Action No. 998, 30 Dec 53. (:J}tltff 
NSC 540~, 2 Jan 54, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-4&) sec 11. 
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-·--1 litical complications and the difficulties. of pro-

logistic support. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 

estimated force requirements for the second concept at 

four divisions and 1,100 aircraft on D-day, rising to 

10 divisions and 1,250 aircraft by D+60 days. Naval 

requirements were one destroyer squadron, 20 escort 

vessels, 25 minesweepers, one antisubmarine patrol 

I 
squadron, and various auxiliaries. Before 

final recommendation on this matter, the Joint 

making i 

Chiefs I 
l of Staff ~anted further study, including the views of 

i 
! the concerned commanders on the inaigenous military 

j potential of the Middle East and the cost to the United 

il States of developing the forces of the countries of 

that region.~ 
<JJI!f' With regard to regional security arrangements, 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff told the Secretary of Defense 

on 13 November 1953 that "the time might be propitious" 

for encouraging an association among Turkey, Iraq, 

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

tinued, 

\ 

would visualize an association of 
indigenous forces under an indigenous 
command advantageously located with 
relation to the current· threat. It 
would also provide for the evoluti6n
ary growth of a defense organization 
which could logically develop in time 
to include other Middle East coun- [' 

. 9 tr1es. . . . . 

Q..Mf" After receipt of the views of bo~h CINCNELM and I 
USCINCEUR, the Joint Chiefs of Staff approved on~ 

1---

8. (11'!( JCS 1887/70, .J3 Oct 53, CCS 381 EMMEA 
(11-19-47) BP pt 1A. (~ SM-1765-53 to CINCNELM, 2 
Nov 53; SM-1767-53 to JSPC, 2 Nov 53; same file, sec· 
16. _ _L 

9. (;J1115J Memo, 
from JCS 1887/73), 

JCS to SecDef, 14 Nov 53 (derived 
same file, sec 17. 
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ril 1953 the Zagros line defense concept for the 

ddle East. They then approached the British Chiefs 

of Staff on this matter in June 1954, proposing com

bined US-British.,..Turkish discussion to determine a \ 
concept of operations, to include force estimates, for 

this defense line.~ . 

(.;}lltf'f' Another encouraging aevelopment took place· 

in December 1954, when the Shah paid a state visit to 

President Eisenhower. On this occasion, the Shah 

announced that Iran had decided to abandon its tradi

tional neutrality and to cooperate with the nations of 

the free world. US officials replied by expressing a 

hope that Iran would join Tur~ey, Pakis~an, and Iraq in 

a defense association, r;-nd by promising' to assist in 

the defense of the Z~gros lin~ 1 

~Following the Shah's visit, the NSC Planning 

Board drew up a revisea statement of policy toward Iran 

that was approved by the President and the Council in 

January 1955 (NSC 5504). This paper recommended that 

the United States assist in developing Iran's armed 

forces to enable them to "make a useful contribution to 

·Middle East defense"--an objective that would admittedly 

"require a long-term program involving u.s. expendi

tures substantially in excess of present levels." The 

Joint Chiefs of Staff had endorsed NSC 5504, but had 

L
i warned that any increase in the Iranian program must be 

carefully weighed against other claims for the limited 

funds available and should await · a more careful 

10. t¢'JCS 1887/75, 18 Mar 54; Dec On JCS 1887/~~ 
6 Apr 54; CCS 381 EMMEA (11-19-47) sec 17. (~ 
SM-571-54 to scos, 2.1 Jun 54 (derived from 
JCS 1887/80), same file, sec 18. 

11. ~ NSC 5504, 15 Jan 55, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) 
sec 15. 
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definition of Iran's military role pending develo~ments 

in Middle East regional security arrangements. 1 2 

CJ;Jil'f In April 1954, military representatives of 

the United States, Britain, and Turkey had begun 

meeting in London to draw up a defense concept for the 

~Iiddle East. JCS guidance for the US representative 

encompassed the Zagros 1 ine strategy discussed above. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff did not. contemplate "sta

tioning or committing any significant u.s. rces in 

defense of the Middle East at this time," but they 

the Zagros passes to the &oviets. 1 3~ 
~ Th~ ·tripartite mil,itary epr,epentatives met 

for many months and, on 22 February 1955, issued their 

report. They concluded that the Middle East countries 

could provide the ground forces needed to defend the 

Zagros. line, but would require outsicie assistance to 

bring them up to the necessary readiness as well as air 

and naval support. fThe representatives assumed the use 

of nuclear weapons ~both sides. The most important 

military action that could be taken, they believeo, 

would be to deploy to the area a small, h ig hl y mo~i e 

air force with nuclear weapons immediately available. 

The tripartite planners also set out 1n aeta1l 

forces required, finding a deficit in those currently 

available in the area.1 4 

12. Ibid. (~~lema, JCS to SecDef, 7 Jan 55 
(derived from JCS 1714/78), CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) 
sec 15. 

13. (~ JCS 1887/75, 18 Nar 54, CCS 361 ENMEA. 
(11-19-47) sec 18. (~ SN-997-54 to CII\Ct.EU1 1 17 Mv 
54 (derivea from JCS 168i/93), same file, sec .19 • 

. 14. (~ Rpt, Dep Chief of Turkish Staff, Vice Chi<if 
of Ul'. Air Staff, and CINCM.LM, "Combined Turkey-UK-US 
~iiddle East Defense Study," 22 Feb 55, CCS 3B1 El'•~•EA 
(11-19-47) BP pt 2. 
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(U) On 24 February 1955, just two days after the 

us, British, 

pleted their 

and Turkish military planners had com

report, Turkey and Iraq signed a Pact of 

Mutual Cooperation in Baghaaad, establishing an organi

zation for collective defense in the Hiddle East under 

the northern tier concept. 'I'his "Baghdad Pact" commit

ted the contracting parties to "cooperate for their 

security and def~nse." Detailed means for this cooper

ation remained to be worked out later. The Pact was 

open to acession by other interested states and it 

provided for the establishment of a permanent council 

at the ministerial level when "at least four Powers" 

had become members. Three other adherences followed 
I 

shortly: British accession was depositell on 5 April, 

Pakistan followed on 23 September, and on 25 October 

the Shah signed the Pact, authorizing Iranian member-

ship. 15 

~·The Joint Chiefs of Staff 

US adherence to. the Baghdad Pact. 

tion of this matter, they observed 

supported and urg--::-1 

In their considera- I 
that Iran's contri- · 

bution could be strengthened by increasing US support 

to the Iranian forces. The advice of the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff was not accepted, and on 11 July 19 55, the 

Under secretary of State recommended to President 

Eisenhower against accession to the Pact. As the 

reason, the Under Secretary cited the adverse affect on 

I "our influence in bringing about a reduction in Arab

I Israeli tensions." The Under Secretary of State did I recommend that the United States establish close 

\ li~ison with the Pact organization i·n order to coorai

~te US plans and aid programs with those of the member 

15. (0) Paul E. Zinner (ed.), Documents on American 
Foreign Relations, 1955 (1956), pp. 342~344. Holl1s h. 
Barber, The United States in world Affa1rs, 1955 
(1957), pp. 154-155. 
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states. He also recommended increased US -military 

assistance as an inducement to Iran, which, at this 

point, had not yet joined the Pact. 16 

l.]ill'f The President accepted the advice of the 

Under Secretary of State, and the United States did not 

accede to the Baghdad Pact. At JCS recommendation, 

however, the US Army Attache in Iraq was designated as 

the US military observer with the Baghdad Pact organi
zation.17 

(TS) The ~?ignatories of the Pact held their first 

meeting in Baghdad on 21-22 November 1955. There they 

established a formal organization, including a council 

at the ministerial level with permanent deputies of 

ambassadorial rank, a secretariat, and •economic and 

military committees. A counter-subversion committee 

was added later. Thereafter planning proceeded on the 

definition of the threat to the Pact area and on a 

defense concept. [ib.e latter called for holding the 

mountain barrier made up of the Elburz and Hindu Kush 

ranges ex tending across northern Iran from Turkey to 

Afghanistan--a line that would provide maximum security 

to the region by containing the potential enemy within 

his own territory and denying him _access to allied air 

bases, oil areas, and lines of communication. The 

I 
I 
\ 

•. 
·' 

I Iranian delegate took the lead in advocating defense 

__:long the Elburz range, a position that was politic~ 

I 

16. UM'T Memo, JCS to SecDef, 16 Jun 55 (derived 
from JCS 1887/104), CCS 381 EMMEA (11-19-47) sec 21. 
(~Memo, USecState to Pres, 11 Jul 55, App A to JCS 
~8~/108, 19 Jul 55; Memo, Dep ASD(ISA) to JCS, 14 Jul 
55, Encl to JCS 1887/108, 19 Jul 55; same file, sec 
22. 

17. (~ Hemo, Dep ASD(ISA) to JCS, 14 Jul 55, 
Encl to JCS 1887/108, 19 Jul 55, CCS ]81 EMME~ 
( 11-19-47) sec 22. (U) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 30 Sep 55 
(derived from JCS 1887/117); N/H of JCS 1887/117, 2 Nov 
55; same file, sec 23. 
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I 
~perative for him in view of the fact that the Elburz 

provided the only strong natural barrier from ~ich to 

defend Iranian territory. The Elburz concep~ while 

politically essential to Iran and preferred by Pakistan, 

represented a much more ambitious undertaking than the 

Zagros defense concept approved earlier by the us, 

British, and Turkey military representatives.!!] 
I 

\ 
\ 

<ittlf" During 1956, the Joint Chiefs of Staff made 

several further formal recommendations to the Secretary 

of Defense for US adherence to the Baghdad Pact, but no 

such act ion resulted. Nonetheless, the United States 

did take various actions to increase cooperation with 

the Pact organization. With Secretary of Defense 

approval, the Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed in March 

1956 to comment on studies prepared by the Military 

Committee. Then, in April 1956, a permanent US mili

tary liaison office with the Pact was established and, 

a month- later, the US military observer to the Pact was 

authorized to express us views on Middle East defense 

matters on an informal basis. In addition, the United 

states began to participate in the Economic and Counter

subversion Committees. 19 

\ 

. -.,.. 

18. (0) "Communique," Baghdad Pact Council Meeting, 
22 Nov 55, Dept of State Bulletin, 2 Jan 56, pp. 16-18. 
(TS) US Army Attache, Iraq, "Observations and Impres
sions of the First Heeting, Council of the Baghdad Fact 
Military Deputies • Commit tee, 21-28 January 1956," 6 
Feb 56,-CCS 381 EMMEA (11-19-47) sec 27. 

19. ~ Memo, JCS to SecDef, 4 .:ran 56 (derived 
from JCS 1887/135), CCS 381 EMMEA (11-19-47) sec 25. 
(U) Hemo, JCS to SecDef, Encl to JCS 1887/156, 23 Mar 

• 56, same file, sec 28. (~ Memo, JCS to SecDet, 30 
Nov 56 (derived from JCS 1887/313), same file, 
sec 51. (U) Dec On JCS 1887/149, 3 Mar 56; (U) 
Msg, JCS 998294 to USARMA Iraq, 3 Mar 56 {derived from 
JCS 1887/149)1 same file, sec 27. ~ JCS 1887/167, 5·. 
Apr 56, same file, sec 29. (~Memo, JCS to 
CINCNELM, 11 Apr 56 (derived from JCS 1887/167), 
same file, sec 30. {U) SM-428-56to USARNA Iraq, 24 May 
56 {derived from JCS 1887/184); N/H of JCS 1887/184, 28 
Hay 56; same. file, sec 34. Richard P. Stebbins, United 
States in World Affairs, 1956 ( 1957), pp. 94-95. 
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(~Following the Suez crisis in the fall of 1956, 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff again urged us adherence to the 

Baghdad Pact. They ~1ere concerned with the power vacuum 

resulting from the failure of Britain and ~'ranee to 

overturn Gamal Abdel Nasser'S seizure of the Canal as well 

as the growing Egyptian influence in the Middle East, 

whic)1 had full Soviet backing. They told the Secretary of 1 

Defense on 30 November 1~57 that "continuation of the I 
Baghdad Pact as a regional defense organization against 

Soviet aggression in the ~iiddle East is vital to the, 

security of this area and to the attainment of u.s. 
military objectives." Joining the Pact, they believed, 

roold provide the United S<<te. with oo opportooity to 
stablish a military position in the ar•~ if it should be 

eeded. 20 . 

(U) President Eisenhower recognized the gravity of· 

the situation, but preferred other measures to adherence 

to the Baghdad Pact. His policy, which became known as 

the Eisenhower Doctrine, was presented to the Congress on 

5 January 1957, in the form of a request for a joint 

resolution authorizing him to offer military aid to any 

country in the Middle East requesting it. 'l'he objective 

was to help those countries maintain their inoependence 

from communist domination. President Eisenhower also 

requested authority to use US armed forces as he deemed 

necessary to protect the territorial integrity and politi

cal independence of any Hiddle Eastern state. requesting 

help when faced with overt armed aggression from a country 

controlled by international communism. 'l'he Congress 

granted the President's request by a joint resolution 

which the President signed on 9 March 1957. 21 

.:u. ""'rMemo, JCS to.SecDef, 30 Nov 56·.(derivea from 
JCS 1887/313), CCS 381 ENMEA ( 11-19-47) sec 51. 

21. ( u) Public Papers of the E·residents, 
E.isenhower, 1957 (1958), pp. 6-16. Richard P. 
The United States in world l'.ffairs, 190.7 
pp. 154-155. 
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(U) Even though the United States did not join the 

Baghdad Pact, it continued to look to this collective 

security arrangement to provide stability in the Middle 
East. To this end, the United States strengthened its 

cooperation with the Pact, becoming a member of its 

Military Committee in June 1957. Since the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff reviewed the studies of the Committee, 

this action, in fact, only made formal what was already 

occurring on an informal basis.22 

(U) The US hope that the Baghdad Pact would prove a 

stablilizing influence in the Middle East received a 

severe setba9k in 1958. Gn 14 July, a leftist revolu

tion in Iraq overthrew the pro-l,estern monarchy anci 
' I .I substituted a new "I<epublican Government:." This new 

regime subsequently disassociated Iraq from the Pact, 

which then moved its headquarters to Turkey and became 

known as the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO). 

Although Turkey and Iran formea a continuous block 

along the Soviet border, the withdrawal of Iraq from 

the organization weakened the northern tier oefense, 

and the susc;:eptibility of the Iraqi Government to 

anti-Western influences exposed both Iran and 'l'urkey to 

possible danger from the rear.23 

(U) To bolster support for CENTO and enhance the 

security of the Middle East, the United States signed 

bilateral agreements in 1959 with three CENTO members, 

Iran, Turkey, ana Pakistan. In the 'Agreement of 

Cooperation, signed on 5 March 1959, the United States 

and Iran undertook to cooperate for their security and 

defense in the interest of world peace. The Agreement 

provided that: "In case of aggression against 

22. (OJ "Communique," Baghdad Pact council Meeting, 
6 Jun 57, in Paul E. Zinner (ed.), Documents on .ilmeri
can Foreign Relations, 1957 ( 1958), pp. 253-257." 

23. (U) Richard P. Stebbins, The Uniteo States in 
world Affairs, 1958 ( 1 959), pp. 201-20~. Richara F. 
Stebbins, The United States in world Affairs, 1959 
( 1960), p. 230. Smith et al., Area nandbook, Iran, 
p. 71. 
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Iran . . • the United States of America, in accordance 

with the Constitution of the United States of America, 

will take such appropriate action, including the use of 

armed forces, as may be mutually agreed upon • 

The United States also promised to continue 

II 
• • 
both 

economic and military assistance, and Iran, for its 

par~, pledged to use this aid for the purposes in-

tended, preservation of its· independence ana 
integrity. 24 

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

\~To play their assigned role in defense of 
·the Baghdad Fact area, Iran's armed forces would. have 

to be improved through training and acquisition of 
• T t 

necessary equipment. The US Military Assis-tance 

Program (MAP) was the primary means by which these 

improvements were sought. Removal of Dr. Mossadegh from 

power and the increasing assumption of control over 

Iran's affairs by the Shah provided an opportunity for 

us military aid to bring about improvements in Iran's 

armed forces. As early as May 1954, the Joint Chiefs 

of staff expressed confidence in the results expected 

of NAP by recommending a broadening of military objec

tives for Iran, which the Secretary of Defense ap

proved, to include provision of "some resistance 

i 
! 

l 

o external aggression."25 --..;. 

(U) Seeking to accelerate progress towards this 

goal, Brigadier General Robert A. ~lcClure, USA, Chief 

of the ~1AAG. in Iran, proposed on 2 September 1954 a 

three-year program for giving the Iranian armed torces 

aefensive capabilities at a cost of $360 million. The 

Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed with the neea for such a 

24. (0) 10 UST 314. .. 
25. IJiflr fo\emo, JCS to SecDef, 19 May 54 (derived .. 

from JCS 2099/374), CCS 092 (B-22-46) sec 111. (S) 
Memo SecDef to JCS, 15 Jul 54, Encl to JCS 2099/398, 21 
Jul 54, same file, sec 113. 
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build-up, but they doubted the ability of Iran's armed 

forces to absorb such a large increase in equipment so 

fast, They also feared similar claims for increased 

aid from neighboring Middle Eastern countries. Accord

ingly they opposed large increases in military grant 

aid, a position that was upheld by the Administration. 

(U) General McClure also proposed, and the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff approved, a change in the force basis 

of the Ir.anian Army in order to make it conform more 

nearly to the ·actual organization. The new force basis 

consisted of 8 light infantry divisions, 4 light 

armored divisions, ana 5 independent infantry brigades. 

To make the switch to the new organization would 
. I 

require th~ •ctivation of on~ in~antry b~igade and the 

conversion of one d ivi~ion from infantry to armored. 

Provision of Patton tanks for one armored battalion 

wo ld be required. 26 

the stimulus of General McClure's 

proposal, the .Joint Chiefs of Staff ordered a reexam

ination of interim military objectives for Iran. , A.s a 

result, on 3 October 1955, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

accepted the conclusion that the Zagros line must be 

held indefinitely if the united States was to attain 

its military objectives in the Hiddle East. However, 

existing Iranian forces would not hold the line against 

Soviet attack for more than a month: they could prob

ably never be sufficiently strengthened to hold indefi

nitely. An appropriate interim objective would be to 

hold the key passes for six months with outside 

operational and logistical help. 'l'o 

capability ~1ould require expenditures of 

attain this 

approx imat:iY\ 

I 
-

2o. (0) Hemo, CHMAAG, Iran to ACOS G-3, DA, 2 Sep··· 
54, Encl to JCS 1714/67: (U) Heme, JCS to SecDef, 24 
Sep 54 (derived from JCS 1714/68); CCS 092 Iran 
(4-23-48) sec 13·, (It N/H of JCS 1714/80, 27 Apr 55, 
same file, sec 16. 
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S191.b milLion for military training anri equi~ment 

·during the period FY 1955-19~8. 27 

(TS) Aaherence of Iran to the Eaghcad Fact, however, 

led the Joint Chiefs of &taff to adopt a more opti

mistic view of fi,iddle East aefense. On 12 July 1956 

they told the Secretary of Defense that they consiaerea 

the Elburz Mountain line along Iran's northern border 

to be a "sound goal on which to base long-rar.ge plan

ning for force requirements."~ fense along this 1 ine 

became a practical goal becau~ "the effects of u.s. 
atorr.ic operations." 'l'he "general order of magnitude" 

of forces required to defend the Elburz line was (in 

U.S. equivalents) 7 infantry and 3 armorea divisions, 6 

medium surface-_to-surface m'issile batt'alions,. 6 atomic 

demolition teams, 3 fighter and fight~bomt:er o,;in!JS .. 

and miscellaneous light naval vessels. 28 

<.)lf'A few aays later, fi,ajor Genera J.F.I<. Seitz, 

USA, Chief of US ARl'iiSH/MAAG, recommenc:.;ed a. program for 

preparing the Iranian forces for a role in Eaghcaa Pact 

defense. His· defensive concept, while calling fo:: o: 

stand on foreward positions, aiffered. in significant 

details from the JCS concept.(.Insteac of a aetense all 

along the Elburz f·lountains, General Seitz callea tor 

r.olding only the ~esternmcst ·sector lying in the 

province of l'.zert:aijan, backea up by a s~cond to>:ce 

holding the northern ~_:;asses in the :':agros ~;ot.;ntair.s 

leadinj to Iraq") 
~ The Iranian armed forces, ho~ever, as ;r~s

ently organized, equit=-~eci anc def.l.c:_..·ea r.aa onl~· a 

very limited capability for defense against Soviet 

2t. (1ifl/l'()•1elr.c, JCS to S,ecLet, 
fr-om JCS 1714/&3), CCS 092 Iran 

.28. {~Memo, JCS ~o SecDef. 
from JCS 1tlo7/220), ccs 3!J1 
sec 3~. 
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attack. To rectify this condition, Genei::al Seitz 

recommenced .a. reorganization of the Army into 12 

infantry divisions, of which 6 would be at half 

strength, ana 5 reduced-strength indepenoent brigaaes. 

Tanks of the 4 existing light armored brigades woula be 

dist.ributed among the infantry aivisions, thereby 

enhancing their defensive· capabilities. Three full

strength divisions would man the forward line, three 

would deploy on the secondary Zagros position, while \ the understrength divisions and the independent bri

gaaes would be stationed throughout the country to \ 

maintain internal order. In case of invasion, they 

would withdraw into the Zagros to reiRfprce its de

fenses.29 

~The Joint Chiefs of Staff found this reorgani

zation plan acceptable both operationally and as a 

1 basis .for future programming of military assistance 

funds for Iran. (;hey reserved judgment, however, on 

the defensive concept, which was, of course, not in 

accord with their own concept for defending the Elburz 

line. They recommended, and the Secretary of Defense 

approved, adopt ion of General Seitz 1 s program as the i major combat force objectives for· the Iranian Army,3° 

, (TS) The concept of defending the Elburz line, 

I
I at least initially, gained official approval at the 

1 
highest levels of the US Government a year later, 

I 

1 when the President, on 9 August 1957, approved t'ISC 

; 5703/1. It called for the United States to provide Iran 

\the military assistance to maintain armeci forc~:;.v 
~apable, with outside air and logistic support, :!J 

29, Ufl l1emo, USARMISll/~iAAG Iran to ·USCI!'<CEUR, 
"Force Base Program for Iran," 24 Jul 56, E;ncl to JCS ·· 
1714/91, 29 Aug 56, CCS 092 Iran ( 4-23-48) sec 1 B. 

30. (!lilo@"l' Heme, JCS to Secuef, 19 Sep 56 (aerivea 
from JCS 1714/92); (~ N/fi of JCS 1714/92, 4 Oct 56; 
ccs 092 Iran (4-23-46) sec 18. 
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~fighting delaying actions initially from positions ~ 
~rthern Iran against Soviet forces," 3 lJ ~ 

(U) Programs for military aid to Iran showed a 

I 
i 

marked increase during these years: $10.8 million in 

FY 1955; $21.2 million in FY 1956; and $75.3 million in 

FY 1957. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were asked to 

comnient on these programs, but since their response 

was addressed to the Middle East area as a whole, 

their views on the level of funding for the Iranian 

program cannot be determined.3 2 

t.:iJl1'/" At first, the Shah had acquiesced in the 

levels of military aid offered his government by the 

United States and in the plans develop.ed by USARMISH/ . . ' 
MAAG for the forces to be supported by it. Eiut when 

the Baghdad Pact Combinea l'iilitary Planning Staff 

produced a plan calling for 16 full-strength divisicns 

for the defense of Iran, the Iranian monarch insisted 

that he must have armed forces of this magnitude in 

order to fulfill his treaty obligations. To show its 

continued interest in the area, the United States in j 
January 1958 offered additional military assistance in j 

' the amount of $14 million. ' 

(JP!'!i The Shah, however, continuea to press for l, 
even larger amounts of aid. he scheduled a trip to 

! 
washington in order to argue his case in person. The 

Joint Chiefs of Staff, in a position paper preparatory 

to this visit, opposed an increase in military assist

ance for Iran on military grounds. They recommendea 

that, if an offer of military equipme.nt became polit

ically desirable to bolster the Shah's morale, 
~ 

~ NSC 5703/1, 9 Aug 57, ccs·· 092 Iran 
(4-23-48) sec 19. 

32. DSAA, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran." 
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deliveries of materiel already programmed be speeded 
up. 33 

I.JI"f ;;-esident Ei-senhower met with the Shah on -i>;· .... ·--- .. 
July 1958. No increase in military aid to Iran re-

sulted from the discussion. Two weeks later, however, 

the overthrow of the monarchy in Iraq by leftist forces 

chan~ed the strategic balance in the Middle East. As a 

result, Pr~sident -Eisenhower called General Nathan S. 

Twining, USAF, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff, to the White House and asked him what coula be 

<lone to "strengthen the military position· of Iran and 

~urkey.• General Twining replied that the Iranian 

forces were supplied almost entirely with US equipment 

and that deliveries, scheduled to keep pace with Iran's i 
~ 

ability to absorb the' equ~pment, hacjl, not met all \ 

requirements. He gave the President __ a list of these 1 

equipment deficiencies, from which certain items were 

selected for priority ctel ivery, while the remaining 

were referred back to · the· Department of Defense for 

. ! ,, 

further study. One option offered by General Twining, 

to bring the six undermanned Iranian divisions to full 

strength, was rejectea because of the cost and the time 

required to accomplish it. The major items to be 

supplied includect 272 M-47 tanks, 58 artillery pieces, 

1,359 trucks, and two small naval_ vessels. Military 

assistance for the follo~ing years ($95.5 million in FY 

'1958, $72.4 million in FY 1959) reflected these stepped 

f up deliveries. Significantly, the figure for FY 1959 
I 
, inclucted for the first time, sales in the amount of 
I 

j $94,000. 34 - _____. 
---:_,-,3-,--.,t;i'Sro~~~~""j ~.emo, .TCS to SecDef, 9 Jun 58 (derived 
from JCg 1714/100), CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 21. 

34. (jlf Memo, SpecAsst to CJCS to CJCS, 16 Jul 
58, Encl to JCS 1887/477, same date; ~ JCs 1887/478, 
22 Jul 58; CCS 381 (tl-23-47) sec 6. D5AA, "DSAA Fiscal. 
Year Series: Iran." 
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~In. 1956, the United States considered sut:plying 
Ir ~ith nuclear capable battlefield weapons. Follow

ing a trip to the CENTO states, the Chief of Staff of 
the Army, General Maxwell D. Taylor, had requested the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff on 28 Hay 1958 to consider 
delivery of an nON~ST JOHN battalion to Iran with the 
nuclear components of the weat=-on system stored in 
acceptable sites outsiae of the country. 'i:he Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, however, deferred to an evaluation of 

the political feasibility of this proposal, and the. 
Department of State decided in August 1958 that provi

politically 
an adverse 

sian of these weapons at that time woula be 
disadvantageous. 
effect on nearby 
US assurances of 

• • t 

The Department feared 
countries. Moreover, it doubted 
rapid delivery of the nuclear 

that 
war-

heads in case of emergency would convince the Shah that 

p:ovision of this weapon system would co:l' tute a net 
increase in Iran's aefensive capabilitv. 35 

t.;Jiillff" Th.e us comm1tments in 195~ - increasea 

military assi'stance dia not allay the Shah's apprehen

sions. He raised the question of Iranian security with 

President Eisenhower, when the latter visited Tehran in 
December 1959 during a trip to Europe, i>.fri-::a, and 
r.sia. The Shah cited the threat from both Iraq and 
Afghanistan and soug~t 

ize his forces. The 
increased u& support to modern
Joint Chiefs of Staff rev ie..,·ed 

both the assess:9ent of the threat and the specific 
requirements that the Shall had given the :;:r~sident. 

They found the I:3nlan version ot the threat ''consider

ably overstated" a~~ estimated the cost of the ite~s on 
the list of reqt.:::·c,:c . .:;nts at $600 million. They judged 

--r:;-. tJI'( JCS 
JCS 1887/464, "' 
sec i 1. 

:c3i/46.;, 16 Jun 58: ~/H of 
,O,~g 53; CCS 381 E.i·!~1EA (1i-l~-47j 
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~he present and projected level of US military ass~ 
ance to Iran to be sound, representing as much as could f 
be effectively absorbed by the Iranian armed forces. 1 
Consequently, the Shah received no new commitments ' 

although the United States did assure him that his 

desire for modernization would be born in mine in 

aeveloping future programs.3 6 ' . 
\ I, ' I 

, (~ __ /By the end of the Eisenhower Administration:' 

/ the United States had been furnishing milttary assist-

'lc .. . ·.'. . . 
\ . . r . ~ t 

\~... . . ' 
! ' 

ance to Iran .. for 

\~equipment valued 

over 10 years and 

at $386.8 million. 

had delivereo 

'l'he results, 

h-ciwe-ve_r_~ were not encouraging. The Iranian Army, 

according to an NSC policy review (t'.SC 6010), was 

capable only of "offering very limited 'uesistence to 

aggression -by a major pc:>wer." The Air Force and· Navy 

were "weak and ineffective." Still, Iran remained 

critically important to the Unitea States because of 

its strategic location between the Soviet Union and the 

Persian. Gulf and because of- its great oil reserves. 

Military assist~nce must therefore continue. As iri the 

past, it should be directed toward providing Iran a 

capability tor internal security and for a limited 

L__:ontribution towards regional defense. 37 

Iran's Internal Affairs, 1953-1960 

(U) The key to the success of all the military 

plans for Iran lay in continued internal order and 

36. (~ Nemo, SecDef to CJCS, 4 Jan 60, Encl 
to JCS 1714/111, 12 Jan 60; <.Jillf Ltr, Shah to Pres, 
12 Jan 60, Att to JCS 1714/113, 29 Jan 60; ~ 
JCSM-61-60 to SecDef, 19 ~-eb 60 (deri~d from JCS 
1714/114); JHF 9161/4060 (24 Dec 59). iltlf'i NSC 6010,8 
Jun 60, Jt'IF 9181/9105 (8 Jun 60). 

37. DSJI.A, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran.-~' (,.,rr' NSC 
6010, 8 Jun 60, J~iF ':1181/9105 (8 Jun 60). NSC 6010 was 
ado~ted by the NSC on 30 June 1960 and approved by the 
President on 6 July 1Y60. See <[»tff N/H of 
JCS 1714/116, 20 Jul 60, same file. 

60 

,i' i 

" 



' 

orientation towards the West. A period of relative 

calm and stability had followed the overthrow of Dr. 
Mossadegh in 1953. Assisted by the Army, the Shah 

returned to power and internal order was restored. In 

the following several years, the political importance 

of the ~lajlis declined while, simultaneously, the 

influence of the Shah, his family, and close associates 

at dourt and in the armed forces increased. 38 _ 

(/M!f Seneath the surface calm· anci stability, h0\·1-. . 

ever, a number of internal problems had begun to fester 
in Iran. A new NSC statement of policy on Iran (NSC 
5703/1) in 1957, to which the Joint Chiefs of Staff had 
given their concurrence, first pointea out these 

problems and the possible. negative illlpact for the 
achievement of US objectives in Iran. While still 

calling for a free and independent Iran with armea 

forces capable of maintaining internal security and 

contributing to Middle East defense, the new policy 

statement added the following objective: 

A government that can and will make maximum 
balanced use of all available resources in 
order to provide early and visible progress 
toward economic improvements that will meet 
rising popular expectations.39 

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

detail the internal problems that were endangering 

political stability there. Listed were: the restive-
~ 
~ ness of t.he middle class, intellectuals, anci Junior 
' i ~:litary officers; the restriction on .. political activ

police methods of the Shah and his government; 

I 
I 
~ 
~ 
., 
.[ 

~y; the 
~-

38. S.JIIji>th et al., Area Handbook, Iran, pp. 70-72. 
39. ~ NSC 5703/1, 8 Feb 57, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-46) 

sec 19. (U). hemo, JCS to SecDef, 5 Feb 57 (derived. 
from JCS 1714/94), same tile. 
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corruption in the military and civil service; and 

involvement of the Imperial family and high court 

officials in large financial and business operations. 

The report also observed that the necessity of working 

closely with the Shah raised "a problem of possible 

over:- identification of the u.s. with the Shah's poli-
cies · at a 

important 
bility,n40 

time when opposition to his policies is an 

factor in· the growing political insta-

~ Another potential Iranian trouble spot mentioned 

in the report to the National Security Council was the· 

Kurdish problem. The Kurds, a distinct ethnic group in 

. the Middle ~ast, inpl!bited contiguous aneps of Turkey, ..• ,. , . . . . . ·r'- .-- !<•.. •. ~ . . • . • 

the_ ~q_viet !Jnion,· .. Jr.a.!l 1 Iraq, and Syria, About one . . ' . ' . 
thirc:'l of these people lived ·in Iran ·along the western 

border in extreme poverty and neglected by the Govern

ment •. During the summer of 1958, both ·the Soviet Union 

-and the United Arab Republic began to beam broadcasts 
. ' ·- - . . . . . . . 

to the Kurds in Iran promoting the establishment of a 

f·ree Kurdistan, and the resulting unrest posed a 

further internal threat to the Shah. 41 

~ As a result of the NSC report in October 1958, 

the United States adopted a new policy statement toward 

Iran on 15 November 1958 that called for pressure on 

the Shah to institute political, social, and economic 

reforms. The new policy, NSC 5821/1, orafted by the 

NSC Planning Board and concurred in by the Joint Chiefs 

I of Staff, retained previous US objectives for Iran, but I noted that threats to US interest lay in Iran's vulner-

~ 1 ability to Soviet influence and "the widespread dissat-
' : isfaction of many Iranians with domestic conditions. 
\ 

\ 
i, 
i 
' f 

\ 

-~4~u-.~~~.J"'ocs Report, 9 oct 58, Att to JCS 1714/101, .. 
10 Oct 58, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 21. 

41. Ibid. 
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The latter, the statement said, was "more immediately 

pressing," The key issue was the extent to which "the 

largely personal regime of the Shah," with which the 

United States was closely identified, could cope with 

Iran's growing internal problems. A major question was 

whether the Shah could or would take "sufficiently 

drarr.atic and effective steps" to insure his J:;OSi tion 

and siphon off growing discontent, To do so the Shah ! 

.
{ would have the difficult task ·of satisfying popular ~ 

demands without alienating the conservative elements 
~ that provided the traditional support for his regime. 

~ Despite the weaknesses of the Shah, NSC 5821/1 
. 
i 
I~ 

found no "constructive, pro-Western", alternative in f 
._ . . . ' t 

Iran and saw no recours~ but continued support for him. 
,, Hence the United States must influence the Shah to make :. 

Specific goals included: 
' 
; "meaningful" reforms. 

appointment of honest and competent government leaders 1 

l and delegation of administrative responsibilities to 

them: liberalization of legislative and judicial 

elimination of graft, and 

~· ' ' 
practices: 

conflicts of interest in government 

corruption, 

circles and the ; 

Imperial family: improvement of the economic develop-
' :: 

ment program: and the adoption of administrative, tax, 

and financial reforms. 42 

fJIJ"!f TlvO years later, the United States reviewed\ 

but mace no changes in its policy towards Iran. Once I 
again, there appeared to be no satisfactory alternative 

to the Shah in spite of continuing and serious internal j 
unrest. The United States should, therefore, continue 1 
to try to convince the Shah that internal instabilit:l. 

' h h' . 43 was the most immedlate t reat to 1s reg1me. 

--
42. 1IJf"!!) NSC 5821/1, 15 r-<ov 58, CCS 092 Iran. 

(4-23-48) 
43, ¢NSC 6010, 8 Jun 60, JMF 9181/9105 

(8 Jun 60). 
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3 

STRENG'l'hENING THE AliTI-SOVIET BARRIER 

1961-1968 

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

mem~er of CENTO, Iran was actively involved in the 

collective defense of ~he Middle East, and us military 

assistance was giving Iran growing strength to partici

pate in that defense. Yet, Iranian forces were still 

judged far from what was required, especially if called 

upon to meet a direct Soviet attack. Consequently, the 

1960s would witness expanding US military aid for Iran 

in an effort to strengthen further the b•rrier against 
. . . . . . I 

Soviet expansion into .the l'liadle f.ast. In addition, 
. -

internal problems persisted in Iran which, if not 

resolved, could weaken Iran's ability to contribute to 

~iddle East defense. 

The Kennedy Adminstration: Growing Assistance for Iran 

r-~ One aspect of the Iranian internal problems 

1 
was among the first matters raised by the Joint Chiefs 

I of Staff with the new Kennedy Administration. On 26 

January 1961, ,they told Secretary of Defense Robert 

Mcliamara that existing contingency plans for Iran were 

insufficiently wide-ranging to deal with the many 

possible politically-inspired crises that might require i 
US military action. They particularly wanted plans to 

assure that the Shah's successor would be pro-~estern. 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) agreea that "a 

careful review of our national policy ••• should be 

undertaken" and asked the Department of State to 

collaborate.!:) 

t. J>!'(JCS~i-27-61 to SecDef, 26 Jan 61 (derivea 
trom JCS 1714/123)1 ~1st N/H of JCS 1714/123, 1 Nar 
611 JMF 9181/9105 (1 Dec 60). 
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~---~)\: _ Pr~s~dential _'I'ask Force, chaired by the 

l
lAs~istant S~cretary of State for ~ear E~stern an.d South 

As1an Affa1rs, accomplished the des1red rev1ew and 
I 

!carried out a far broader study than originally envi-

~-----~_s __ ioned _by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Task Force 

'submitted its report to the ~ational Security Council 
l 
!on 1.5 May 1961, stating that "the continuing trend 

j toward revolutlon and chaos in Iran has reached the 

point where the U.S. must take vigorous action." As 

the Shah's popular support dwindled, "the spectres of a 

recrudescence ot irresponsible ant i-l~estern Nossadeqism 

I or [a] brittle military dictatorship have loomed 
f 

l 

\ 
. 
' 

constantly larger." Obviously, therefore, the United 

States must make a "majo-.: effort" to support the 
I 

Shah and his regime and' encourage far-reaching politi-

cal and economic reforms. 2 

l,lll'f After consideration of the Task Force report, 

the National Security Council adopted, as a replacement 

for NSC 6010, a set of economic, political, and mili

tary recommendati~ns that addressed not only internal 

insecurity but attempted to deal with Iran's long range 

problems. To respono to the immeoiate problem the 

~ational Security Council agreed to support the exist

ing regime as the best attainable, to encourage the 

!:ihah to make political and social reforms, and to 

oppose military plots against him. The Council also 

sought to provide Iran more substantial assurance of US 

support against soviet attack and to head off demanas 

for ever increasing military aid. 

included: 

Specific proposals 

a. Urgently examining the desirability of ( 1) 

moving earmarked forces to locations where they 
:..--.. -...... 

2. {;lit'Presidential Task Force Study, "A Review of 
Problems in Iran and Recommendations for the ~ational 
Security Council," 15 May 61, Att_ to JCS 1714/129, 15 
Nay 61, JHF 9181/9105 (9 ~1ay 61) sec 1. 

b6 
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co~.:ld assist Iran rr.ore r-apialy ar.c ( 2) <e iv 1ng !t:<~n 

more information about CS plans. 

b. Continuing MAP support for the Iranian armed 

forces up to a level of about 200,000 men. 

c. Helping to identify the key considerations in 

·aeciding how to react against a Soviet attack, 

developing plans for ( 1) the introduction of up to 

two divisions and (2)~he deployment of nuclear 

forces so that they cou d be "brought to bear" 

near the Soviet bora~r.3~ 
~ !he Acting Assistant~retary of Defense (ISA) 

askea the Joint Chiefs of Staff for their views on the 

recomJT.endations described. in (a) and (c) above. Their 

answer, although it acknowledged that Iran's irr.portance 

"cannot be over-emphasized," stated that the Unitec 

States· lacked enough strength-in-being permanently to 

station sufficient forces in or near Iran. Pre

positioning of equipment and temporary "show of force" 

or "toi<en" ·deployments were J:'OSsible but the aelays 

inherent in obtaining transit ana base clearances might 

restrict immediate responses to the moverr.ent cf na·1al 

forces into adjacent waters. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 

cescribeci periodic dispatcning of units tor r..ane~.:vers 

or exercises as "feasible and desirable." b~.:t chey 

q:-:::osed the earmarking of units as "irr.practical" ar.a 

the i~part ing of more information about i..S F lans as 

"ur.cesirable." And, since existing plans alrea.ay 

!==c·;iceO fer possible employrr:ent ot more r.han two 

civisions, additional planning effor-ts appeareu 

unr.ecessary. In conclusion, the Jo1nt Cl;iets of Statt 

belie•:ed that a commitment of substantial forces to 

o;::::-::se so•Jiet aggression migr.t well spark a go:r.eral 

~. \;ilill" •'iemo, [.;ec.Seccef to CJCS et al., :~ :•:u~· b 1, 
::ncl to JCS 1714/131, 1 Jun 61, Jr\F 9181;51105 (S ~.ay 

60) sec l. 
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war, in which cas~ no sizeable uS units were slstec for 

early deployment to the hiddle East. 4 

(TS) A few months later, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

raised addit10nal doubts about defending Iran against 

Soviet attack. They gave their views in response to 

inquiries by President Kennedy who feared that Soviet

instigated pressures on Berlin and Laos might presage 

diversionary pressure on Iran. Since no plans dealt 

specifically with a limited war confined to Iran, ana 

involving us and Soviet forces, the Deputy Secretary of 

Liefense asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 7 October 

1961 to Gess US capacity for fighting ~mited war 

in Iran, ~ith and without .nuclear wearons. 'I·he JCS 

answer o 0 October was deciaedly pess! c. They 

held out hope of resisting "limited Soviet intervention 

and probing aggression," but not of opposing a "sub

stantial and determined" incursion. In northeast 

Iran, scanty roaa and rail facilities would limit uS 

forces to two. divisions plus two battle grouJ?s. That 

force, together with Iranian units, was simply too 

small to stop a sizeable Soviet attack. Any commit~ent 

of US forces, they continued, must be prececieu by a 

cecision to cio .,;hatever was necessary to achieve 

national objectives. In oraer to assure "any chance of 

success," there would have to be im•·r;:~.-. 

against air bases in the Soviet union 'oil!!,. 
tional or nuclear weapons as appro~riate. 

attacks 

cor.ven-

4. LJi"f 11emo, ;..ctg ASD(ISA) to CJCS, 2 Ju:1 61, 
Encl to JCS 1714/132, 7 Jun b1, JNf ~1;:S1/9105 (9 hay 
61) sec 1. ~ JCSM-443-61 ~o Seci.Jef, 2b Jun 61 
(cieriveci from JCS 1714/133), same file, sec 2. 

5. ~~.erne, uepSecLef to CJCS, 7 Oct o1, Att 
to JCS 1714/134, S 0ct 61, J~.F 9181/9105 (9 r•:=.y t1) ~ec 
2. {jttti JCSN-741-o-> to 5ec!Jef, 20 uct 61 t.t::e::i·:ed trorr. 
JCS 1714/135) 1 sa~e file, s~c 3. For s~iJseq~ent discus~ 
sions, see ¢' 1·:.:::-.o, .>.etc; ASL(ISA) to CJCS, 20 Get 61, 
Att to JCS 1714/136, d Oct 61; ~ JCS~·I-760-61 t::> 
SecDef, 9 Nov 61 (:::eriveo from JCS 1"'1~/137); same 
f i 1 e. 
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I ~~·oreover, the Joint Chiefs of Staff doubted 

/ =hat the Iranian forces, by themselves, could repel a 

/ Soviet attack. They made this observation in briefing 

(

. papeYs for the Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) in 

March 1962 in preparation for a visit of the Shah to 

~as~ington. At that time, they expressed the view that 

j the Iranians could stop an Iraqi or Afghan invasion, 

' but lackea "any significant capability" against the i 
i 

Soviets. Concurrently, the Joint Chiefs of Staff; 
f 

supplied Secretary McNamara with appraisals of Depart-~ 
ment of State suggestions to: sene a military planning 

group to Tehran; divulge US plans for waging limited 

war to the Iranians; and pre~position sdme equipment in 

Iran. They were willing to outline a defense concep 

in general terms and to send, "under cover of th 

MAAG," a planning group that would assist in developing/ 

detailed plans. Eut they were opposed to pre-position~ 

ing equipment _for a battle group, on grounds that th, 

Soviets would find such a step provocative and that th~ 

" 

small amount of equipment sent would lessen US creditj 

i, ab!l.ity.::J _ -- 1 .-C. 
1 

:· ~hile in washington, the Shah met with secretary\·_,-

McNamara and the Chairman of the Jdint Chiefs of Staff! 

~: on 12 April 196 2 __ • ~ir. McNamara expressed OS willing-
--... .. -... _ . . . .. . . . ··~ 

ness to sena a planning team to Iran, and to make a 

"firm undertaking" on ~.AP aeliveries during FYs 1963-

1967. 'l'his five-year program for modernization of the 

Iranian armed forces would include: more than 10,000 

-~6-.-~T'lll~ff." Heme, ASD(ISA) to CJCS, 21 f.tar 62, Att 
to JCS 1714/141, 2& ~lar 62; ¢) JCSM-233-62 to SecDef, 
29 ~iar 62 (derived from JCS 1714/143);_ (U) Nemo, 
lJASD( ISA) to Actg CJCS, 23 Mar 62,· Encl to. 
JCS 1714/142, 28 Mar 72; ~ JCSl-1-241-62 to SeeDer, 31 
Mar 62 (derivea from JCS 1714/144); JNF 91&1/5420 (21 
ria r o 2) • 
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vehicles; two minesweepers; 16 transport aircraft; 

26-52 supersonic fighter-bombers (2-4 squaarons); 

airfield construction; and an early warning radar 

system. He asserted, however, that the Iranians "basic 

force level" ought to be 150,000 men. The Shah coun-

terea by citing CENTO studies that recommended substan

tial. increases rather than force reductions. Mr. I 
NcNamara proposed, and the . Shah quickly agreed, that , 

the US planning team should study deployments and force 

levels. 7 

(,iJiif Accordingly, the Joint Chiefs of Staff dis-

patched a Military Planning Team, headed by Brigadier 

Genral H. s. Twitchell, USA, to Iran. The Team pre- \ 

sented and the Joint Chiefs of Staff 'e,ndorsed five 

measures. 

160,000 men. 

First, support a force level of about .,. 

Second, assist in completion of a main . " 

construction of a forward airfield. [ air base and 

•rhird,. approve an aircraft control and warning ( AC&h) 

system and related communications plan that included 

construction of four radar stations and seek British 

cooperation in building two additional stations. 

Fourth, consider the reinsertion of two frigates in the 

five-year program. Fifth, resolve within the CEWl'O 

framework Iranian-US differences ov·er force goals. The 

Deputy Secretary of Defense approvea everythirig except 

action on the two frigates. 8 

I 
,! 

'--

1. Uii"f' Annexes B and c to St-'o-514-62 to JCS, 2 
May 62, JMF 9181/3100 (21 Apr 62) sec 2. ~Aide 
I•1emoire, 12 Apr 62, Encl 2 to Report of us ~iilitary 
Planning Team, Iran, 20 Jul 62, Encl to JCS 1714/154, 
21 Jul 62, JHF 9181/3100 (21 Apr 62) sec 4A. 

8. I.Ji!lf" SM-538-62 to BG •rwitchell, 10 May 62 (derived 
tram JCS 1714/152), JHF 9181/3100 (21 Apr 62) sec 1. 
u;.io!' Report of u.s. Military Planning 'I'eam, Iran, 20 
Jul 62, Encl to JCS 1714/154, 21 Jul b2, same file, 
sees 4 and 4A. ~ JCSN-579-62 to SecLef, 3 Aug 62 
(derived from JCS 1714/156); Nemo, DepSecDef to CJCS, 
31 Aug 62, Att to JCS 1714/158, 6 Sep 62, same file, 
sec 5. ·· 

70 



~On 19 September 1962, the United States pre
sented the Shah a five-year program of military assist
ance for FYs 1963-1967, revised in light of the find

ings of the Military Planning Team. (The program was 
. :--~--

base~ on a concept of defense for Iran against all 
contingencies, both internal and external, recognizing 
that assistance from the United States and its allies 
would be required to deter and defeat Soviet aggres-
sion. This concept also took into consideration the 
collective security arrangements of CENTO and assumed 
a forward strategy, .relying on the mountain barriers o;1 

-1 · r • 
the northern border. ' The five-year program supplied 

._. .. -
the means to modernize Iranian forces and included the " 

following: 

3.5 inch rocket launchers 
submarine guns 
200 60mm mortars 
ammunition requird for training and for a 30-day 

reserve 
additional communications equipment 
100 N-133 armored personnel carrriers 
5,000 jeeps 
1,500 3/4 to 1 ton trucks 
3,500 2 1/2 ton trucks 
250 5 ton trucks 
combat support equipment 
~minesweepers (inshore) 
2 patrol frigates 
20 helicopters (H43B) 
civic action program support 
45 CESSNA 180 or 185 aircraft 
4 c-130 aircraft 
12 C-47 aircraft 
52 F-SA aircraft (4 squadrons) 
completion of Hamadan airfield as a main opoerating 

base 
construction of Mashed airfield as a fo~:;ward base 
construction of aircraft control and warn"ing radar 

stations at Hamadan and Dezful .,---

7 1 

··~ 
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'lhe Shah acceptea this program the following aay, :i.O 

September 1962.9 

(S) After coordination with appropriate Executive 

departments and agencies, including the Office of the 

Secretary of Lefense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the 

Department ot: State issued "Guidelines" for US policy 

and operations in Iran in September 1962. 10 These 

Guidelines made no changes in lJS policy toward Iran. 

The goal ·remained the prevention of communist aomina

tion of this strategically located country. The i 
Guidelines recognized that, while the external threat J 

I 
r 

from the Soviet Union was "unrelenting," Iran's secur-

ity was still seriously threatened by internal polit-
, I I 

ical discontent and disunity. With respect to ffiilitary 

"lines of action," the Guidelines called-for mainten-

ance and improvement of the Iranian armed forces, 

through the military assistance program, and expansion 

of the civic action, counter-guerrilla, vocational 

training, and . public relations sectors ot the Iranian 

military J?rogram. Simultaneously, the United States 

should obtain a reduc.tion in Iranian forces to a 

level of 150,000.11 

\ 
f " ,, 
r 
i ., 

--
9. lJ#J Memo for Shah, 19 Sep 62: (S) Ltr, Nin of 

the Court to US Amb, 20 sep 62: both Atts to Encl to 
JCS 1714/179-2, 26 Jan 66, JHF 9181 (17 Jan 66) sec 1. 
(U) Ltr, USCINCEUR to ~.SD(ISA), 28 Sep 62, Att to JCS 
1714/161, 2 Oct 62, JNF 9181/2100 (21 Apr 62) sec 5. 
(S) Memo of Conversation, "Five-Year Nilitary l?rogram 
for Iran," 19 Sep 62, CJCS File 091 Iran. 

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

11. ~Dept of State, Draft Guidelines for Policy 
and Operations, Iran, Apr 62, Encl to JCS 17.14/149, 26 
1\pr 62: lJI"1' J-5M 273-62 to ASD( ISA) 1 7 l•iay 72, Att to 
lst N/li of JCS 1714/149, 15 1-'•ay 62: JNF 9181/9105 (21 
Apr 6 2) sec 1. ~ Dept of State, Guidellnes for 
Policy and Operations, Jran, Sep 62., Att to 
JCS 1714/163, 13 Dec 62, same file, sec 2. 
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(U) In the early 1960s, the Shah finally began to 

address the internal problems confronting his country. 

In 1961, he appointed a new, liberal Prime Minister, 

Ali Amini, who instituted measures to remove corruption 

in the civil service, to decentralize the government 

administration, to limit luxury imports, and to 

initiate land reform. Then, in January 1963, the Shah 

announced a sweeping 

"Revolution of the 

commonly, the "White 

six major aspects: 

program of reforms. Known as the 

Shah ana the People" or, more 

Revolution," the program included 

abolition of the feudal landlord-
peasant system, 

redistribution; 

breakup of large estates, and land 

nationalization of forests and pas-
• . t t 

tures; compensation of former landlords with capital 

shares in government· industry; profit sharing in all 

IJroductive enterprises; a new elections law that 

provided votes for women; and creation of a national 

literacy corps, employing educated youths in government 

service to teach the illiterate. Despite the opposi

tion of the Shiite religious leaders, large landowners, 

and some tribal chiefs, who saw their privileged 

positions threatened, the Shah's program was endorsed 

overwhelmingly by a national referendum. In September 

1963, elections were held under the new law with women 

voting for the first time. By the end of the year, 

both the Shah and the Prime Ninister had distributed 

their estates. 12 

\ ¢A< <he oome <ime <ho< <he Sh•h w" """'"'''l 
' internal reforms, he remained concerned about external 

threats. In 1963 he was worrying more about Egypt than _ 

about the Soviet Uni6n. In June of that year, he had 

advised President Kennedy that Arab agents had begun 

I 
subversive activities in Iran's 

argued that pre-positioning of 

southern provinces and 

equipment for two to 
i 
1 three US .___, divisions was "a matter of necessity." 

--rz. Smlth et al., Area hanabook, Iran, pp. 73-74. 
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-~· lioth ing was done; 

struck US policy 

able. 13 

Iran's internal security. situat~ 
makers as critical but contra~ 

e Johnson Administration: More of the Same 

(U) The assassination of President Kennedy and the 
succession of Lyndon Johnson to the Presidency in 

Nov~mber 1963 brought no .changes in US policy toward 

Iran. The United States pressed on with the five-year 

program approved in 1962 despite the Shah's increasing 

desires for additional assistance to meet threats from 

the radical Arab states. 

~In January 1964, the Shah{sent the United States 

another warning about the growing dang~r of Nasserite 
' I 

aggression. ~told I-.resident Johnson that the five-

year plan, approved in 1962, was inadequate for the 

changing situation and warned that, if the United 

states was unwilling to meet addition.al needs, Iran 

might have to look elsewhere. The President replied 

that,.while he was willing to talk about the full range 

of problems, he did not believe that basic factors 

behind the five-year plan had changed signiticantly.14 

IJilf 'l.'he Shah scheduled a 1\ashington visit for June 

1964. His most pressing demand was for modern H-60 

tanks and M-551 Sheridan armored reconnaissance vehi

cles to replace 414 obsolescent H-47 tanks. The Joint 

Chiefs of Staff .advised the Secretary of Defense on 15 

1964 that they saw "military justification" for 
----....; 

13. IJi'(Ltr, Shah to Pres, 1 Jun 63; (S) SACSA-N 
349-63 to CJCS, 13 Jun 63; CJCS File 091 Iran. 

14. IJII"f Ltr, Shah to Pres, 7 Jan 64; (U) Ltr, 
ASD(ISA) to CINCSTRIKE/USCINOiEAFSA, 24 Mar 64; _J~~F 
91tl1 (22 Apr 64). On 1 December 1963, the Jolnt Ch1ets 
of Staff had designated CINCS'I'l<IKE as the commanoer 
responsible for the ~Iiddle East ( includi·ng Iran), 
Africa south of the Sahara, and South Asia ( f'iEAFSA) 
under the concurrent title of USCINCNEAFSA. At the 
same time, CINCNELM, the commanuer responsible for the 
Middle East area since World War II, was disestab
lished. See VJ1f JCS Hist. Div., History of the Unifiea 
Co~mand Plan, Dec 77, p. 23 • 
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armor modernization and military and economic reasons 

why the United States should remain Iran's principal 

source of arms. They were willing to supply H-60s, 

provided production was expanded so that the Iranian 

order did not impinge upon other needs. The Sheridan, 

however, "should not be considered for MAP at this time 

becapse it is still in the development stage and is 

operationally untested." S~bsequently, the Secietary 

of Defense approved a sale of M-60s·, to be accomplished 

wi th.out. any expansion of production. 15 

W"'f Final agreement between the United States and 

Iran on the in·cr:eased assistance was reached in a 

Memorandum of Understanding of 4 July 1964. This 

Memorandum extended 

begun in 1962 into a 

credit assistance. 

I 
and reoriented the modernization 

program of combined grant aid and 

The United States agreed to 

provide additional grant military assistance during the 

period FY 1967-1969 for delivery by the end of 1970 to 

include: 39 F-4. aircraft to replace outmoaed aircraft, 

110 105mm howitzers, 28 8-inch howitzers, 1,000 

vehicles, 1 airborne battalion, 4 twin-engine command

type aircraft, and a 30-day reserve of ammunition. 

This was additional equipment above. that contained in 

the September 1962 commitment. Moreover, the United 

States would assist Iran in financing the purchase of 

an aaditional ~250 million 1~orth of equipment between 

FY 1965 and FY 1969. Of this total, $50 million would 

be cash purchases, principally for: spare parts for 

equipment furnished under the grant aid programs. The 

. remaining ~ 200 mill ion would be through creai ts and 
' 

·· \~ould include 460 M-60 tanks, 6 C-130 ·aircraft, 

15. (111' ~lsg, CINCSTRIKE/USCI~CMEAFSA to JCS, 221823Z 
Apr 64r (U) JCSM-421-64 to SecDef, 16 May 64 (derived 
from JCS 1714/170-1); (U) Memo, DASD(ISA) to SecDef, 3 
Jul 64, Att to 11emo, DASD(ISA) to DJS, 15 Jul 64, Att 
to JCS 1714/170-2, 24 Jul 64; JI1F 9181 (22 Apr 64). 
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163 M-113 armored personnel carriers, 1 hAWK battalion, 

26 F-5 aircraft and 1,610 ~i-1919 A6 machine guns. 16 

(S) The increased US commitment to Iran in 1964 aid 

not satisfy the Shah for long. During 1965, he mace 

known his desire for still more hardware, citing the 

! threat posed to Iran and the Persian Gulf by Iraq, the 

I
I ~~~:::rc:::~ ::::obnlsi,c ,na::~ :~:~:;s, :~:r~:aanh aw~:::: 

reconnaissance vehicles, and aircraft that were su~er

ior to the F-5 interceptor. The Joint Chiefs at Staff 

I supported sales of ( 1) 26 F-4 aircraft,. with delivery 
! 
! delayed perha~s until FY 1973, and (2) a second HA~k 

surface-to-air missile-battalion, 

in 1970. 17 
to become operatinal 

I I I ' (JIIf Rather than accept the JCS 

.1

! Johnson Administration offered in 

recommendations, the 

early 1966 to send a 

, survey team to Iran to assess the "full range" of 

military requirements. This proved acceptable, and the 

j Joint Chiefs of Staff directed the aispatch of a 

tri-service ~lilitary Survey Team. The Team was instruc-

ted to "center on the objective of maintaining the 

primacy of the U.S. military presence in Iran at a 

moderate cost to Iranian resources." A basic purpose 

was to keep Iranian procurement "at a level consistent 

with legitimate military requirements • • while 

minimizing the impact ••• on Iranian economic aevelop

ment.•18 

..._ 
1 b. --r;}lf US-Iranian ~lemorandum of Unaerstanding, 4 

Jul 64, Att to Encl to JCS 1714/179-2, 26 Jan 66, J~.F 
9181 (17 Jan 66) sec 1. 

17. 1.Ji1f Nemo, DASD(ISA) to CJC.S..J. 24 Aug 65, Encl 
to JCS 2315/367-1, 26 Aug 65l ~I JCSH-712-b~ to 
SecDef, 23 Sep 65 (aerived from JCS2315/367-2)l JI~F 
4060 (12 Aug 65) sec 1. 

1 8. '.JIIIr Nsg, CINCSTRIKE/USCINOIEAFSA to J·Cs, 14 Jan 
66, JCS It'l 52646. (S) hsg, DEF 1848 to Tehran, 17 Jan ·. 
66; !.Jil"r ~!emo, DASD(ISA) to J;:JCS, 18 Jan b6, Att 
to JCS 1714/179, 19 Jan 66; (....,.... JCSH-67-66 to SecDef, 1 
Feb 66 ana Nsg, JCS 2865 to CINCS'l'RlKE:/USCINChEi>.fSA, 
012000Z Feb 66 (both aerived from JCS 1714/179-2); Jhf 
9181 (17 Jan.-66) sec 1. 
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(~After touring Iran between 16 February and 

3 March, the Survey Team, headed by Brigadier General 

e.G. Paterson, USAF, recommended approval of "minimum" 

additional requirements: 

Army - 209 M-60 tanks, 19 130 Sheridans, 2 Vulcan 
air defense battalions, and .a. 90-day level of 
war reserve materiel 

N~vy - 8 patrol boats, 1 destroyer, and a 30-day 
level of war reserve materiel 

Air f·orce - 16 F-4 s (one squadron) , 2 mobile radars, 
· 2 HA'I'iK battalions, and a 90-day level of war 
reserve materiel 

Costs for the five-year period FY 1967-1971 would come 

to S 192 million. The •ream urged that these require

ments be accepteo as "a basis for discussion" during a 

review of· Iranian military assistance. • • Also, since 

such acquisition would. generate further training and 

support needs, a planned $10 mill ion MAP reduction 

should be studiect1 perhaps the funds withheld from 

warring India and Pakistan should be shifted to Iran. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff concurred with these conclu

sions.20 

~ On 23 l•tay 1966, President Johnson approvea a 

$200 million credit sales package, with certain caveats. 

As relayed to the Joint Chiefs of Staff by the l.;hite 

House Staff, the President was: 

deeply concerned over Iran's worrisome 
economic prospects. He wants each ~lice 
of this new program submitted to him for 
approval only after searching review of 
Iran's economic position. He regards the 
new $200 million as a planning figure 
subject to annual review. He asks that 
Jl.mbassaaor (Armin) Hyer tell the Shah of 

---
U 19. The 209 M-60 tanks were the number remaining o~_. 

he 460 the United states agreed to sell Ir.an 1n the 
964 ~.emoranaum of Understanaing. _ .. 

20. fJ1f "Report of the United States ~illitary Survey 
'l'eam to Iran, 16 Feb-3 Mar 66," J~!F' 9181 (17 Jar. 66) 
sec 1 A. ~ JCSI1-240-66 to SecDef, 15 Apr 6 6 ( derivea 
from JCS 1714/179-4), same file, sec 1. 
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his concern, while reassuring him ot the 
Pres i~ynt' s full respect for his j udg
ment. 

.......... -
"'' .-· 

r~ Subsequently I however I the Shah began expressing 

his dissatisfaction with some of the numbers, costs, 

and delivery dates offered. He wanted, for example, 3 

rat~er than 16 F-4 aircraft. In fact, allegedl~ 

because of high us costs, he approached the Soviet, 

about equipment purchases ana professed interest iq 
j 

acquiring their surface-to-air missiles. 'l·his develop"i 

ment was worrisome, because Soviet SAMs would be sited 

at bases from which F·-4 ana F-5 aircraft would be 

opera.ting. Communications tie-ins involving all 
I 

elements of the air defense· system, co11lc:i allow the 

Soviets to gain extensive knowledge about US equip

ment.22 

,r How far should the Administration move toward· 

meeting the Shah's demands? The Department of Statei 

saw no need to accede completely. Yet, since the Shah 

had publicly committed himself to an independent' 

procurement policy, he could not retract without some 

face-saving gesture. "In light of all this," the 

Deputy Under Secretary of State ~dvised the Deputy 

Secretary of Defense I "we have concluded that present 

political hazards are great enough to call for a little 

'give' in our military proposal." On 8 July, President' 

· Johnson offered to "consider" selling 32 F-4 aircraft; • 

L- -
.,(J. t'¢l Memo, ExecSecy, NSC to B.H. Reaa, 10 Jun 

66, Att to JCS 1714/179-5, 20 Jun 66, Jl'!F 9161 (17 Jan 
66) sec 1· · r 22. ~ JCS 1714/182, 29 Jul 66; (U) Msg, CINCS'l'RIKE/ 

( USCINCMEAFSA to JCS, 251911Z Jul 66, JCS IN 15275, JMF 
~181 (17 Jan 66) sec 2. (0) Ltr, Dep USecState to 
IJep£ecuef, b Jul 66, Att to JCS 1714/179-6, 8 Jul 66, 
same file, sec 1 ._:; 
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reaffirm their judgment that it is 
essential to maintain the primacy of u.s. 
military interest in Iran and that every 
eftort shoula be mace to· prevent the 
soviets trom gaining a foothold through 
the introduction of military equipment 
and technicians into Iran. · 

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

be offered 32 F'-4C aircraft at reduced prices, 

deliveries beginning in 1968. 24 

-
with 

' -
23. (UJ Ltr, Dep USecState to DepSecDef, 6 Jul 66, 

Att to JCS 1714/179-6·, 8 Jul 66, JHF 9181 (17 Jan 66) 
sec 1. wfr JCS 1714/182, 29 Jul 66, same tile, sec 2. 

24. ~ JCS 1714/182, 29 Jul 66; (S) DJSN-966-66 to 
CJCS, 29 Jul 66; J,lf!I'T JCS~l-498-66 to SecDef,· 1 Aug 66, 
P..f-p to JCS 1714/182, 29 Jul 66; JMF !1181 (17 Jan 66) 
sec 2. (U) 11emo, SecAF to DepSecLef, 12 Jul 66, Att to 
JCS 1714/181, 15 Jul 66, JMF 9181 (12 Jul 66). ~ 
t••sg, Tehran 451 to Pres, 29 Jul 66, CJCS File 091 
Iran. (The Department of State received this message 
at 1045 on 21 July.) 



-
rlllf At a Tuesday Luncheon25 on 2 August,· President 

Johnson oecided to: 

(1) haive research and development costs for two 

HAWK battalions and, perhaps, do the same for other 

systems. 

(2) Offer the Shah 32 F-4D aircraft at full cost 

with deliveries commencing in 1968. 

( 3) If necessary 1 take some i terns out of inventory 

to speed .delivery. 

A Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) conveyed 

these decisions to the Shah, cautioning that F-4 

aircraft and other "sensitive" items might be withheld·' 

if Iran acquired • sophisticated" sovi~t equipment. 26 J 

~In February 196 7 ~ the 'shah conclud~d an arrange- II 
ment with the Soviet Union whereby Iran exchanged, " 

.; 
quantities of natural gas for $110 million worth of: 

i 
1 Soviet-made antiaircraft guns, trucks, _ana armored I 
ipersonhel carriers, United States pressure, apparent-

lly, persuaded the Shah to refrain from buying Soviet} 

.. SANs, ana he had, in fact, already assured the United~ 
;states that Iran would not acquire sophisticated t

1 )equipment from the Soviet union. 27 , 
1 ~ ' (jlr A Department of State National Policy l:'aper 28 : 

jon Iran completea at this same time took note, at the 
\ 

\specific request of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, of 

Le Shah's disillusionment with the Unitea States 

r 25. 'l'he Tuesaay Luncheon was an informal meet in~ 
of advisers that President Johnson relied upon, in lieu 
of formal NSC meetings, in reaching pol icy aec is ions, 

26. ,.,. DJSIV,-1000-66 to CJCS, 4 Aug 66; l,jllf'* Memo, 
DepSecDef to CJCS, 23 Aug 66, Att to JCS 1714/182-1, 
JMF 9181 (17 Jan 66) sec 1. "'"Draft Admin History of 
the DOD: ~63-1969, Vol I, p. ~5. 

27. I.JII'f DeJ;.t of State, National i"olicy Paper, 
Iran, 2 Feb 67, Att to JCS 1714/183-3, 13 Mar 67, JHF 
9 1 81 ( 2 3 Aug 6 6 ) • 

28. The National Policy Papers replaced the Guirie-
1 ines Papers in the Johnson Administration as otficial ."-. 
us policy statements towarcs var1ous countr1es~ 

' 



f:"ecause of what he considered a lack of· adequate 

/ ~esponsiveness to his requests for assistance. For 

that reason, the Shah seemea determined to become more 

independent of us military 

arms from other countries, 

Union. The final version of 

assistance, or6ering 

including the Soviet 

the Paper also incor-

source and quality of military assistance. The Paper 

provided for maintenance of the united States as the 

primary military influence in Iran together with 

! continued US advisory services and assistjlnce, shifting 
·• 
'n. , to credit sales of mil~tary equipment "on fairly hard 

terms." 'l'he Paper noted, however, that: 

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

~ The Department of State Policy Paper 

contained no changes in US polity toward Iran. It 

acknowledged Iran's importance because of its strategic 

location and the defense facilities and privileges 

extended to the United States both bilaterally and 

through cooperation in the CENl'O framework. It called 

for continued us support of CENTO and the bilateral 

security agreement with Iran of 1959 to provide "a 

security umbrella" for Iran against Soviet .a.ggress ion. 

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

concern with radical Arab expansion, r'raq's support 



. ·v··i··. Jl ~ .. 1 ~ !J '· ., 
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r:t- the Kurds, and Soviet penetration into the Hiddl:-r .· ~ 

J

' East...._2,? · · ·· .. ~· !rhL 

.. · .-l~}rhe Shah came to washington in August 1·~67 ,· ·. j''' 
and !?resident Johnson promised him that "we would ao '·., · 

. l . 

everything possible to meet [his] needs" within the 

1-~~~t_s_se~---~y_Congressional ac~ion. The Shah, however, !' 

did not remain convinced tor long and would soon be 

asking the Unita States for further assistance. 30 

1

. 
. I jJllf'In the spring of 1968, the Shah planned another'··.. .i,-Jt~ 

visit to the United states and had indicated a desire ·. ·r· 
for an additional $500 million in credits for FYs 1 
1969-1973. 

the Persian 

He was concerned about the protection of 
~ 

Gulf in light of the Britisp decision to •) 

remove their· forces from that area by 1971. · · ! 
Jtll( The Secretaries. of State and Defense opposed a ·• 

$500 million five-year commitment to the Shah. They l 

recommended instead an offer tor· a FY 1968 sales 

program of $75-$100 million and a promise to seek from 

the congress ·the annual credit authorization and 

appropriations to permit orderly achievement of a 

modernization program during the next five years ( FY 

1969-1973). President Johnson acceptea this advice. 

· •. \' when the President met with the Shah on 12 June 19.61J> · ~. i• . 
he agreed to provide $100 million for credit purchases :;,t• 

\in FY 1968 and "made it plain in general terms that, ( 

.within the limits of our world-wide arms sales pro

'grams, Iran should enjoy high priority and be 
1able to buy high quality modern equipment from us." 
\ 
'-. ... 

~ 29. ()ii'f Dept of. State, National Policy Paper, 
Iran, 2 Feb 67, Att to JCS 1714/183-3, 13 Mar 67, JMF 
9181 (23 Aug 66). ~CS~t-58&-66 to SecDef, 15 bep 66 
(derived from JCS 1714/183-1)1 ~Ltr, DASD(ISA) to 
Mr. J.A. Yager, 23 NOV 66, Att to JCS 1714/183-2, 30· 
Nov 661 s_~e file.. . 

30. jJJ'r 11emo, w. 1~. Rostow to SecDef and SecState, 
29 Aug 67, Att to JCS 1714/186, 31 Aug 67, JMF 887 
( CY 1 9 6 7 ) • 
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As for the Shah's long-term procurement. program, 

President Johnson pledge a that each year, subject to 

satisfactory annual economic and military reviews, he 

would ask the Congress for appropriate credit author-
r 

izations and appropriations. The 5hah, as indicated in 

subsequent statements, considered the President's 

pledge as a commitment for S 100 million per year for 

the period FY 1969-1973. 31 
1 

VJI'{" During his discussion with President Johnson, j 
the Shah raised the questions of how the Persian Gulfl 

could be protected after the British departed and: 

suggested that US surface-to-surface missiles, under 

Iranian control, be stationed on islands ,in the Strait 

of Hormuz. The Joint. Staff thought that either F-4 

aircraft or missile boats would be more suitable, but· 

advised the Assistant Secretary of Defense (!SA) that 

Iranian control of the Strait would neither keep peace 

in the Persian Gulf nor assure its pro-~estern orien

tation. After.all, if the Soviets decided to move into 

the Gulf, the presence of Iranian missiles would not 

deter them from doing so. 32 

~On 26 July 1968, President Johnson informed the 

Shah that preliminary assessment indicated that a land

based missile defense of the Strait of Hormuz was not 

feasible. '!·he President offered, however, a compre

hensive study of this matter, and the Shah accepted. 

\ Now, once again, the Joint Chiefs of Staff organized 

i• 

L-- -
31. IJI!'f Memo, SecState to.Pres, 19 Apr 68, Att 

to JCS 1714/168, 3 May 68; ~ Heme, J.P. l'ialsh to COL 
A.C. Greenleaf, 2 Hay 68, Att to JCS 1714/188, 3 May 
68; JMF 887/499 (CY 1968). Jtl!#) Heme for Record by W.\i. 
l\ostow, 14 Jun 68, Att to JCS 1714/190, 19 Jun b8; (U) 
'l'ab C to J-5 BP 64-68 for CJCS, 18 Dec 68; J~IF' 887/081 · · 
(<;Y 1968). 

32. ~ 
(9 Aug 6!J) 
Jun 68, J~IF 

JCS 1867/754-1, 19 Aug 
sec 1 • ( U) DJ S M- 7 9 0-6 8 
8 8 7/0 8 1 ( CY 19 6 8 ) • 

_b3. "'1 
. ' 

68, Jt-H 887/520 
to ASL( ISA), 25 
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a ~lil i tary Survey 'l'eam. This one was headed by hajor 

General L. h. Richmond, USAF, CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA's 

Director of Plans. 'I' he Team was to examine the sea-

. borne threat to Iran through the Persian Gulf and the I 
J Strait of Hormuz, the most feasible arrangement for , 

• defense of this area, and any necessary military 

I 
l 

equipment augmentation. in the guidance 
for this Team, as had 

Also incluaed 

been the case in the previous i 
teams, was the US objective to restrict the Shah's 

appetite for military weapons to that consistent with i 
legitimate requirements in order to minimize the impact 

of military procurement on Iranian economic aeveloi?
ment.33 

I I 

·, 

The !<li li tary Survey Team submitted 1 ts report i 
t 

on 30 Sepember 1968. It proi?osed a strategy for the 

Persian Gulf that insured coordinated and rapid re

sponse by Iranian forces by providing overall command! 
' 

direction in a single commander. The Team believed i 

that the Iranian armed forces already had significant; 

military capabilities to be used for this purpose' 

although some additional equipment would be requirea.' 

Specifically, the Team recommended the following: two: 

fast, missile-equipped patrol ships; four shipboard ASW 

sonars; three shorebased radars; aircraft identifica

tion systems aboard four ships; berthing facilitions 

at Lavan Island; and a modest amount of communications 

materiel. Aerial surveillance, the Team believed, 

could be accomplished effectively and economically with 

C-130s, which Iran already possessed, The Team lacked 

sufficient data to estimate precisely the cost of its 

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

equipment, not 

----
incluaing the land-based raaars and ...__.., 

L 33. (U) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, !:1 Aug 68, Att to 
JCS 1887/754, 12 Aug 68; /,tf#'f' JCS 1887/754-1, 19 Aug 68; 
(C) JCSM-513-68 to SecDef, 21 Aug 68, ana f,tl(!'{" .SM-581-68 
to CINCSTRIKE/USCINOIEAFSA, 21 Aug 68 (both aer iv~~~ 
from JCS 1887/754-1); J~.F 887/520 (9 Aug 68) sec~ 
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assuming use of the already possessed C-130 aircraft. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff endorsed the Team finaings, 

noting that the proposals involved little or no addi

tional cost to the "Five Year Program" for Iran. 

Subsequently, in January 1969, the Team proposals were 
forw~rded to the Shah. 34 

(U) Late in 1968, the Iranian Prime Minister askeci 
that the PY 1969 ceiling on credit sales be raised from 

the $100 million limit, agreed upon earlier by the Shah 
and President Johnson, to $191.2 million. The increase 

would cover, among other things, 32 adaitional F-4 

aircraft (raising the total supplied by the United 

States to 64) and 100 more Sheridans. 'ltl' Department 
of Defense opposed such· an increase, feeling that· the 

Iranians had overstated foreign threats and lacked the 

technical personnel needed to service additional F-4 

aircraft and Sheridans.35 

34. ~Report of the U.S. !1ilitary Survey Team to 
Iran, 30 Sep 68, J~IF 887/520 (9 Aug 68) sec 1A. J.li!1' 
Ltr, CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA to JCS, 30 Sep 68, Att to 
JCS 1867/754-2, 1 Oct 68; ~JCSM-615-68 to secDet, 16 
Oct 66 (derived from JCS 1887/754-3); J,M1"'Memo, CAP'l· 
R. D. Pace to L>JS et al., 16 Jan 69; same file, sec 1. 

35. (U) Tab C to J-5 SP 64-66 for CJCS, 18 Dec 68, 
JrtF 887/081 (CY 1968). 
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4 

POLICEHAN OF THE GULF 

1969-1974 

The Nixon Administration and Policy Changes toward Iran 

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

1968, the British announced the decision to withdraw 
their forces from the Persian Gulf by the end of 1971. 
The Shah, always concerned with security and external 

threats, now became even more so. Consequently, he 

decided that Iran would, possibly with Sau~i Arabia as 
a junior partner, create ~ military presence to protect 

the oil lifeline of Japan and the western nations that 

lay through the Persian Gulf and the Strait of Hormuz. 

Iran would become the military protector ot the Trucial 
States along the southern rim of the Gulf and the 

Arabian Sea, with or without their request or consent. 
To do this Iran must obtain much larger quantities of 

modern weapons to counter Iraq, Syria and the more 

radical Arab states, all seen by the Shah as potential 

enemy aggressors. These nations were· being armed with 

modern weapons, including aircraft, by the· Soviet 
Union, itself the ultimate,· if not the most likely 

threat to Iran and the Persian Gulf area. 
(U) In January 1969, Richard Nixon became. President 

of the United States and, in July 1969, he announced a 
policy that subsequently received the name "Nixon 
ooctri'ne." In essence, the new doctrine held that 

while the United States would continue to provide 
economic and materiel assistance to allies anq frienas, 

it would expect these nations to handle problems of 
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internal security and military aefense, except for 

the threat from a major power involving nuclear 

weapons. 1 Thus the Nixon Doctrine coincided with the 

Shah's determination to build up his forces, and he 

was, in corning years, to cite it as justification for 

his burgeoning military equipment requests to the 

United States. . 

-(/If Even before the announcement of the Nixon t 
Doctrine, the Shah had foreshadowea its ration~le ~- . .,L 

talks. witp ___ us officials._jwhile in washington in April ' . j( · 

1969 to attend- ttie f;;;;;ral. of former President Eisen- ·}, ' 

\_ ~-".:W:r, he had told secretary of Defense Melvin Laird j 
that Japan was shar i~_g too_ small a pat;l

1
. or t!'te __ Free ·: 

I. Wor~d d~f~n_s~ _ ~oad_:_J -La_ter, in October 19.69, the . Sh;h"k,, d .k ··; 
_
1 

agaln VlSlted \-lashington where he talked wlth Pres1dent ·- ·-/' 

K Nixon, Secretary of State Rogers and Secretary of 
·-~- - - --- ----- --- - ----"- ------ .... - -.. .. 

-~efense Laird. _ He expressed great concern over the 

growing. strength and truculence of his Iraqi neighbors. 

:' He was convinced that Iran must develop and maintain 

security forces sufficiently strong and impressive to 

,t aiscourage any potential aggressors. He specifically 

i 
l 
' 

I 

asked that the 54 USAF technicians who were presently 

in Iran to assist with training and maintenance in the 

F-4 program be kept in Iran for at least 

Secretary Laird agreed to this request. 2 
another year. 

offing. In a 

MacArthur II 

determination 

j_ 

1 

I 
lJll'f Nuch greater requests were in the 

conversation with US Ambassador Douglas 

on 18 March 1970 the Shah expressed his 
... _____ _ 'h"" 

I. ( 0) Pa_Eers of the Presidents of the United 
States, Richara t-.ixon, 1969 ( 1971), pp. 544-549. 
Papers of the Presidents of the United States, kichard 
Nixon, 1910, (1971), pp. 118-119. 

2. (2[ Ltr, SecState to secDef, 19 NCiv 70, Att 
to,CS 1714/195, 23 Nov 70, JMF 887/460 (19 Nov 70) •.. 
~ Ltr, ActgSecState to ActgSecDef, 14 Feb 70, Att to 
JCS 1714/193, JMF 887/460 (CY 1970), 
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to build up his military forces over the next five 

years to a level that would cost far more than the 

United States had agreed to support. The cost of this 

build-up would reach almost $900 million, whereas the 

United States was willing at this point to offer Iran 

credit under the Foreign Military Sales Act of only 

$10d miLlion per year for the next five years. Because 

of Iran's growing affluence, grant.aid to Iran had been 

stopped in the previous year. Now the Shah wanted to 

buy four F-4 squadrons in FY 1973 and an additional 

squadron each year until FY 1976 for a total of 14 

squadrons. He also wanted C-130 transports, M-60 i 

tanks, CH-4 7 helicopters, 175mm artill~'tly and radar. 

The Shah asked for $800 million credit over the next 

five years, or an arrangement whereby the United States 
·, 

would buy more of his oil. H: __ ~~u_l_d_ use _ev~y- cen_t __ o~ __ : _ 

proceeds from these oil sales to pay cash for us arms. 

The Shah was particularly disturbed because the United 

States was charging him almost nine percent interest 

for credit whereas France and Great Britain would grant 

him more favorable terms. 'Ihe soviet Union woula grant 

him credit over a long term for as low as twc and a 

half percent interest. He said that he could not 

understand why the United States refused to help him 

build up his torces when he was offering to help 

implement the Nixon Doctrine in an area where US 

interests and the interests of us allies were threat

ened. The US Ambassador sought to persuade the Shah to 

reexamine his requirements and priorities ana promised 

~ to see what could be. done about special oil purchases 

ana the "onerous" credit arrangements. 3 ·--~ 
'-

.j 1i#J ~lsg, Tehran 1019 to State, 19 l"ar 70, Encl C 
.., 

B to• Ct-J-5030-70 to Spec Asst to Pres for NSA, 10 Apr 
70, CJCS File 091 Ira~ 
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~ IJI'( Ambassador MacArthur cabled washin.gton that 

I 
unless the deadlock .on military aid to Iran was broken 

"we are on our way to a crisis with the Shah." The 

, Iranian monarch had an absolute conviction that unless 

J he strengthened his military posture substantially, the 

Arab side of the Gulf would tall before a massive 

j radfcal Arab campaign, sponsored and supported by the 

Soviet Union. "Iran," he said, "is the key to whether 

the Gulf ~~mains in friendly hands, and I need not 

spell out again its importance to the most basic 

financial, economic and security requirements of 

ourselves, \·;est Europe and Japan." 

VI'( The Shah was very "prickly,• Amb•assador ~lac-
' Arthur reported, on t:he subject of Iran's minimum 

military requirements and did not 1 ike to be second

guessect p_n. the_mA~ter_by_ US officials.. The Ambassador 

said that unless the United States agreed to amplify 

and ex tend the 1968 agreement, there would be a major 

crisis and "an end to the special relationship that the 

Shah feels tor us" which had resulted in special 

privileges ana facilities. 

Shah if we try to tell him 

·~e will only inturiate the ' 
:! 

bluntly what he does or does 1 
not need but if we obtain a stretchout we may be able .. 

to do something about magnitude." 4 ··-. , .'.•C 

__ J,i!'['jThe Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of S-taff, 'i 1\' . 
/·General Wheeler, visited th! Sha~ in Tehran on 8 April · 
I ~·. -. . ... · . . 
~-?.9 ... : ar.d heard essentially the same requests and 

arguments as had the Ambassador several weeks earlier. 

In reporting this meeting to the President, the Chair-

1 man said, "My overall impression is this: His Imperial 

Majesty is aeterm ined to create the military forces 

which t:e is convinced the security of Iran· requires. 

·v--- ····-~ 

P 4. r.;t( ~tsg, Tehran 1247 to State, 1 Apr 70, Tab 
~ to CM-5038-70 to ~pee Asst to Pres for NSA, 10 Apr 70, 

CJCS File 091 IranJ 
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He wants to buy the necessary equipment from the us, 
but he will get it elsewhere reluctantly, if ·he has to 

do so.•• 5 

(S) ~teantime, the revamped tlSC organization estab

lished by President Nixon had been reviewing US policy 

toward the Persian Gulf in light of the pending British 

withdr·awal. Dr. Henry Kissinger, the President's 

Assistant for National Security Affairs, initiated the 

review in July 1969, and a final draft was submitted to 

the NSC Review Group in March 19 70. Includea were the 

following six options for US action: (1) US assumption 

of the former British role, maintaining a "meaningful 

naval presence" in the Gulf area and establishing a 

position of special infl uenpe; ( 2) po~~tical support 

for Iran to make it responsible tor preserving security 

and stability in the area; (3) promotion of saudi

Iranian cooperation in the hope of insulating the Gulf 

i 

states from outside pressures; (4) development of 

s ig ni f icant bilateral US contacts and presence in the 

new Arab states of the lower Gulf without taking on the 

specific responsibilities of which the British were 

I aivesting themselves; (5) continuation of the status 

\ 

quo with respect to the small Arab states; ( 6) sponsor

, ship of a regional security pact in which Iran, Saudi 

·~- Arabia, Kuwait. and the Trucial States collectively or 

singly would become responsible tor regional security. 6 

I Jll'f After studying these options, Presicient Nixon, 

~ 7 November 1970 1 decided that the Dn i'tea Stat.:.:_ 

5. ¢ Cl'•-5037-70 to Pres, 10 Apr 70 1 CJCS File 
091 Iran. 

6. i;/i( NSSN 66, 16 Jul 69, Att to JCS 1887/768, 1!> 
I Jul 69; (Jilf~•emo, NSCStaff Secy to Dir, J-5 et al., 12 

11ar 70, Att tc>-,JCS 1887/768-1, 17 Mar 70; JMF !189/532 
( 12 Jul._.E;i.9l. _J Although the Joint Chiefs of. Staff _did 

Jnot comment on the study, a JCS representat1ve partlcl
' pated in the interaepartmental gtoup that conductea the. 
;· review, and the CJCS, as a member of the NSC Review 
: Group, had an opportunity to comment on the study when 
1 it was considered by that Grou~. 

9 1 
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jresJ;;onse to the withdrawal of British forces from th;--~ 
) Gulf would be to follow "a general strategy of promot-~ 
I ing cooperation between Iran and Saudi Arabia" and · 
I 

"recognizing the preponderance of Iranian power and 

developing a direct U.s. relationship with the special I 
political entities of the area.• There would be no 

reduotion of US Naval presence in the Gulf, the 

~IIDEASTFOR, consisting of a converted seaplane tender 

and two destroyers, homeported in the Bahrein Islands. 

He instructed the NSC Unaer Secretaries Committee to 

review plans "consistent with the strategy of promoting 

orderly development of local resJ;;onsibility for 

maintaining stability.• This decision, of course, was 
. ' • t 

the logical application of the Nixon Doctrine- and 

fitted well with the Shah's plans and philo~o~~y. 7 

!JIIf' At about the time this new policy toward Iran 

was being promulgated, the Secretary of State cautioned 

Secretary of Defense Laird that the United States, 

while concerned about the magnitude of the Shah's 

requests and how "costly" his present plans were, must 

not give the impression that it was a better judge of 

Iran's military needs than were the Iranians them

selves. 'l'o do so might lead the Shah to make "a ciirect 

linkage between the amount of assistance he ext:ects 

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

some instances, unique intelligence and security 

tacilities Iran now provides us, a notion the Shah has 

.s.Erupulously avoided heretofore." 8 __ 

(U) Another key factor in the US relationship with 

Iran, and one that enabled the Shah to realize his 

ambitions to build up his forces, was the dramatic 

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

I. fJif. NSDH 92, 7 Nov 70, J~\F 001 NSDMs (CY 1970). 
8. "(jiif Ltr, secState to SecDef, 19 Nov 70, Att 

to JCS 1714/195, 23 Nov 70, JNF 887/460 (19 Nov 70). 
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whereas in 1970 Iran had been judged too poor to afford 

the $6 million annual costs of the us military mis

sions, by 1972 Iran was well on its way to becoming an 

extremely wealthy country. All of this was owing, of 

course, to the spiralling price of oil and to the 

acquiescence of major oil countries in the area to the 

growing demands of OPEC nations, including Iran. In 

1969 Iran had received $1 billion from nine major 

western oil companies known as Iranian Oil Partici

pants. This figure had increased to approximately $2 

billion by 1971 and increased still further in 1972, 

allowing the Shah to pay for almost anything he felt 

his military for.ces required. 9 
' I 

(U) A watershed in US policy toward Iran occ11rred 

in 1972. Going beyond his 1970 decision to foster 

regional cooperation in the Persian Gulf area to 

replace _the strength of the departing British, Presi

dent Nixon decided to rely on_ a strong Ir~~ as the main 

stabilizing influence in the Gulf area. To carry out 

this policy, the United States would sell Iran large 

quantities of its most modern and sophisticated weap

ons. or. Kissinger explained President Nixon's ration

ale in his memoirs: 

The real issue in 1972 was that the 
required balance within an area essen
tial for the security, and even more 
the prosperity, of all industrial 
democracies appeared in grave jeopardy. 
More than 15,000 soviet troops were 
still in Egypt, with which we had as 
yet no diplomatic relations and which 
was tied to the soviet Union by a 
Friendship 'l'reaty signed a year 
earlier. Just seven weeks before, on 
April 9, the Soviet Union had con
cluded a s irnilar Friendship Treat.y 
with Iraq, followed by massive de
liveries of the most advanced weapons. 
Syria haci long since been a major 
recipient of soviet arms--and had 

9 . K e e s i ng s I _::C:!;o~n~t,::e;.!!m:!lp::::O::..:r~a~r:..YL-_..!A::.:r:.;C::.;h:.:..:.i V.:..e=s.t., _ _.:.1.::.9 n I p • 
25453. 
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invaded moderate Jordan twelve months 
earlier. Britain at the end of 1971 had 
just completed the historic withdrawal of 
its forces and military protection from 
the Persian Gulf at the precise moment 
when radical Iraq was being put into a 
position by Soviet arms to assert tradi
tional hegemonic aims. Our friends--saudi 
Arabia, Jordan, and the Emirates--were 

,being encircled. 

It was imperative. for our interests 
and those of the Western world that the 
regional . balanc;e of power be maintained 
so that·moderate forces would not be 
engulfed nor Europe's and Japan's (and 
as it later turned out, our) economic 
lifeline fall into hosti.le hands. We 
could either provide the balancing 
force ourselves or enable a resional 
power . to do·· so. There was no posiHbil
ity of assign{ng _any American military 
forces to the Indian Ocean in the midst 
of the Vietnam war and its attendant 
trauma. Congress would have tolerated 
no such commitment;-the public would 
not have supported it. Fortunately, 
-·Iran- was willing to play the role. The 
vacuum l~ft by British withdrawal, now 
menaced by Soviet intrusion and raaical 
momentum, would be filled by a local 
power friendly to us. Iraq would be 
discouraged from adventures against the 
Emirates in the lower Gulf, and against 
Jordan and Saudi Arabia. A. strong Iran 
could help damp India's temptations to 
conclude its conquest of Pakistan. And 
all of this was achievable without any 
American resources, since the Shah was 
willing to pay ffcf the equipment out of 
his oil revenues. 

(U) President Nixon implemented this new policy' 
during a visit to Iran in mid-1972. Returning from 

the Moscow summit conference, he arrived in Tehran on 

30 May. In conversations with the Shah, President 

Nixon responded to requests for continued us support 

10. Henry Kissinger, ThewhiteHouseYears (1979), 
pp. 1263-1264. 
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of Iran's military equipment needs by: (1) promising 

the Shah that as soon as the United States was satis

fied with the operational effectiveness of the F-14 and 

F-15 aircraft it would be willing "in principle" to 

sell them to Iran1 (2) agreeing that, if desired, Iran 

could buy laser-guided bombs from the. United states 1 
(3 J .deciding that the United States would assign 

uniformed military technicians from the various ser

vices to Iran to provide assistance to the Iranian 

services. The commitment for F-14 and F-15 aircraft 

and laser-guided bombs was made despite the reluctance 

of the Department of Cefense to part with advance 

technology and Department of State fears that these 

sales might be provocative to neighbori'n~ countries. 

According to Dr. Kissinger, the President not only 

overrode these objections but added a proviso that in 

the future the Iranians were not to be second guessed 

onthefrarmsrequests. 11 . _ ..... . .,-r-· 'J1I'f On the heels of his significant decisions with 

respect to the sale of military weapons and services 

to Iran and, perhaps, in implementation of it, the 

President promulgated a further significant us policy ., 

towards the states of the Lower Persian Gulf and Oman. 

On 18 August 1972, he decided that the primary respon

sibility for the stability of that region should fall 

upon the states of the region and that the United 

J ·--

II. Kissinger, White House Years, pp. 1262-1265. 
According to a congress1onal report on this decision, 
President Nixon's actions "eftectively exempted Iran 
from arms sales review processes in the State ana 
Defense Departments. . '!'his lack of policy review on 
individual sales requests inhibited any inclinations in 
the Embassy, the u.s. military mission in Iran ••• or 
aesk officers in State and DOD to assert control over 
day-to-day events1 it created a bonanza· for u.s. 
weapons manufacturers, the procurement branches of the 
three Services and the Defense Security Assistance 
Agency." "u.s. Military Sales in Iran," Staff Report 
to Subcom on Foreign Assistance of S. Com on Foreign 
Relations, 1976, 94th Cong, 2d sess. 
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States should encourage cooperation among 

end. A continuing British role woula be 

the United States, within that context, 

them to that 

encouraged and 

would play an 

"imaginative and active direct role." To maintain such 

of Iran in this decision. 

IJI'( At the same time, 

private American companies 

the President directed that 

would be supported in selling 

reasonable amounts of weapons and services to these 

states. If commercial sales were inadequate, these states 
' • i should be made eligible to receive US mi itary equipment 

\and services under the FMS. Act, if this action were ., 

'.consistent with the objective of furthering cOOJ.'eration j 
'ameng the regional states. While US companies should not , 

:be dis~ouraged from operating in the region, "every effort 
.. 
:should be mad~!! not to undermine the ongoing British 

advisory role there." 12 

bcs Influence on the Nixon Policy 

J;ll"f The Joint Chiefs of Staff. had 1 ittle apparent 
'influence during the Nixon Administration with regard 

to policy toward Iran. Although they participated in 

the ~SC review resulting in the President's decision in 
' l970 to rely on Iran as the guardian of the Persian 

Gulf, there is no evidence that the President consulted 

them on the decision to sell Iran large quantities of 

sophisticated weapons. Nor did the President ask them, 

prior t.o his visit to Iran in f.iay 1972, for recommenaa-, 

the specific types or numbers of weapons to be{ 

the Shah. Nevertheless, in "pro· forma" a~j 

t ions on 

offered -
12.. ltJI'f NSDN 186, 18 Aug 72, JMF 001 NSDMs (CY 1972). 
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routine annual appraisals of Iran's military status 

and requirements contained in the Joint Strategic 

Objectives Plan (JSOP), the Joint Chiefs of Staff did 

forward recommendations to the secretary of Defense. 

Examination of these recommendations against the 

backgrout~d· of policy decisions made by the President I 
would indicate that the Joint Chiefs of Staff were 

influenced by the decisions rather than the decisions 

being influenced by their recommendations. on one 

occasion in 1970 the Assistant Secretary of Defense 

( ISA) called for comments by the Joint Staff on the 

requirements and capabilities of the Iranian armed I 
1 

forces for use in evaluating t.he Foreign ~~litary Sales 

program for Iran. These were prepared and furnished by I 
/ the Joint Staff based on the current JSOP but were not I 

formally considered by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.13 

~In late 1969 the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in JSOP • 
i 

FY 1972-1979, had assessed the strategic importance of i 

Iran.as lying in the capabilities of its armed forces, I 
its location, ~e defense facilities and privileges i 
allowed the United Stat:;'7/ and the "increasing import

ance" of its oil production to the 1-lestern world. / 

Iranian armed forces consisted of Ground Forces number- j 
ing 151,900, a Navy of 9,300 whose largest vessel was a ( 

patrol boat, and an Air Force of 21,700 equipped with: 

one squadron of F-86s, four squadrons of F-5s and one i 
. I 

squadron of F-4s. The JCS guidelines for Iranian i 
forces for the mid-range period, FY 1972-FY 1979, · 

called for Ground Forces numbering 18&,000; a Navy of 

15,000 possessing one destroyer, 8 hovercraft and 

corvettes; and an Air Force of 29,000 having 

squadrons of F-5s and four squadrons of F-4s.
14 

' ---
four 

six 

13. J;rl DJSM-1314-70 to ASD(ISA), 12 Sep 70, Att 
to N/H of JCS 1714/194, 23 Sep 70, JMF Bb7/460 (13 Aug 
70). _ _; 

14. ¥'1 Vol III, Book II, JSOP BY 19.'72-FY 1979, 
JMF 511 (10 oec 69), sec lC. 97 
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~The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended ·that Iran 

be allowed to purchase in FY 1972 the following: 2 

GCA; 12 transport aircraft; 12 special operations 

aircraft; 4 PGM/missile systems; 4 PG 84 missiles; 200 

106mm-recoilless rifles with vehicles; 12 troop trans

port helicopters; 6 8-inch SP howitzers; 84 tracked f 
recovery vehicles; 98 h-578 vehicles; 68 CP carrier, 1 

M5 77A 1; plus some port equi~ment and an oil tanker. 15 ( 

(S) By late 1972, against the background of the:: 
j\ 
~ I new policies that had evolved on Iran, the Joint Chiefs 

; of Staff had reworded their evaluation of the strategic 
' ~ importance of Iran to include "its key location boraer

\ ing on the Soviet Union, its, emerging r?~e of leader-) 

f ship in the Persian Gulf area, the strength ot its • . . 

; armed forces, and its· position as one of the major 

world oil producers.• They also noted that Iran 

was "stable and hestern-oriented,"Uhat it extended 

military rights and facility arrangements to the United 

State;:!Jand that Iranian oil would be of increasing ' 

importance to the Free horld in the mid-range period. 

~ At that time, the Iranian Ground Forces totaled 

162,000, the Navy 11,500 and the Iranian Air ~'orce 

36,000. ~he Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended increas

ing the strength of these forces in the perioa FY 

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

21,000 and an Air Farce of 58,000. 16 

(S) obviously influenced by the President's deci

sions in mid-year, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recom

mended that Iran be authorized to purchase the follow

ing: three 707/320C aircraft; three improved HAWK 
' battalions; 41 F-4E aircraft; 27 F-15 aircraft; 68 

attack helicopters; 84 utility helicopters; 39 

1~ ~val III, Book I, JSOP FY 
( 10 Dec~· l, sec 1A 

16. Vol II, Book VII, JSOP 
511 (2 liiov 72) sec 1A • 

-··· . 98 

-
1972-FY 1979, JMF 511 

1975-1982, Sec 2; JhF 
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observation helicopters 1 200 155mm SP howitzers 1 200 

M-548 cargo carriers1 176 ~1-HB recovery vehicles, 400 

laser-guided bombs1 and six P-3C aircraft. The Joint 

Chiefs of Staff readily admitted that they had no 

control, or even forewarning, of Iran's purchase of 

military equipment. Be cause of its special status and 

great wealth, Iran could choose to buy through F~•S or 

commercial sources and to pay cash or use credit, 

either through the US Export-Import Bank or through 

private sources. 17 

~In the matter of the US advisory support for 

Iran, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommenaations dia 

have some effect. Consisting of 272 US•personnel andl 

153 foreign nationals, the ARMlSH/MAAG, Iran cost 

$6,000,000 annually to maintain. The Assistant Secre- \ 

j tary of Defense (!SA) asked the Joint Staff on 29 July\ 

1970 for plans to reduce the advisory groups, eliminat-: 

ing non-NAP and non-FMS functions, and reducing by July I 
1973 to 115 us· and 65 foreign personnel. The Joint I 

Chiefs of Staff informed the Secretary of Defense on 10 1 
November 1970 that such a reduction would damage us: 

I 
relations with the Shah and have a "debilitating"; 

effect on moaernization of Iran's ·forces. They sug- ' 

gested a reorganization to separate the advisory role 

from the DOD support role, with a separate element 

performing the latter function. On 16 December, the 

Deputy Secretary of Defense approved a JTD tor 

ARMISH/MAAG, Iran providing for 187 US and 24 foreign 

personnel as of FY 1973. An interim, separate "support 

element" was authorized effective 1 July 1971. He also 

approved a JCS suggestion for a stuay of administra

tive and support requirements of DOD activit~~s in Iran 

I 7. Ibid., Part I, same file, sec lA. 
frame was prescribed fat· these purchases. 
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.. 
and a plan to reduce manpower substantially by July 

1972 18 

~Early in 1972, Iran had asked the United States 

to determine the feasibility of a naval base and air 

facilities at Chah Bahar on the Gulf of Oman. In 

response, the Joint Chiefs of Staff directed USCINCEUR 

to senci experts to Iran and to forward the resulting 

report to them. USCINCEUR furnished the report to the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff on 19 Jurie 1972. The study 

showed that a naval base with full support facilities 

and repair capabilities would cost $77 million, An air 

base complex, HAWK installations,. and a radar ins tal-

i lation would require an additional $95 million. 
I , ' ' 
1 Facilities for an armored brigade, 2,800 men and 

I officers I would add another $48 mill ion. The complex 

\ could be built in three years. 19 

I ~The Joint Chiefs of Staff sent the study to 

the Secretary of Defense on 2 August 1972, recommenaing 

\

that it go to the Chief, ARMISB/MAAG for further 

transmittal to the Government of Iran. Subsequently, 

the Assistant Secretary of Defense { ISA) approved the 

I study, notifying the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 15 August 

J that it ~ould be forwarded as requested by them. 20 

l ~he shah had, on several occasions, asked for 

:US military personnel to furnish much-needed technical ; 

; support to his growing air forces, Following i 
i -

lb. \liiPrMemo, ASD{ISA) to DJS, 29 Jul 70, Att to 
JCS 2315/498, 4 Aug 70; (S) JCSN-525-70 to 5ecDef, 10 
Nov 70, Encl A to JCS 2315/498-2, 30 Oct 70; f,l#'f Hemo, 
SecDef to CJCS, 18 uec 70, Att to JCS 2315/498-3, 22 
Dec 70; JMF 037 (29 Jul 70) sec 1. 

19. (......-~1emo, ASD(ISA) to CJCS, 17 Mar 72, Att 
to JCS 1714/200; JCS 1714/200-2, 25 Jul 72; ~Study, 
"Iran Naval Air Facilities," App A to JCSM-359-72 to 
SecDef, 2 Aug 72 (derived from JCS 1714/200-2); J~IF·· 
&87/052 {1_1 Har 72). 

20. (ir JCS~l-359-72 t.s~ SecDef, 2 Aug 72 (derived 
trom JCS 1714/200-2); J,.Wf Nemo, DASD(ISA) to UJS, 15 
Aug 72, Att to JCS 1714/200-3, 16 Aug 72; JMF 887/052 
(17 Har 72). 
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President Nixon's assurances of almost unlimited 

support in mid-1972, he called for even greater numbers 

of these US personnel. On 13 August 1972, the Chief 

ARMISH/MAAG passed on a request for 873 technicians to 

support the F-4, the F-5, the C-130, a logistics 

command, and a communications/electronics program. 

This did not include 59 US military technicians already 
in Iran. 21 . 

~The Assistant Secretary of Defense ( ISA) asked 

for preliminari views on this request. In reply, the 

Joint Staff made several observations that militated 

against such action. Not only aid the Foreign Assist

ance Act of 1971 place a strict ceiling on the number 
• I J. 

of us military personel assigned to MAAus, Miss.ions, 

and Military Groups around the world, the Joint Staff 

said, but meeting the Iranian request would result in : 

adverse impacts on current Service programs and cause.: 

personnel management problems. As an alternative, the 

Staff suggested that civilian technicians be sent to. 

Iran, noting that many former military technicians were · 

currently working in Iran for civilian contractors.~ 
(U) In the end, US military technicians were sent 

to Iran, but not in the numbers requested by the Shah. 

By the beginning of 1975, there were some 550 of these 

technicians in Iran organized in "Technical Assistance 

Field Teams" paid for by the Iranian Government. 23 

The Problems of Partnership, 1973-1974 

(U) The us decision in May 1972 to sell Iran advanced 

weapons, combined with the rapidly expanaing Iranian oil 

revenues, enabled th~ Shah to proceed full-speed with 

21. Jlljiiif'Msg, ARMISH/~tAAG Iran 1375 to Jcs··and SecDef, 
13 Aug 72, JMF 687/145 (15 Sep 72), .. 

22. ~MJCS 311-72 to ASD(ISA), 15 Sep 72, Att to 
JCS 1714/202, 20 Sep 72, JMF 887/145 (15 Sep 72). 

2 3. NY '1' ime s , 2 Jan 7 5, 1 8. 
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the modernization and expansion of his forces. Even 

his puT chases of older weapons systems rose sharply. 

During the last months of 1972 and the first of 1973, 

Iran contracted to buy almost $2 billion worth of 

helicopters, F-4 fighter-bombers, F-4 interceptors, and 

C-120 cargo aircraft, in what US officials described as 

"the' biggest single arms. deal ever arranged by the 

Department of Defense.• 24 Significantly, the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff played little role in these sales to 

Iran. Their advice was limited solely to yearly 

recommendations contained in the JSOP and, once Admin

istration decisions were reached, implementation was 

supervised by the Defense Security Assis~apce Agency in 

the Office of the Secre~ary of Defense. 

(U) With the great expansion of Iranian forces, 

carne a change in Iran's relationship with the United 

States! evolving from one of dependence to more nearly 

a partnership. The Shah grew increasingly more 

independent and· self-reliant. In add it ion, the United 

States now had to address such new questions as the 

interoperabil i ty of US and Iranian forces and equip

ment, increased Iranian participation in Persian Gulf 

exercises, and Iranian production of sophisticated 

weapons. 

~In view of the changing situation, President 

Nixon, in May 1973, requested another review of us 
policy toward the Arabian Peninsula and the Persian 

Gulf states. He was also concerned with the growing US 

dependence on Persian Gulf oil; Iran, for example, 
I 

provided 10 percent of America's oil and might be 1 
supplying as much as 25 percent by 19So. 25 In the 1 

'-----

24. DSAA, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran." NY 
Times, 22 Feb 73, 2. 

25. NY Times, 20 May 73, 3. 
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(-;; n sui ng 

observed 
---considerations, the Department of State 

that seeking closer relations with Tehran at 

this time seemed unrealistic, because doing so woulc:i 

require: more binding security commitments; a "special 

relationship" over sales of Iranian oil; a "virtual 

blank check" for Iranian military purchases; ana' 

supP,ort for the Shah's hegemonic ambitions, which 

"could unhinge" US relations with Saudi Arabia. Yet, 

on the other hand, to loosen ties with the Shah presup

posed that the US relationship with Iran was losing 

its importance. The Department of State discerned two \ 

broad policy options that did not involve any drastic \ 

changes: 

(a) Urging Iran to give "highest' l;>riority• to 

coordinating its efforts with those of Saudi Arabia and 

other friendly Arab states. 

(b) supportng the Shah as the regional arbiter of 

power; since Iran alone possessed enough military 

strength to perform this task. 

In the end, the President took no action to change the 

US policy.~ 
VJI"f' In August, the Joint Chiefs of Staff sought 

permission to expand exercises involving the US MIDEAST

FOR and the Imperial Iranian Navy. Guidelines issUed 

in 1970 forbade local commanders from scheduling 

exercises involving more than one ship, and then only 

·under restrictive conditions, because the Department of 

State believed the political situation in the Persian 

Gulf to be extremely sensitive, But, the Joint Chiefs 

of staff now argued that the diplomats' concern 

I about exacerbating the political climate remained 

unjustified. Since US arms were flowing to Iran, 

Kuwait, and Saudi Arabia, those nations presumably 

would be seeking joint training exercises. They 
-...,_::,. 

26. rtl/n NSSM 181, 10 t1ay 73, Att to JCS 1887/798, 
14 May 73; (S) Dept of State Draft, Tab A to "NSSM 181" 
TP, n.o. [Jul 73]; Jt-'IF 898/530 (10 May 73), 

I 
I 
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.. 
therefore proposed new guidelines allowing a wider 

scope (e.g., an upper limit of 5 ships and/or 12 

aircraft in one exercise) for bilateral exercises that 

could be coordinated directly between COMMICEASTFOR and 

the Iranian Navy. The Department of State and thel 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) agreed, provided 

that. one week's advance notice was given. 27 

l~ In October 1973, dudng the Arab-Israeli War, I 
the Shah's actions were unmistakeably pro-Western. 1 

lie secretly supplied Israel with ammunition, rejected/ 

Soviet requests to overfly Iranian territory, andf 

refused to join the Arab oil embargo. Early in Novem-j 

ber, as an American carrier task group temporarily took\ 

up station in the Arabian Sea·, the US Go~e'rnment sought; 

the Shah's permission to use Bandar Abbas airfield, by' 

the Strait of Hormuz, for anti-submarine patrols ana' 

logistic support flights. The Shah approved P-3 ASI'i 

and c-·130/C-141 transport operations, unaer cover of a· 

story that the planes had come ( 1) to familiarize, 

Iranians with the aircraft and (2) to participate in. 

joint naval exercises. Flights occurred at a rate of 3 

to 4 per week. In August 1974, when the Assistant 

Secretary of Defense ( ISA) asked whether the P-3 

operations should continue, the Joint Chiefs. of Staff 

replied that they were of "high military value" in 

collecting acoustic and oceanographic data, and in 

developing accurate ·shipping and environmental fore-

casts.~ __ _ 

27. NY Times, 26 Jul 73, 13. (S) JCSM-376-73 
' to SecDef, 23 Aug 73, Encl to JCS 1714/203-1, 13 Aug 

731 J,li!"f Nemo, ASD( ISA) to DJS, 4 Oct 73, Att to JCS 
1714/203-2, 9 Oct 731 JMF 887/385 (29 May 73). 
/28. J,.rf Memo, Dir CIA to SecDef, "Special Re
~ationship Between Iran and Israel," 5 Mar 741 (5) Msg, 

CINCPACFLT to CINCPAC, 032114Z Nov 73, JCS IN 924451 
(5) Msg, Tehran 7860 to secState, B Nov 73, JCS IN 
106661 CJCS File 091 Iran. ~JCS~I-363-74 to secDet. 
29 Aug 74 (derived from JCS 2294/87-1), JMF !182/332 (8 
Jul 74}. __:]· 
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(U) But the Shah also was instrumental in bringing 

about a sharp rise in oil prices. Late in December 

1973, ministers from the six Persian Gulf states, 

including Iran, that supplied almost half of the 

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

¥1l!'f As the Shah's coffers swelled, so did his 

ambition. In January 1974, for example, Iran con

tracted for 30 F-14s; in June, the number rose to 80. 

Early in August, Assistant Secretary of Defense (!SA) 

Robert Ellsworth asked for military advice on how, 

/organizationally, Iran might best meet its naval air 

I needs. The Chief, ARMISH/MAAG advised t~qt, although a 

I naval air arm could be created by careful deliberate 

steps, the Iranian Navy's manpower and infrastructure " 

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

would not be dissuaded from moving forward rapidly. 

General Andrew Goodpaster, USCINCEUR,30 gave his 

opinion that the Iranian Air Force should continue to 

exercise operational control over all fixed-wing 

aircraft. The Joint Chiefs of Staff, finally, pre-

' sented Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger with four 

organizational options: continuing the Iranian Air 

Force's control of fixed-wing aircraft; ~lacing all 

rotary-wing aircraft under the Navy; expanaing naval 

air organization to include direction of naval air 

operations, command and control, aircraft inventory, 

and planned procurements; and assigning all naval 

air matters to the Air Force. The Joint Chiefs of 

Staff did not try to evaluate these options, 
i....._. 

29. NY Times, 24 Dec 73, 1. 
30. On 1 January 1972, the Joint Chief~ of Staff 

reassigned command responsibility for the ~Iiddle East, 
including Iran, from CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA to USCINC
EUR. At that time, CINCSTRIKE became Commander in 
Chief, US Readiness Command (USCINCRED) and the titles 
CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA lapsed. See ~ JCS Hist [;iv, 
History of the Unified Command Plan, 1977, pp. 29-3U. 
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)
. because they did not know enough about the Shah's 

long-range plans. They did, however, agree with 

USCINCEUR that no organizational changes should be made 

at this time, and with ARMISH/MAAG that a deliberate 

approach to the problem appeared best. They proposed 

forwarding their four alternatives to the Iranian 

Gove~nment, together with the caution that any changes 

should be made in a prudent, '"phased" manner.3 1 

( S) The Shah's interest in acquiring sophisticated 

weaponry did not slacken. In July 1974, Iran contrac

ted for six SPRUANCE-class destroyers. In October, the 

Iranian Government wanted to purchase 36 more F-4Es; 

in December, it proposed to pay for reopening Lock

heed's C-SA production line and to b'uy ten cargo 

planes. The utility of·these advanced weapons systems 

depended upon computers and rapid communication. That, 

in turn, raised the problems of interoperability among 

Iranian units and between US and Iranian forces. The 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) requested JCS 

advice in formulating an appropriate policy. In reply, 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff characterized US-Iranian
1 

compatibility and interoperability as "fundamental" toj 

enhancing the security of both countries againsti 

communist or communist-inspired aggression. Conse-i 

quently, whatever equipment was sold to Iran "should be\ 

inherently compatible and interoperable." {jhe Secre-1 

tary of Defense concurred, but added that attainment of; 

this objective should be limited to "the extent reason-f 

: able," and did not justify broadening the current' 

exchanges of intelligence. 3~ . ,___:. 

31. NY Times, 11 Jan 74, 1, 6. ~emo, ASD(ISA) to 
DJS, 9 Aug 74, Att to JCS 1714/208, 14 Aug .. 74; (C) 
JCS 1714/208-2, 7 Oct. 74; ~JCSM-410-74 to .. 
SecDef, 11 Oct 74, Encl toJCS 1714/208-2,7 Oct 
7 4 ; J MF 8 8 7/4 9 5 ( 9 Aug 74 ) • 

32. NY Times, 3 Oct 74, 68; 2 
Memo, Actg . DASD( ISA) to DJS, 1 
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f lt/lfl'fin June 1974, the Chairman of the Joint Chie;:-j 

i I of Staff, Admiral Moorer, suggested and the Secreta~: ~~ 
l of Defense agreea that the Shah and senior Iranian .. 

officials should be briefed on intelligence derived 

from satellite photography, The Chairman believed that 

this would create closer US-Iranian military ties, . I 

' ) \ 

I 

expand military 

help develop a 

intelligence exchange agreements, and 

common base of knowledge about the 

II· threats to IrSahna.h' sAdditionally, periodic updates SmRi-g
7
ht

1 dampen the enthusiasm for obtaining 

l reconnaissance aircraft, which Admiral Moorer thought 

l l were "too rich for his blood." 33 
1 

!!' \ SJIIf'Iran, by virtue of. its locati
1
on, played a f 

\critical part in US intelligence anci communications i 

t activities. There were two electronic intelligence 

\sites near the Soviet border, an i\tomic Energy Detec-

' tion System station near Tehran, and a special communi- i• 

\catio~s site within the US Embassy compound. 34 In 
' ;1974, US Ambassador Richard lielms--who significantly, 

··had been CIA Director from 1967 until 1973--expressed ·.j 

•concern about the increasing US presence, and sought J 
il some measure of consolidation. Consequently, the 'j 

Joint Chiefs of Staff were asked by the Office of I 
.the Secretary of Defense on 3 May 1974 to prepare 

a plan outlining the requirements for communications 

facilities. The Joint Chiefs of Staff labeled Tehran 

! "the most economically and politically aesirable ---JCS 1 114/204, 6 May 74; Jtlf!'f' JCSM-278-74 to SecDef, 
5 Jul 74, Encl A to JCS 1714/204-1, 1 Jul 74; I.M'1 Nemo, 
SecDef to CJCS, 18 Jan 75, Att to JCS 1714/204-2, 21 

.• .Jap...75; JMF 887/499 (1 May 74). ~-· .. , 
-~ 33. r.li"f Msg, CJC to AMB Helms, 241410Z Jun 74, -
:· · n. 'I' he Director, CIA, noted that the ·. 

•- Shah ato e already ad received some briefin·gs of this . 
· sort. Memo, Cir CIA to Dir DIA, 12 Jun 74, sam 

Vilf Memo, ASD(PA&E) to SecDef, "The Growing 
us Involvement in Iran," 23 Jan 75, CJCS File 820 
Iran, 1 Jul 74-31 Jul 76. 
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same time provides t~chnically 

Jolll~eptable radio coverage for the entire area." This, 

then, should be the site for a communications-electron

ics complex serving the Middle East, East Africa, and 

south Asia. They worried that repercussions from the 

Arab-Israeli war, the Greek-Turkish conflict over 

Cypr~s, and Haile Selassie' s ouster in Ethiopia wo.uld 

immobilize or seriously degrade us 

south of the Alps and east of Italy. 

Joint Chiefs of Staff recommenced 

telecommunications 

consequently, the 

rapid approval of 

their plan and an early approach to the Iranian Govern-

ment. But, in April 1975, the Secretary of Defense 

decided to defer action until the latest ~1iddle East 

policy review had been completed. The Jdint Chiefs of 

Staff had also urged adoption of a more forthcoming 

policy for providing Iran with electronic warfare (EW) 

capability. But Assistant Secretary Ellsworth ruled 

against the· drafting of a separate policy for Iran 

alone, saying that Iranian requests must continue to be 

considered on a case-by-case basis. Neither aid he 

believe that the Department of Defense was obligated to 

develop a comprehensive EW assistance program; tech- j 
~ . i 

•. 

sions in such a sensitive area. 35 .. ~:~/ 
nology, he asserted, should n:!t · ctate J?Olicy oec1- . 1 .. 

"t-·1'-.. ·_ ....... , .~.~The Shah wanted to buil ell as buy advance 

I 

; 

I 

weapons. During 1973-1974, he pressed for permission· 

to assemble or co-produce utility and attack heiicop-; 

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

--,jT1:>c:--,--,llliil't-..~-- Memo, Dir, Tele Com Systems, OSD to DJS et 
al., 3 May 74, Att to JCS 1714/205, 7 May 74; Vi!l'f' 
JCSM-459-74 to Secuef, 3 Dec 74, Encl A to 
JCS 1714/205-1, 20 Nov 74; ~Memo, Depuir, TeleCom 
Systems OSD to DJS, 15 Apr 75, Att to JCS 1714/205-2, 
17 Apr 75; JMF 887/630 (3 May 74). J,.i;'f JCS~i-67-75 to 
secDef, 20 Feb 75, Encl A to JCS 2010/496-1, 6 Feb 75; 
~Memo, ASD( !SA) to DJS, 7 Nov 75, Att to 
iLCS 2010/496-2, 12 Nov 75; J~IF 806/652 (19 Nov 74). In, 

ay 1975, the Iranian Go':'e::nment contr.<:cte . with'\ 
ockwell International to bulla an. an 1ntell10 ence• 
ommunications facility. Y TLmes, 1 Jun 75, 1. 
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-
systems, and a lightweight fighte~. On 8 'j 

' 1974, Dr. Kissinger ordered the NSC Under '

1

. 
Secretaries Committee to study the long-range implica

tions of large-scale co-production. The Committee ! 

reported, in November 1974, that co-production could ~~~ 

I 
bolster US "pre-eminence" in Iranian security affairs 

and ,"give us increased influence--and potentially 

longer-term leverage--should the Shah or his successors 

' l 

I 
i 
l 
i 

embark on policies contrary to u.s. interests." A 

"forthcoming" policy on limited co-production would be 

"politically advantageous in the near term," although 

technical and managerial problems on the Iranian side 

would have to be resolved. Beyond that time, issues 

seemed more complex and benefits less' 'clear. The 

Committee proposed (1) approving a limited number of 

projects for the next 1-3 years and (2) considering 

requests that would stretch over the next 4-10 years on 

a case-by-case basis. 36 

~The new Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 

General George s. Brown, and the Secretary of Defense 

endorsed the recommendations of the Under Secretaries 

Committee. Dr. Kissinger, however, directed that the 

study be revised ( 1) to show the relationship of 

co-production to overall US-Iranian dealings, ( 2) to 

estimate the potential growth of co-production proj

ects, and (3) to devise guidelines for assessing 

co-product ion proposals. The Committee did draft more 

detailed guidelines, and recommended that written US 

approval be required for Iranian sales of co-produced 

items to third countries. But it decided not to address 

(1) whether the United States should use arms supply as 
"--- ---....: 

36. tl'f" Memo, Asst to !?res for NSA to ·Chm, NSC 
USecys Cmte, 8 Oct 74, Att to JCS 1714/210, 10 Oct 74; 
~Memo, Staff Dir, USecys Crnte to CJCS et al., 7 Nov 
74, Att to JCS 1714/:!10-3, 8 Nov 74; f,i!'f ~1emo, SecDef 
to Chm, OSe~s Crnte, 3 D~c ~4, Att to JCS 1714/210-4, 6 
Dec 74; Jl'f ~iemo, Staff Dlr, USecys Crnte to CJCS et 
al., 3 Jan 75, Att to JCS 1714/210-5, 1u Jan 75; JHF 
8 8 714 1 5 ( 1 0 Oct 7 4 ) sec 1 • 

. ··- .... .... •. 
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-
a lever to change Iran's oil pricing policy and (2) 

whether creation of an arms industry would foster 

Iranian adventurism. General Brown and Secretary 

Schlesinger accepted these slightly revised conclusions 

and recommendations; President Gerald Fora approved 

~in May 1975.
37 ~ 

'

, Ii;r'In April 1974, meanwhile, the us Government, .\ 

prop~sed to •broaden and d~epen" relations with Iran. J 
~ 'l'he Shah reacte-d favorably. Secretary Kissinger r I 
I thereupon told Ambassador He lrns to set the stage for ·; 1 
t I discussions that would be "very much an equal partner-

1 1 
{ /' ship exchange." On political and security matters, he -~ 
l1 stated, "we are prepared to continue and expand the 

/

j consul tat ions and close tie's which already mark our 

. \ relations and which we value greatly. • • • we contern

-, 

' '• ., ' 
1 
~ ,._ 

-~1 j_ plate remaining in the closest touch," the Secretary ., 

; j continued, "on the Shah's concerns regarding Iran's f 
security and on how we can continue to cooperate '' 

through our sales and training programs in helping to 

build up Iran's defensive capability." In the economic 

field, the Secretary suggested establishment of a joint 

cabinet level commission, 

group might deal with ways 

in which the first working 

of developing energy produc-

1 

tion. The Atomic Energy commission wanted to negotiate ~ 

an agreement, similar to those concluded with E.gypt ' 

\ 

and Israel, for supplying Iran with enriched uranium ·; 

'. ll; :;:ee:u:lnea;9 rJeuan:to1r9s7~ t:h: ~=gi:ttia~~~;f:ff:~t~t:~~ I j 
,I _.;· 

L-- . !: ._ . -..;/ 

31. 1J#{' ~lerna, Asst to Pres for NSA to Chrn, USe~~ 
Crnte, 8 Feb 75, Att to JCS 1714/210-6, 13 Feb 75; lll!n 
Memo, Staff Dir, USecys Crnte to CJCS et al., 6 Mar 75, 
Att to JCS 1714/210-7, 7 Mar 75; ~Memo, ASD(ISA) to 
SecDef, 13 Mar 75, Att to JCS 1714/210-8, 70 Mar 75; 
(S) Nerno, Chrn, USecys Crnte to Pres, 22 ~iar 75, Att to 
JCS 1714/210-9, 26 ~lar 75; JMF 887/415 (10 oc,t 74) sec 
2. ~Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA to Chrn, USecys Crnte, 
2 ~iay 75, Att to JCS 1714/210-10, 8 May 75; same file, 
sec 1. 

11 0 -!'".• ·-mo.. ' 

c 

., 



asked for an opportunity to review the 

safeguard provisions. The Chief of Naval Operations, 

Admiral ~lmo Zumwalt, after initial opposition because. 

of the risk he saw in the introduction of nuclear 

reactors and fuels into the Middle East, acquiesced; 

so_lely because of the Egypt-Israel precedent. 38 

.,;.i-..-.::r' Jilill"f In March 1975, President Ford requested a j 
review of the issues involved in reaching a US-Iranian 1 
nuclear sales agreement. By this time, negotiations l 
revolved around the issue of reprocessing weapons-grade; 

plutonium. The United States sought to retain a right~ 

to determine where plutonium could be reprocessed,1 

fabricated, and stored. This was strtcter than past~ 
agreements, in which reprocessing had been subject only,_ ,. 
to a US determination that the facility was adequately:. 

safeguarded, but more 1 iberal than the recent Israeli- ( 
' 

Egyptian formulation. General Brown and Secretary{ 

Schlesinger wanted to delay reprocessing as long as·; 

possible and, in particular, to avoid any stockpiling '· 

of plutonium in such sensitive regions as the Middle 

East until adequate bilateral or international control 
' measures existed. They urged that US negotiators (1): 

i insist upon multinational participation in any Iranian[ 

1 reprocessing facility but (2) allow that reprocessing: 
; 
i probably would be approved when needed in the mid-' 
\ 
1 1980s. In April, President Ford selected a nego~iating· 

j stance that would either require American approval for · 
L-- --
I- 38. ltfllf Msg, Secstate 48689 to Tehran, 11 Apr 74, 

(_ JCS IN 50659; (C) DASD(ISA) to CJCS et al., 21 Jun 74, 
Att to JCS 1714/207, 24 Jun 74; (S) JCSM-270-74 to 
SecDef, 29 Jun 74, Encl to JCS 1714/207-1, 29 Jun 74; 
JMF 1!87/704 (21 Jun 74). ~J5~•-375-75.to CJCS, 10 
Mar 75, CJCS File 1!20 Iran, 1 Jul 74-31 Jul 76. In 
June 1974 France agreed to sell Iran five ."1 ,000-mega.:. 
watt reactors. NY Times, 28 Jun 74, 1) 
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eprocessing US-supplied fuel or, as a fallback pes i

ion, accept reprocessing in a mul tin at ional plant. 39 

, ,.,rr Iranians strongly criticized the us desire to 

J retain a veto over reprocessing. When new negotiating 
' options came under consideration, the .Chairman of the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff and the new Secretary of Defense, 

Donald Rumsfeld, opposed making any concessions at this 

point about US control over reprocessing. Early in 

1976, President Ford sent Energy Research and Develop

ment Administration (ERDA) Administrator Robert Seamans 

, and Under Secretary of State Carlyle Maw to Tehran for 

the purpose of clarifying Iran's position. They 

reported that the Shah would· never accept a US veto, 

and suggested that US negotiators might (if strenuous 

efforts to create a bi- or multinational facility 
j 
1 failed) allow reprocessing in an Iranian facility under 

International Atomic Energy Agency standards. The 

Chairman and the Secretary disagreed, insisting that 

the reprocessing· center must be multinational.4° 

Here the negotiations stuck, when President Ford left 

office, no agreement had been achieved. 

-

r 39. """"NSSM 219, 14 Mar 75,. Att to JCS 1714/213, 
( ~ 7 Mar 751 (.e"} ~1emo, Staff secy, NSC to SecDef et 

al., 15 Apr 75, Att to JCS 1714/213-3, 16 Apr 751 ~ 
Memo, SecDef to Asst to Pres for NSA, 25 Apr 75, Att to 

I JCS 1714/213-4, 30 Apr 751 JMF 887/704 (14 Mar 75). 
f,jlllf' NSDM J92, 22 Apr 75, JMF 001 NSDMs (CY 1975). 

40. ~ Memo, Staff Secy, NSC to SecDef et al., 
20 Nov 75, Att to JCS 1714/216, 21 Nov 751 . . (,JI'f Memo, 
SecDef to Asst to Pres for NSA, 4 Dec 75, Att to JCS 
1714/216-1, 10 Dec 751 """'"Memo, Asst to Pres for t'<SA 
to SecDef et al., 4 Feb 76, Att to JCS 1714/216-2, 24 
har 761 IX ~lemo, Admin, ERDA to Pres, 15 Mar 76, Att 
to JCS 1714/216-2, 24 Mar 761 ~Memo, SecDef to Asst 
to Pres for NSA, 7 Apr 76, Att to JCS 1714/216-3, 8 Apr 
761 JMF 867/704 (20.Nov 75)~ 

' " ' . 
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THE END OF AN E~~IRE 

1975-1579 

Doubts Begin to Arise 

r·- ~By early 1975, the spreading US involvement 
i with Iran was beginning to cause some apprehension 

I among US policymakers. Military sales agreements, for 

•!eiample; had snowballed from $458 million in FY 1972 

to $2.158 billion in FY 1973 and to $3.966 billion 

auring FY 1974. 1 The American community in Iran 

numbered about 17,000 of whom 11,400 worked in aetense

z:elated jobs.' In January 1975, Assistant. •Secretary of 
-.. .., ... ··-· ... 

Defense (PA&E) saw fit to warn'the Secretary of Defense 

\ of the risks thus raised: that the United States might I 
1. become enmeshea in "Iranian military adventures"; that j 

the us. influx would create serious social, legal, and 

;. political problems, making Americans the target for 

expressions of xenophobic feeling or political dissent; 

and that Iran's failure to meet its modernization goals 

would lead to a mutual loss of confidence that could 

seriously undermine us influence. 2 

l 
! 
I 

j,l!f'( concurrently, the Joint staff prepared a brief-\ 

ing paper for the Chairman that noted how the Shah, who . 

hoped to make Iran a great economic power, had become. 

"extremely protective" about the Strait of Hormuz, "a, 

highly vulnerable choke point" and one through which, 

Iran's oil exports must pass. For this reason, abd in' 

view of the British withdrawal from the Persian Gulf,! 

1. ( 0) DSAA, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran:---
Delivery schedules for major items ran as follow: 491 
helicopters during 1974-1977; 169 F-Ss and' '176 F-4s 
over 1973-1977; BO F-14s in 1976-1978; ana 32 HAWK 
batteries~ring 1974-1978. 

2. ~Memo, ASD( PA&E) to SecDef, "The Growing US 
Involvement in Iran," 23 Jan 75, CJCS File 820 Iran, 1 
Jul 74-31 Jul 76. 
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the Shah had reoriented his forces away from ~he Soviet 

border and toward the Gulf and was intent upon creating 

•an overwhelming Iranian military superiority" there, 

"On balance,• the paper stated, "Iranian actions over 

the near term should contribute to regional stability"; 

its support of conservative. regimes and isolation of 

radical ones was "compatible with US interests." But 

the long-range implications of Iranian ambitions were 

harder to· fathom; the Shah would not hesitate to oppose 

US efforts when he deemed it necessary.3 

(U) General Brown apparently saw the Shah in a 

similar light. During a 1976 interview with a free-

lance reporter, the Chairman raised 

' ' 
the puzzling question of why [Iran) is 
buildi2g such a tremendous military 
force. She couldn't with her popu
lation do anything that would provide 
protection. from the Soviet Union. 
She's got adequate power now to handle 
Afghanistan and Pakistan. • • She's a 
little better than a match for Iraq now. 

3. IJii"J-5 BP 8-75, 22 Jan 75, CJCS f'ile 820 
Iran, 1 Jul 74-31 Jul 76. 

4. (U) Iran's armea forces in 1976 totaled apJ;.roxi
mately 300,000 personnel consisting of: an Army of 
200,000, including 3 armorea divisions, 4. infantry 
ciivisions, 4 brigades (2 infantry, 1 airborne, ana 1 
special forces), and 1 HAwK bat tal ion; a Navy of 
18,500, comprising 3 destroyers, 4 frigates, 4 cor
vettes, 25 patrol boats, 5 minesweepers, 2 landing 
ships, 2 landing craft, 2 logistic support ships, 1 
maritime reconnaissance squadron with 6 P-3F aircraft, 
1 antisubmarine warfare helicopter squadron with 6 
helicopters, 1 transport battalion with 35 helicopters, 
and 3 Marine battalions; and an Air Force of 81,500 men 
and 317 combat aircraft, including 10 fighter-bomb
er squadrons, 11 fighter squadrons, 1 reconna is
sance squadron, 1 tanker squadron, 4 medical transport 
squadrons, and 4 light transport squadrons. Int' 1 
Institute of 5trateg:c Studies, The Military Balance, 
1976-1977 ( 1976) 1 pp, 33-34, 
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And, my gosh, the programs the 
Shah has corning up. It makes you 
wonder whether he doesn't some day 
have visions of the Persian Empire. 
They don't c?ll that the Persian Gulf 
for nothing. 

r-- ~Despite the reservations of both the Assistant 
J Secre~ary of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff, the buildup of Iranian forces con

tinued, The Shah visited the United States again in 

May 1975 and showed particular interest in Boeing 707s 

equipped with airborne warning and control systems 

(AWACS). In June, Iran arranged to buy three diesel

powered submarines--further evidence that the Shah's 
I I 

interest extended into the Indian Ocean. By September 

1975, the problems of contracting and co-production had l 
I 

grown as great and gone so far beyond the MAAG's scope 1 

that the Secretary of Defense appointed a special US! 
I 

Defense Re~resentative, Iran. Mr. Eric von ~larbod i 
I 

received a one-ye.ar appointment as the new representa-: 

tive and would work in Tehran under the US Ambassador ( 

to: supervise and coordinate aefense activities\ 

(excluding the Defense Attache Office), implement and! 

coordinate DOD positions in Iran within "the framework,' 

i of overall US Government policy, and monitor arms sales: 

j and related activities.6 ·~ 

5. us News and world Report, 1 Nov 76, p. 63. 
After these remarks became public, GEN Brown issued a 
clarifying statement: "I have no reason to believe 
that [Shah] has any aspirations beyond continuing to 

~ ably lead his nation and contribute to stability in 
that part of the world." 

6, NY Times, 17 ~.ay 75, 2; 10 Jun 75, 1. J,N1' 
l'!sg, JCS 9747 to USCINCEUR, 051926Z Sep 75; ~ Msg, 
JCS 10347 to Dep USCINCEUR, 221b37Z Sep 75. In JCS 
9747, GEN Brown told USCINCEUR that he had "talked with 
von Marbod at length ana his view of his role and 
responsibilities I found completely acceptable." 
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r ~In November 1975, the Assistant Secretary of 

I Defense (!SA) circulated a study suggesting that the 

' ' 

I 

' ' ! Administration carefully review its "virtually open

ended commitment" to Iran's military build-up. He 

I 

listed a number of potentially serious problems: lack 

of trained (or even trainable) Iranian manpower; the 

growi'ng number of DOD and civ.ilian contractor personnel 

in Iran on defense-related projects; delays in the 

construction of supporting tacilities; suspicions among 

Iran's neighbors about the Shah's intentions1 Iran's 

inclination to transfer i·ts older arms to third coun

tries; Congressional criticism that the United States 

was fueling a destabilizing arms race; apr;, a prospect 

of differing perceptions between Washington and Tehran 

in the years ahead. Just such a problem arose in 

January 1976 when the Iranian Vice .Minister of war 

warned the secretary of Defense that reduced oil 

revenues combined with "the unreasonable increase in US 

military equipment prices" and the flourishing "profi

teering and agent fees" allowed under the DOD Foreign 

Military Sales program might compel Iran to reconsider 

I 
I 
! 
I 

; ' 

certain programs. 

lation of plans to 

Specifically, he mentionea cancel

purchase 6 AWACS aircraft, 300 F-16 

aircraft, and 6 SPRUANCE-class destroyers as well as 

reduction of the HAWK program and restriction of 

construction at Chah Bahar. Iran might, he said, 

"shrink toward the defense of only our geographical 

boundaries." 7 

~Soon afterward, on 24 February 1976, the Deputy 

Secretary of Defense issued new guidance concerning DOD 

activities and interests in Iran. After outlining the 

. problem, he wrote: 
'"----'-

I. Ifill'{' Memo, ASD(ISA) to CJCS et al., 7 NOV 75, 
Att to JCS 1714/215, 12 Nov 75, JMF 897/534 (7 Nov 75). 
IJilf" Nemo, Dir, DSAA to SecDef, "General 'I'oufanian's 
Comments," 20 Jan 76, CJCS f'ile 920 Iran, 1 Jul 74-31 
Jul 76. 

\ 

I 
l 

! 
I 



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

Nothing in this new guidance was inten(led to suggest 

1 
a shift in the basic US or .DOD policy toward Iran, the . 

Deputy Secretary said, a~d arran continues to be viewed J 

as a valued friend with whom the u.s. shares many i 
common interests and with whom we wish to maintaini 

t=::;::==::a;;tions and strong ties. • 
8 

t·; 'fjltf Late i.n 1975, Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld' 

Jdfxl recommended a review of US-Iranian defense relations. o 
~~ ~ 

:; President Ford, however, deferred initiation of this;; 
' 

•. : jeffort until February 1976, after American-Israeli ties/ ~ 
/had been reassessed, and broadened its scope to eml::racel ;. 
I ~ 1. 

~S goals and alternatives toward the Persia~ Gulf areaj \ 

lover the near and medium termJ An Interdepartmental; l 
\Political-Military Group undertook this task, complet-1 j 
l· 

1 1
1ng a draft response in May, but no further action was. 

i Jtaken h 
. 9 at t at t1me. ---J 

.. .'1"' <.:3""''~"" ' ' ~··-

B. \liiPFMemo, DepSecDef to CJCS et al., 24 Feb 76, 
Att to JCS 1714/215-1, 2 Mar 76, JMF 887/534 (7 Nov 
75). 

9. (,jlllf' Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA to SecDef, 10 
Oct 75, Att to JCS 1714/214, 14 Oct 74, JMF 887/532 (10 
Oct 75). ~NSSM 238, 13 Feb 76, Att to JCS.1887/828, 
17 Feb 76: t,;i1'f' "Response to NSSM 238: US Policy 'l'oward 
the Persian Gulf," May 76, Att to Memo, Chm, Intercept 
Pol-Mil Gro~p to Asst to Pres for NSA, 21 May 76: JMF 
898/Sj2 (13 Feb 76) sec 1. 
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(U) Subsequently, early in August 1976, Secretary 

of State Kissinger visited Tehran. During the visit, 

the United States and Iran concluded a wide-ranging 

series of agreements, one of which projected $10-15 

billion worth of Iranian military purchases during the 

next five years. The United States agreed to sell 160 

F-16· lightweight fighters, deliveries of which would 

occur over 1979-1983. 10 

r ·- r.ii1'f' In November 1976 I the Interdepartmental Group's 

/ paper on the Persian Gulf was circulated to the senior 

I 
Review Group. An "Executive 

the end of 1973, the Persian 

"greatly increased" by the 

for its oil ( 10 percent of 

Summary" noted that, since 

Gulf's importance had been 

Free world's growing need 
' I I 

US, 61 percent of Western, 

European, ana 75 percent of Japanese consumption) 

.r the economic impact of quadrupled oil prices. 

l 
and' I 
The! 

Administration's objectives, evolved over the last two! 

years inclucieti: 1 

access to adequate oil supplies! 

at 

(a) maintai.ning 

reasonable prices; 
! 

(b) sustaining a "vigorous" level of exports to: 

and imports from the Gulf states; 

n c) satisfying requirements for. military communica

~ons and intelligence fac i 1 i ties, landing and over

flight rights, port facilities, and unobstructed sea 

laneO 
(d) denying the USSR a predominant regional role 1 

(e) obtaining Iranian and Saudi support on such 

key political issues as 

'l'hese policies, said the 

Arab-Israeli negotiations. 

summary, had proved "quite 

successful. • Nevertheless, the accelerating pace of 

change compelleci a "fresh look." In the area of • 

security assistance, for instance, it was becoming~-
' ' ~·····~ .£ 

10. Dept of State Bulletin, 6 Sep 76, pp. 503-510. 
NY Times, 28 Aug 76, 1. 

1'18 
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~lear that programs which overtaxed the capacities 

! of recipients would weaken their relations with the 
; 

\ 
\ 
' 

United States and • eventually" could undermine their 

internal stability. These problems were "real," but 

not so great as to require a "fundamental shift" in US 

policy. Still, systematic guidelines were needed to 

insu're that forthcoming· arms .decisions reflected 

recent lessons, and that programs were managed so as to 

hola to ~ minimum the difficulties inherent in any 

extensive and complex relationship. [The Summary also 

observed that a policy decision about the US military 

presence in the Gulf area soon 

Basically, there seemed to be.two 

would be necessary. 

options:, 

\ 

(1) Maintain a modes~ presence (which meant, 

j 

ily, periodic naval and air deployments). 

primar-

(2) Put greater emphasis on preparations for contin-

gency .support and seek Iranian approval for all pro

posed projects, recognizing that a substantial quid pro 

guo might be requested. If Iran refused US requests, 

consider placing some or all of these facilities on 

~iasirah Island, OmaO 

The Joint Staff pronounced this Summary acceptable, 

subject to minor revisions. 11 

~~Ultimately, on 17 January 1977, General Scow

croft approved a Summary of the Persian Gulf Study. 

The section treating access to Iranian facilities had 

been somewhat sharpened, so that it read as follows: 

Option I: Attempt to maintain existing facilities. 

Option II: Concomitant with a reduction in regional 

arms sales, retain access to intelligence facilities, 

recognizing that arms sales restrictions may affect 

; 

' \ 
' 

I 

' j 

' j 
Iran's continued willingness to host them. ....___. 

--··· 
11. lli'f'Memo, staff Secy, NSC to CJCS et al., 19 Nov 

76, Att to JCS 1887/828-1, 22 Nov 76; J,i/1{" DJSM-2098-76 
to ASD(ISA), 14 Dec 76; JMF- 889/532 (13 f·eb 76) 
sec 1. 
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Option III: Augment communications and intelligence 

capabilities, "recognizing that these requests would 

render restrictions on arms sales to Iran exceedingly 

difficult if not impossible to apply ...... 12 

i The Joint Staff again endorsed the Summary, but sug

/ gested that it be retitled and passed to the Carter 

'Administration as a "synoposis" of current policy ana 

a "vehicle" for identifying broaa postures and immecli

ate issues. 13 

~ In the years 1973 through 1976, the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff continued to emphasize the strategic 

importance of Iran, and the statements of this impor

tance in the Joint Strategic Objectives Plans (JSOPs) 

remainea virtually unchangeo from ear~i,er years.14 

The JSOPs involved gave Iran a "General Strategic 

Priority" rating of "2," except for JSOP FY 1977-1984, 

published in December 1974, where Iran received a 

i 
I 

I 
'rating of "1," 1 ike Western Europe and Japan. More

JSOPs in this period now cited Iran's arms I I 

over, the 

purchases from the United States as a reason for its 

strategic importance, and comparison of pertinent 

portions of the JSOPs in 1973 and 1976 shows how I 
Iranian force goals grew along with the Shah's oil J 

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

tives: 2 infantry and 4 armorea divisions, 3 destroy-' 

ers, ana 21 tactical fighter squaorons (8 F-5, 10 F-4, 

and 3 F-14/F-15). Three years later, in December 1976, 

JSOP FY 1979-1986 described objectives of 4 armored 

and 4 infantry divisions, 7 destroyers (4 of them 

i 

SPRUANCE-class), 3 submarines, and 37 tactical 

16 F- 1 6 , and 1 3 F-18 L) • 1 5 
fighter _ .;i 

l
-,' t ' I ') i•> (, __..., / ",,•. . 

E 12. Fenoing or anticipated requests included' 7 j p:'.,_,, .· 

~quadrons (8 F-14, 

wACS, 140 F-16, and 250 F-18 aircraft. - · · r ,. 

13. +4ff' "E.xecutive summary, NSSM 238: US Policy 
oward the Persian Gulf," pp. 38-351, 17 Jan 77, Att to 

JCS 1887/B28-3, 10 feb 77; ~DJSM-101-77 to ASD(ISA), 
17 Jan 77; same file, sec 2. 

14. See above, pp. 97-99. 
15. (.IJ1If JSOP fY 1976-1983, Vol 

sec 2, J~tF 5 11 ( 1 1 Dec 7 3) sec 1 C. 
II, Bk VII, pt II,~ 

(S) JSOP FY 1977-
-~ .. _, ' - -- - -

I 
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The Carter Administration and a New Approach to Arms 
Sales ------ --

,•' -- . ,_..,...:::;~..--,. 

. · WiJif" In the period FY 1973 through FY 1977, the 
United States agreed to sell Iran $12.26l billion in 

weapons and actually delivered equipment in the amount 

-<?..Li.~·_2S.Q. billion. 1_6 President Jimmy carter, how

ever,· had a vastly different view of arms sales from 

that of his two predecessors. On 13 May 1977, the ne'Vo' 

President declared that arms transfers were "an excep

tional policy instrument, to be used only in instances 

where it can be clearly demonstrated that the transfers 

contribute to our national interests." So, save in 

extraordinary circumstances ·and in ins•tences where 

friendly countries neede9 advanced weapons in order to 

maintain a regional balance, 

(a) the dollar volume of new commitments in FY 

11978 would be reduced from that of FY 1977, and cut 

'I again if possible in each succeeding year; 

(b) commitments to sell or co-produce new 

' 
advanced 

weapons systems would be prohibited until these were 

operationally deployed with US forces. Additionally, 

' Secretary of State Cyrus Vance would develop more 

extensive guidelines by which to assess requests for 

advanced weapons, including requirements (1) that they 

must uniquely strengthen recipients' ability to 

perform the desired functions, ( 2) that less advanced 

alternatives were not available, and (3) that provid-

ing 

i for 

advanced weapons would not generate requirements 

a prolonged US presence in recipient countries. 
17 

I 
~ 

I 
I 
I 

I 
' 

t; 

·--- -
8984, Vol II, Bk VII, pt II, sec 2, JMF 511 (5 Dec 74) 

sec 2A. (S) JSOP FY 1978-1985, Vol II, Bk IU, Pt II, 
sec 2, Jtr.F 511 (4 Dec 75) sec 1A. lol!!"f JSOP FY 1979--,·· 
1986, Vol II, Bk III, sec 3, JMF 511 (3 Dec 76):_J 

16. DSA!}, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran." 
17. ~ PD/NSC-13, 13 11ay 77, JMF 001 (CY 1977). 
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( U) Thereafter, 
dropped accordingly. 

US sales agreements with Iran 
They fell from $3.236 billion in 

FY 1977 to $764 million in FY 1978, the first full year 

of the Carter AOministration; the following year, FY 

1979, they amounted to only $42 million.18 

or--¢ In actual practice, as will appear, this new 

policy proved less restrictive than the above figures 

would suggest. The President had already mace his 

first Iranian decisions in March 1977, appr_oving the 

annual Air F'orce supply agreement as well as personnel 

support for F-14s but "holding• decisions about selling 

5· RF-4Es and 7 E-3 Al'iACS aricraft. 19 Iran would be 

:, 

I 
receiving 160 F-16 fighters during 198011~83; the Shah 

wanted as replacements for his F-4s, another 140 ·r-16s 

and 250 F-1Bs during 1982-1986. In November 1976, the 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) had asked the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff to assess the Iranian fighter 

force's capability over the next fifteen years. Their 

reply, sent to -Secretary of Defense Harold Brown in folay 

1977 in. JCSM-218-77, predicted that the Imperial 

Iranian Air Force (IIAF) could not absorb so many F-16s 

and F-18s without implementing planned personnel, 

training, logistic, and facility-builaing programs. 

These, in turn, would require "substantial" contractor 

\, and "some" increased technical military assistance. 

[ Although the IIAF would be only "marginally prepared" 

\ for sustained combat during the next five years, its 

capability should increase •substantially" during the 

following ten. The Joint Chiefs' [Jrojection of the 

IIAF inventory read as follows: 
:....-- -

18. t;SA~ "DSAA fiscal Year Series: Iran.• 
19. ~Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA to SecDef, 29 · 

Mar 77, Att to JCS 2315/626, 8 Apr 77, JMF 499 (29 Mar 
7 7) 
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F-4 
F-5 
F·-14 
F-16 
F-18 
Total 

1977 

195 
163 

56 

414 

1982 

175 
148 

71 
113 

507 

119 
61 

246 
215 
64120 

I 

In s·ummary, they urged that .the United States •continue 
i 

to support modernization of the IIAF fighter fore~ 

through the provision of advanced fighter aircraft.u21 

twJII'f The Administration ordered an Ad Hoc Group (of 

which the Director, J-5 was a member) to study the 

Shah's request for 250 F-18L light-weight flghters.22 

The Group saw several option~: provide F-18Ls, begin-
' I 

ning in 1982 and 1983; offer F-18As instead of F-18Ls; 

make available F-16s rather than F-18s; disapprove an 

F-18L sale and offer no substitutes. Assistant secre

tary of Defense (ISA) David McGiffert argued that, 

since replacements for Iranian F-4s woula not be 

needed until the mid-1980s, a decision could be post

poned until 1979-1980. The Joint Chiefs of Staff urged 

an earlier, favorable response; the Navy, in particu

lar, believed that delay would preclude the attainment 

of objectives set forth in JSOP. FY 1979-19&6 and 

JCSM-218-77. But President Carter decided not to 

\ 
l 
i 

I 
' 

' 20. As for ~.:-otential adversaries, Iraq at thiJ 
po lnt possessed 405 combat planes while the USSR 

~played 1,076 aircraft near Iran. 
21. I,Jillf' Memo, ASD(ISA) to CJCS, 5 Nov 76, Att to 

JCS 1714/221, 8 Nov 76; (S) JCSM-218-77 to SecDef, 16 
May 77, Encl to J~ 1714/221-1, 14 Dec 76; JMF 887/53 
.L~ .... !'i9V 76) S!lg_ __ 1_.j J-5' s draft specifically recommended 
" rovlsio'if""of the F·-16 and F-18L fighter ircraft." 

JCS 1714/221-1, 14 Dec 76, same fil The Del'uty 
USCINCEUR (General Robert Huyser, USAF) visited Iran in 
July and reported that the IIAF "has mace some very 
real pro ess, particularly in tactical air op~~::-. 

. ns." (S) Rpt, Dep USCINCEUR to CJCS, "Report on 
5-19 July 1977 Trip to Iran," 2 Aug 77; CJCS File 820 
Iran. 

22. The F-18L would be a land-based version of the 
Navy's f-18A. 
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rapprove the sale, because policy now requirea that 

! advanced weapons systems be operationally deployed 

I with US forces prior to any sales commitment.23 

~The Shah in 1974, had approved an ambitious 

program, SEEK SENTRY, for placing several dozen radars 

on mountain-top locations. Later, with US encourage

ment, Iranian military men began looking to AwACS 

aircraft as substitutes. On 22 April 1977, Presiaent 

Carter approved the sale of 5 E-3s. here he was making 

an exception to his arms tansfer policy, since AwACS 

aircraft (like the F-18) still had not entered into 

service with us forces. On 24 April, the Shah cancel

led SEEK SENTRY, thereby re'ducing his•ground radar 

requirements from 44 to ~0. Three days later, he asked 

the President for tour more AWACS aircraft. General 

Brown and Secretary Brown supported a sale of nine 

E-3s, noting in justification that the planes and their 

\ support would cost only one-fifth as much as the ground 

1 radars ($2.6 ve'rsus $10-15 billion) and require 2,500 I 
I 

rather than 62,500 personneL On 26 May, President 1 
Carter agreed to sell a total of seven E-3s. One month j 
later, the Joint Chiefs of staff endorsed a nine-Flane i I ; 

; sale, but advised Secretary Brown that questions 

·:concerning the releasability of cryptographic devices 

·.first required resolution. Crytographic capability, 

~they said, would be needed to protect data transmitted 

:between E-3s and other ships and aircraft. 24 

~ -
23. Uilf DASD(ISA) to F-18L Ad Hoc Group, 3 May 

77, Att to JCS 1714/224, 10 May 77; (S) ~.emo, ASD(ISA) 
to Actg Dir, J-5, 7 Jun 77, Att to JCS 1714/224-1, same 
date; (II MJCS-172-77 to ASD(ISA), 9 Jun 77, Att to 1'</li 
of JCS 1714/224, 16 Jun 77; Hemo, Asst to Pres for NSA 
to Secoef, 20 Jun 77, Att to JCS 1714/224-2, ·2·2 Jun 77; 
JMF 8&7/460 (3 May 77). 

24. (.JI'r Memo, SecDef to Asst to Pres for NSA, 3 May 
77, Att to JCS 1714/225, 19 May 77; (S) JCSM-275-77 to 
SecDef, 27 Jun 77, Encl A to JCS 1714/225-1, 27 May 77; 
JMF 887/653 (3 May 77). 
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~ 7 July, President Carter notified Congress ~~'") 
\ =~e $ 1. 2 bill ion I seven-plane sale. Cong re 56 ional ' 

,opposition against selling Iran such sophisticated, l 
j 
:sensitive equipment forced the President to delay his 
1 
offer until September. But, finally, in early October, 

the arrangement cleared Congress.2 5 

(TS) In mid-October 1977 President Carter reiterated 

his determination to reduce world-wide arms sales. If 

Secretary Vance did not "hole down" such recommencia

tions, he promised to do so himself. But the Shah's 

hopes remained high. When the Chief of Naval Opera

tions, Admiral James Holloway, visiteci him in October, 

the Shah asked about the possibility of acquiring six 

PERRY-class frigates and said that, becallse the F-14 

had proved so successfu~, he was interested in buying 

the Navy F-1BA. In mid-November, the Shah came to the 

white House. President Carter related how he had to J 

"go to the mat" with the Congress to get the AwACS sale i 
approved, and predicted that the problem would become 

easier if Iranian requests were moderate and more 

predictable. what, he asked, would be Iran's needs 

over the next 5-6 years? The Shah cited air defense as I 
I 

his primary concern. He wanted a total of 150 F-14s: 
; 

and 300 F-16s, which would mean a ad itional purchases of \ 

70 F-14s and 140 F-16s.26 

ltlff Early in December 1977, the Iranian Government 

formally requested: 11 RF-4Es, 31 F-4Gs with wiLD 

wEASEL SAM radiation suppression equipment: 70 F-14s, 

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

Joint Chiefs of staff concurrea "in principle," but 

~ ! added that availability and releasability "must be 

2 5. NY Times, 2 9 J ul 7 7, 1 : 8 Oct 7 7, 6. 
26. i.Jiilf Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA to Secl.lef, 20 

Oct 77, Att to JCS 2315/644, 26 Oct 77, JMF 499 (29 Mar 
77). fJJ!If "CNO Audience with the Shah of Iran, 1 Oct 
77," 12 Oct 77: (TS) MemoCon, "President's Neeting 
with the Shah of Iran, Nov 16, 1977"; CJCS File 820 
Iran. 
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addressed on an i tem-by-i tern basis at the actual t irne 

of State sought a of request." lihen the Department 

more detailed justification of the howitzer request, 

they characterized it as "militarily reasonable and 

justified," and stated that Iran could absorb the 

artillery over a period of "about 10 years"--and even 

less. time, if the personnel situation improvea.27 

(S) Iran also intenaed to buy twelve Dutch and 

West German frigates, but wanted ·to arm them with US 

weapons systenis 

American ships. 

for JCS views. 

so as to allow interoperability with 

Assistant Secretary McGiffert asked 

Answering on 10 July 1978, they des-

cribed the Imperial Iranian Navy's mission as being 
' I I 

development ot a force that could defend the sea .lanes 

to the Persian Gulf, assist in assuring the oil flow, 

and (in cooperation with air and ground forces) counter 

invasion attempts by any potential adversary. Such a 

force,· containing four guidea-missile cruisers, nine 

diesel submarines, and twelve frigates, would serve us 
strategic interests. The Joint Chiefs of Staff con

sidered compatibility and interoperability among 

Iranian ships and with the US Navy, to be "funaament-

al." Sales of us weapons and electronics would bestow 

"significant" advantages upon the Iranian Navy by 

permitting interchangeability of personnel among 

American, Dutch, and ~est German warships. Conversely, 
L-- --l 

27. VLtr, Vice Hin of war to A~IB Sullivan, 7 Dec 
77, Att to JCS 1714/231, 12 Jan 78; Memo, Dir, DSAA to 
CJCS, 3 Jan 7&, Att to JCS 1714/231, 12 Jan 78; """""' 
JCSM-39-78 to SecDef, 3 Feb 78, Encl to JCS 1714/231-1, 
30 Jan 78; t,.fit'f' Memo, Actg Dir, DSAA to CJCS, 20 Apr 78, 
Att to JCS 1714/231-2, 24 Apr 78; l.if'f" JCSM-193-7& to 
SecDef, 30 Hay 78, Encl to JCS 1714/231-3, 23 May_ 7!Ll.., 
J~IF 887L~~L_(7 Dec 77) • .ffil mid-1978 _the Iranun~J1 

l::auced their flow1tzer request to 29&c.:r!s> ~1emo, sta:fl 
y, NSC to CJCS et al., 27 Jun 78, Att to 

JCS 1714/233, 18 Jun 7&, JMF 897/499 (27 Jun 78). 
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the Iranians had_ .to buy Europea~ .systems, men and 
, resources must be a1verted to tra1n1ng, supply, and 
I l maintenance, thereby lowering operational effective-
, ness. 28 

~At mid-year, the NSC Policy Review Committee 

decided to discuss which Iranian requests should be 

submitted for Congressional approval during the 1978 

sess.ion. A talking paper approved by the Director, 

Joint Staff asserted that, save for "certain exceptions 

having to do with releasability policy," Iranian 

requests were "in consonance with the US military 

objectives for Iran." A greater capability for force 

projection seemed worthy of support. In justification, 

the paper noted: that Iran faced several threats from 

different directions; that tHere was "a 6toad mutuality 

of interests" between· Washington and Tehran; that 

Iranian ability to use US equipment was "improving 

markedly•; and that prospects for Iranian military 

adventurism or expansionism were "not high" (because, 

among other reasons, her logistical dependency upon the 

United States could be cast aside "for more than a week 

or two at most"). 

favor of the United 

source" of military 

political leverage; 

ment; and benefit 

therefore, sales of 

Furthermore, the paper argued in 

States remaining Iran's "primary 

equipment in order to: maintain 

promote stanciarization of equip

the us economy. Specifically, 

31 E·-4Es (in 1 ieu of F-4Gs), 70 

F-14s, 298 howitzers, and combat systems for European

built frigates should be approvea. 29 --- ...... 2-.:er-.-•IIJI!'t--~"' Nemo, ASD( ISA) to CJCS, 29 Jun 78, Att 
to JCS 1714/234, same date; (S) 1-\JCS-198-78 to 
ASD(ISA), 10 Jul 78, Att to N/H of JCS 1714/234, 11 Jul 
78; JNF 68ij475 (29 Jun 78). 

29. I.Jl!lr r..emo, Staff secy, NSC to CJCS et al., 27 
Jun 78; (,jj'(' !'.emo, Leslie Gelb to Dir, J-5 .et al., 29 
Jun 78, Att to JCS 1714/233-1, 3 Jul 78; ¢ TP for 
CJCS and SecDef at PRC Mtg, 5 Jul 78, Att to JCS 
1714/233-2, 11 Jul 78; JNF 867/499 (27 Jun 78). 

ls used this TP at the PR.C meeting, .accor~,Lfig) 
Nemo, COL Ralnes to Actton Ma'!..._,Dlv., PRe! 

e g, 5 July 1978," 6 Jul 78, same fil~ 
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~Soon afterward, the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (ISA) asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff to 

appraise Iranian military forces and capabilities, the 

threats they faced, and the force structure appropriate 

from the mid-1980s through the early 1990s, on 5 

September 1978, the Joint Chiefs of Staff advised that 

the -forces projected for .1980-1985 would be adequate 

for every situation except a Soviet attack. Road and 

railway systems were inadequate, however, and airlift 

capacities could rapidly become overtaxea. Thus 

Iranian efforts to build repair and maintenance facili

ties. and to establish an effective logistics system 

appeared "paramount" in creating a sound military 
• t t 

force. Moreover, Iran would continue to need us 
technical and training ·assistance for anything other 

than a "short, low-intensity operation." Consequently, 

US aid beyond 1980 should "continue to concentrate on 

the clear deficiencies in command and control of 

Iranian forces, air defense, anti-submarine warfare, 

and SAM suppression capability.• 30 

~In August 1978, President Carter had disapproved 

the sale of 31 F-4Gs as recommended earlier by the 

Joint Staff. In mid-September, the. Department of State• 

requested Defense views on whether to sell the 70; 

additional F-14s sought by the Shah. The Joint Chiefs' 

of Staff characterized such a sale as being "prudent: 
I 

and in the best interest of the United States." Theiri 

' calculation of 

\ forces needed 
l 

Iran's requirements took 

to maintain air superiority 

fields and facilities lay 

' account ot \ 

over Iraq. 

so near to L=nce her oil -
30. SIJI'f" f'temo, Actg ASD(ISA) to DJS, ~4 Jul 78, 

Att to JCS 1714/236, 26 Jul 781 ~ MJCS 243-78 to 
ASD(ISA), 5 Sep 78, Att to N/H of JCS 1714/236, 8 Sep 
781 JMF 887/292 (24 Jul 78). The Joint Staff and the 
Services, in consul tat ion with USCINCEUR and the 
Chief, AR~liSii/HAAG, prepared a lengthy analysis from 
which the Joint Chiefs' conclusions were drawn, 
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he Iraqi border, Iran probably could not build a 

efensive force large enough to prevent those facili

tles from suffering extensive damage, For that reason, 

Iran needed a formidable offensive force that would 

strengthen its deterrent. In the judgment of the 

Joint Chiefs 

for 1981-1988 

2 7 5 'F-16 s. 31 

The Unraveling 

of Staff, a "reasonable" force level 

would. include 174 F-4s, 148 F-14s, and 

(U) At this point, a 
to overwhelm the Shah. 

flood of internal unrest began 
Conservative clergy always had 

opposed his westernizing reforms; liberals disliked his 

authoritarianism; businessmen resented the corruJ;:tion 
• I t ' 

that centered around the Pahlevi fam1ly; and Iran1ans 

of all persuasions feared and detested his secret 

police, or SAVAK. During 1978, these factions coa-

lesced to create a nationwide revolt, on B September, 

in the face of growing disorders, the Shah imposed 

martial law upon major cities; next day, bloody riots 

convulsed Tehr~n.32 _ 

·r.ll'f' In October, amid spreading strikes and economic 

dislocations, the Shah cancelled requests for 70 F-14s 

and 140 F-16s. At this point, the Defense Intelligence 

Agency (DIA) dia not deem the Shah's predicament 

hopeless. Late in October, DIA forecast that the 

Iranian military "almost certainly" would remain loyal 

if the Shah exerted strong leadership. So, if he maae 
i 
l 
' proper gestures toward Islamic conservatives and began i 

to share power, "the Shah should survive the political I! 

;ferment." On 31 October, J-5 drafted a Chairman's ' 

!Memorandum recommending that the Administration express 

\its support for the Shah through ( 1) a personal j 
b_.,,. ter from the President and ( 2) public st·atements by I 
~ :_..,;· 

3 1. NY Times , 1 8 Aug 7 8 , 4 8. !,It!( Memo, D i r DSAA to 
DJS, 15 Sep 78, Att to JCS 1714/238, same date; Jiir 
MJCS 266-78 to Dir, DSAA, 26 Sep 78, Att to~/H of JCS 
1714/238, 4 bet 78; JMF 887/460 (15 Sep 78). 

32. Washington Post, 9 Sep 78, 1. 



-----· ~ither the Chief Executive or high officials. General 

{ Jones never signed this draft because, on 1 November, 
' . President Carter publicly aid defend the Shah.33 

~On 6 November, with US backing, the Shah put 

Iran under military rule, but disorders grew even 

greater. Early in December, the US Ambassador forwarded 

a request for assistance in moving five water-cannon 

trucks from Europe to Tehran1 Secretary Brown approved 

using US military aircraft for this purpose. On 7 

December, the Administration authorized evacuation nf 

DOD dependents. Four days later, several million 

anti-Shah demonstrators marched through major cities 

and towns. 34 • , 

tA A denouement began on 27 December, "a day of 

wild lawlessness and shooting in the capital and a 

strike that effectively shut down the oil industry." 35 

On tha.t same day, Admiral Holloway 

Chiefs of Staff that the Soviets' 

\ group was about to be relieved by 

informed the Joint 

Indian Ocean task 

a slightly larger 

' force that included a KRESTA-class guided missile 

I 
I 
' 

i 
' ' i 

cruiser. "More than ever," he told his JCS colleagues, 

It is crucial that an~ government of 
Iran continue its secur1ty co-operation 
with the u.s. The u.s. therefore 
needs to provide clear signals that it 
appreciates the new situation in Iran, 
retains a firm interest in the region, 
ana intends to support its friends. 

-·-
:= 33. ~Memo, Dir, DIA to CJCS, "Appraisal on the 
!._ current Sit~tion in Iran," n.a. [received by JCS on 25 

I Oct 78) 1 (J/!f JSM-1718-78 thru OJS to CJCS, "Support for 
the shah of Iran," 31 Oct 78; Memo, DJS to CJCS, 1 Nov 
78· CJCS File 820 Iran~~ .. ~a~s~h~i~n~o~t~o~n~P~o~s~t, 1 Nov 78, 

' I-1 - .. 
~ 34. ~ Msg, JCS 3096 to USCINCEUR, 5 Dec 76; ~ 
'--1-iemo, SecState to SecOef, 7 Dec 78; CJCS File 820 

Iran-:/NY_Ti_!!!eS, 7 NOV 78, 1; 12 Dec 78, 1. 
-~NY T1mes, 28 Dec 78, 1. 
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1A"~cordingly, he recommended sending a Carrier Battle 

Group to the Indian Ocean "in the immediate future," so 

that it could reach the Arabian Sea sometime after 

mid-January. 

approval, the 

On 28 December, with secretary Brown's 

Joint Chiefs of Staff ordered CINC~~~ to 

position a carrier force near Singapore, and to prepare 

for a possible mission in the Arabian Sea. 36 

U) By this time, the Shah's nerve had cracked. 

some of his generals, apparently, planned to seize 

power and resort to harsh repression. On 2-3 January 

1979, Deputy USCINCEUR, General Robert Huyser 1 USAF, 

arrived in 1'ehran. His mission, reportedly, was 

two-fold: to make the Shah depart Iran immediately, 

and to forestall any pro-Shah generals' coup by 

threatening a complete cut-off of US aid. The generals 

were tamed and the Shah was persuaded. On 16 January, 

the Shah put himself in the pilot's seat of his Boeing 

707 and flew into exile. 37 · 
1 

( U) The departure of the Shah marked the complete 

failure of us policy toward Iran. The United States 

had backed the Iranian ruler for 3 3 years in hopes of 

creating a stabilizing influence in the ~iddle East and 

a bulwark against Soviet expansion there. Tremendous 

amounts of military assistance had been both given and 

sold to him to that end. Now he was gone, leaving 

behind near chaos and great popular resentment of and 

hatred for the United States. 

~ 
36. (011 CNOM 166-78 to JCS, 27 Dec 78, Att to 

JCS 1714/240, same date; (S) Msg, JCS 768 to CINCPAC, 
28 Dec 78; JMF 898/378 (19 Dec 78), This movement was 
made public on 29 December. NY Times, 3D Dec 78, l. 

37. washington Post, 13 Jan 80, B1. NY Times, 
17 Jan 7 9, 1 • 
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YEAR FHS FHS 
AGREEMENTS DELIVERIES 

00 
01 
•z •• •• •• •• 
07 

•• •• ... 8 
GO 7711 oz 
61 116 107 
GZ 122 600 
ti3 ISO 60 

•• Z4 I 111 

•• 68,150 12,1196 
66 137,949 33,185 
67 145,933 30,066 

•• 66,904 56,717 
69 2315,813 84,081 
70 133,703 127.717 
71 35~. 174 78.~68 

7Z 457,0D8 214,807 
73 2, 1~8.~02 2:4~.293 
74 3,966,3~2 648,641 
70 1,313,812 1,006,131 
76 I, 580,970 1,924,884 
77 3,236,14:$ 2,424,669 
78 763, ~90 1, 907.362 
79 41 .~20 924,:U I 

TOTAL 14.672,34:7 a. 7 .. 0,337 

• o • I ~ \.,.: - :. ·• I.·:·,,-., I -·l'Jrt· [{' 
I .. ,,<,_·_( .. .;<.),! I-) 

APPENDIX 1 

US HI LITAHY ASSIS'I'AhCE '1'0 lftAN 

(Dollars i.n Thousands) 

FHS FHS FHS CCMHERCIAL HAP 
FINANCING FINANCING IC-IHANCINO EXPORTS PROOR.U. 

WAIVED DIRECT GUARANTY DELIVERIES 

I I ,690 
25,482 
28,8413 
19,135 
13,685 
10,821 
21, 189 
75,622 
85,210 
72,201 
76,052 
46,129 
33,634 
50,059 
30,326 

48,774 28,638 
23,167 66,821$ 57.439 
36,064 124,47!\ :u. 621 
41,454 58,127 10,990 
75,000 22,000 •_a, &47 

28,30 .. 
42,415 
19,466 339 
3~.322 2 
.. 9,410 

107,943 
131,432 
132,6:51 

02:,2:-'D 

170, 705 320,701 636, 182 766,733 

133 

HAP HASF HASF 
DELIVERIES PROGRAtt DELIVERIES 

10,&:54 
11,367 

26,417 
25,434 
16,874 
22,401 
36,843 
68,276 
89,772 
13,6511 
41,469 
27,011 
63,9158 
22,931 
45,608 
36,353 
37,124 
33,968 
4!5,343 
12:,791 
4,290 
6,277 
2:,621 

191 
2 

766,733 



APPENDIX 2 
STRENGTH OF THE IRANIAN ARMED 

FORCES, 1961-1978 

1961 

Army 
12 ·divisions 
6 independent (indep) brigades (bdes) 

Navy 
2 corvettes 
3 minesweepers 
5 small ships 

Air Force 
fighters (F-84, F-86) 
transports (C-47) 

TOTAL AR!-IED FORCES 

Arm~ 

1 
1 

Navy 

inf divisions (12,00 
armored division 
indep armored bde 

4 escort vessels 
6 minesweepers 

24 small patrol craft 
2 landing craft 
5· other ships 

Air Force (130 acft) 

1965 

men each) 

4 fighter sqns (F-86F Sabres) 
1 fighter sqn (F-5) 
1 tactical recce sqn (RT-33) 
2 transport sqns (C-130B) 

'I'OTAL ARMED FORCES 

135 

~ ~~·.-·' : 1'"\."'~.-,r 
' " , . L , ' ., .. '" , ·"' 
'\..,J • • .... : 1•._' ·~ . ~ ,- ~ ' 

I I 

196,000 

6,000 

8,000 

210,000 

164,000 

6,000 

10,000 

180,000 



UNCLASSIFIED 

STRENGTH OF THE IRANIAN ARMED 
FORCES, 1961-1978 

(CONTINUED) 

Army 
2 armored divisions 
1 indep armored bde 
5 inf divisions 
1 indep inf bde 
1 SAM bn (HAWK) 

Navy 
1 destroyer 

1970 

5 frigates (4 with SAMs) 
5 corvettes 
4 patrol boats 
6 minesweepers 
8 SRN-6 hovercraft 
4 landing craft 

12 patrol vessels 

Air Force (175 combat aircraft) 
2 sqns (32 acft) all-weather fighter

bomber (F-4D) 
5 sqns tactical fighter-bomber (F-5) 

20 F-86 all-weather interceptors 
16 RT-33 tactical recce acft 
33 transport acft 
helicopters 

TOTAL ARMED FORCES 

136 

I 1'\II"'L. r'><">fr-·r--• • 1"1 .'"'\ ... , - ' .... . ·L, • ·-' fH .. .;"u•l J~.-J 

I I 

135,000 

9,000 

17,000 

161,000 

• 
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STRENGTH OF THE IRANIAN ARMED 
FORCES, 1961-1978 

(CONTINUED) 

1975 

Arm~ 
armored divisions 

175,000 

4 inf divisions 
2 indep bdes (1 airborne, 1 special 

forces) 
1 SAM bn (HAWK) 

; 

Navy 15,000 I 3 destroyers I I 

4 frigates I 4 corvettes I 25 patrol boats 

I 6 minesweepers 
2 landing craft I 10 hovercraft 
3 Marine bns I 

l 

Air Force ( 238 ·combat acft) 60,000 J 

6 fighter-bomber sqns ( 3 2 F-40, 
64 F-4E) 

10 fighter-bomber sqns (80 F-5A, 
45 F-5E) 

1 recce sqn 
4 medium transport sqns 
2 light transport sqns 
1 tanker sqn 
helicopters 

TOTAL ARMED FORCES 250,000 
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STRENGTH OF THE IRANIAN ARMED 
FORCES, 1961-1978 

(CONTINUED) 

armored divisions 
inf divisions 

1978 

Arm~ 

3 
4 indep bdes (1 airborne, 1 inf, 

1 airborne,! special forces) 
4 SAM bn (HAillK) 

Navy 
3 destroyers 1 1 

4 frigates 
4 corvettes 
7 large patrol craft 
5 fast patrol craft, guided missile 
2 landing ships logistic 
2 landing craft utility . 
2 logistic support ships 

14 hovercraft 
Naval Air 

1 maritime recce sqn (6 P-3F Orion) 
1 ASW sqn (12 SH-3D) 
1 transport sqn 
helicopters 
3 Marine bns 

Air Force (459 combat acft) 
10 fighter-bomber sqns (32 F-40, 

177 F-4E) 
10 fighter, ground attack sqns, 

1 2 F- SA , 1 4 0 F- 5 E ) 
3 fighter sqns (56 F-14A tomcat) 
1 recce sqn (16 RF-4E) 
1 tanker sqn (13 Boeing 707-320L) 
4 medium transport sqns 
4 light transport sqns 
helicopters 
5 SAM sqns 

TOTAL ARME.D FORCES 

285,000 

28,000 

100,()00 

. 413,000 

All 1nformation in this Appendix is from the London 
Institute for Strategic Studies, Military Balance, 
1961-962, 1965-1966, 1970-1971, 1976-1977, and 1978-1979. 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

OVERVIEw 

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

world. Situated on the border of the soviet Union and 

including vast quantities of oil, Iran's geographical 

location became even more important in the post-world 

War I'I era. 

(U) The United States first became involved in 

Iran during World \~ar II when it stationed troops there 

to assist in moving military equipment and materiel to 

the Soviet Union. Immediately following the war, Iran 

was caught up in one of the first Cold War confronta

tions between the United States and the• &oviet Union. 

At that time, Soviet troops refused to evacuate the 

northernmost Iranian province of Azerbaijan as previ

ously agreed and the United States pressured the Soviet 

Union to remove its forces. The US efforts succeeded 

and the Soviets did withdraw. This experience, how-

ever, demonstrated to the United States the importance 

of Iran and the need for a stable, friendly regime 

there. To that end, the United States began to provide 

the Shah and his government military aid. Limited at 

first to the sale of military equipment,. a formal 

program of grant assistance was initiated in 1949. 

( U) Rising nationalism in Iran and growing resent

ment of the Brit ish oil con cess ion brought Dr. ~1ohammed 

Mossadegh, a rabid patriot, to the forefront of Iranian 

politics in 1950. He became prime minister in 1951 and 

proceeded to nationalize the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company. 

The accompanying public fervor and the ensuing economic 

chaos threatened Iran, for a time, with anarchy and the 

possibility of an internal communist takeover. Once. 

again, the United states saw the need for a strong and 

stable Iran. 
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(U) Following the overthrow of Dr. Mossadegh and 

the return of the Shah to full power, the United states 

stepped up its military assistance to Iran. This 

aid was designed to build a modern armed force capable 

of maintaining internal security and providing some 

defense against external aggression. Simultaneously, 
the United States sought to create a collective defense 

arrangE?ment in the Middle East, including Iran, to 

block Soviet expansion into the area, The us efforts 

culminated-with the establishment of the Baghdad Pact, 

which subsequently evolved into CENTO, in 1955 with 

Iran as a member. Although the United States did not 

join this new organization, it did participate in the 

Pact Is military planning. 'I'h roughou t ttle I remainder of 

the 1950s, the United States supplied military aid to 

the Shah to enable Iran to contribute to the Pact's 

defense efforts. 

(U) By the early 1960s, the Iranian armed forces 

seemed launched on the way to becoming a modern fight-

ing force. Moreover, during this 

finally began to address the nagging 

that had long plagued his country. 

period, the Shah 

internal problems 

He instituted a 

wide ranging program of reform, known as the "white 

Revolution," including land reform and distribution, 

economic modernization, and political enfranchisement. 

Therefore Presidents Kennedy and Johnson gave the Shah 

their full backing. They continued and expanded 

military assistance in a further effor~ to strengthen 

the Iranian forces. It was in this period that the US 

1 military assistance program was converted from one of 

grant aid to credit sales. Simultaneously, with its 

increasing strength, Iran had become more independent, 

pursuing its own ambitions. 

( U) After assuming the Presidency in 1 9 69, Richard 

Nixon fitted .Iran·· into his new "Nixon Doctrine"--a 
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policy whereby the United States, while continuing 
economic and military assistance, would look to friends 

and allies to handle their own internal security and 

military defense. In the case of Iran, the United 

States turned to a willing Shah and his armed forces to 

assume the defense of the Persian Gulf area in place of 

the departing British presence. The vastly expanding 

Iranian revenues resulting from spiralling increases in 
the price of oil would allow Iran to build the military 
establishment necessary for this task. Accordingly, 

the United States began to sell Iran large quantities 

of its newest and most sophisticated weapons, and us 
arms sales to Iran rose from $458 million in FY 1972 to 

approximately $4 billion. by FY 1974. -

~President Carter, while convinced of the impor

tance of Iran to the Western powers, did not believe 

such massive arms sales to the Shah were necessary. 

Therefore he reduced the volume of new commitments and , 

prohibited the sale of new weapons until they were I 
operationally deployed with US forces. As a result, US, 

arms sales to Iran fell from $3.2 billion in FY 1977 to I 
l:!63 million in FY 1978. J 

(U) Meanwhile, opposition to the Shah in Iran, which 

had gradually developed over the years but remained 

relatively quiescent and divided, now coalesced. 

Opposing the Shah were all elements of the political 
spectrum in Iran. Conservatives, both clergy and lay, 

feared the loss of privileged positions in the Shah's 

1 modernization programs while the liberals, the expand

ing middle class, and the working people disliked the 

Shah's authoritarian methods and the corruption sur

rounding his regime. The result was growing revolution. 

and spreading anarchy during the latter part of 1978. 

After several months of indecision, the Shah abdicated 
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on 16 January 1979 and left the country. The US 
policy, now over 30 years old, of support for the Shah 

had failed and Iran teetered on the brink ot chaos. 

(U) Throughout the United States involvement in 

Iran, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have participated in 
/ 

the development of the national policy toward that 

country. Their role, however, had been largely one of 

supporting the government-wide consensus rather than 

launching new intitiatives. 

the Azerbaijan crisis, the 

In October 1946, during 

Joint Chiefs of Staff 

provided the Department of State their first appraisal 

of Iran. Both oil resources and a strategic location, 

affording a base for both defensive and ,counteroffen

sive operations against. the Soviet Union, gave Iran a 

major strategic importance. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 

have consistently and repeatedly maintained this 

position since that time. 

{U) From 1946 through 1978, the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff urged and supported military assistance for 

the Shah and his forces in order to insure a stable, 

Western-oriented Iran. In the 1950s, JCS recommenda

tions for increased support for the Iranian forces to 

enable them to contribute to Hiddle East defense and 

JCS support for a Hiddle East collective defense 

arrangement,. which included Iran, became us policy. 

During the 1960s, the Joint Chiefs of Staff continued 

to advocate military support of Iran. They sent 

several special missions there to survey the require

ments. They carefully reviewed the resulting findings 

and submitted detailed recommendations to the Secretary 

of Defense. These JCS recommendations formed the basis 

for expanded us programs for Iran. Presidents Nixon, 

and Ford did not rely on the Joint Chiefs of Staff as 

closely as their predecessors for advice on Iran. 

4 
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Decisions were made to sell vast amounts of new and 

sophisticated military equipment to Iran without any 

formal review by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Still, the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff did supply recommendations on 

Iran and its armed forces in the annual Joint Strategic 

Objectives Plan (JSOP) submissions, but these recom

mendations usually merely reflected Presidential 

decisions. President Carter cut back military sales to 

Iran and once again turned to the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

for advice on provision of new weapons systems to the 

Shah. Yet neither the Joint Chiefs of Staff nor most 

of the President's civilian advisers foresaw the 

deteriorating internal situat.ion in Ira.n, that culmin

ated in the fall of the ~hah. 

5 
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1 
WHICH WAY IRAN? 

1946-1953 

Historical Background 

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

the consolidated empire of the Medes and Persians, 

which at its height encompassed all the territories 

between what is today India and the Mediterranean Sea. 

The Persian Empire was the greatest power the world had 

known to that time. 

(U) Succeeding centuries· witnessea •alternating 

periods of foreign conquest and native rule. Then, in 

the period A.D. 637-650, Arab Moslems from the Arabian 

Peninsula subdued all the territory that is modern 

Iran. Gradually the conquered inhabitants were con-

verted to Islam, embracing the Shiite branch while the 

majority of the Moslem world adhered to the Sunni 

branch. Other conquerors followed the Arabs--the 

Seljuk Turks, the Mongols, and Tammerlane. The arise 

of the Safav id dynasty in 1502 returned native rulers 

for the first time in 600 years. 

(U) In 1795, a Qajar prince subdued all rivals and 

established a dynasty that ruled Iran, or Persia as 

it was then known, until 1925. 'l'hroughout the 19th 

Century, Iran was subjected to increasing pressures by 

the European powers, especially Russia and Britain, for 

economic and territorial concessions. Over the same 

period, growing nationalist sentiment led to a 

strengthening and modernization of Iranian i~stitutions, 

culminating in a series of reforms in the years 1906-· 

1908, including adoption of a constitution and estab

lishment of a parliament, the Majlis. These events, 
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coupled with the discovery of oil in large amounts in 

1908, brought Iran into the modern age. By Western 

standards, however, Iran remained an extremely backward 

country. 

(U) Even though Iran declared its neutrality in 

World war I, both Russia and Britain placed troops 

ther~·· Following the eruption of the revolution at 

home in 1917, the Russians withdrew, and Britain became 

the dominant foreign power in Iran. 'Ihereupon, the 

British attempted to force a treaty upon Iran official

ly recognizing this influence, but the Majlis refused 

to accept the treaty. Subsequently, Iran became a 

member of the League of Nations in ·1920 and Britain 

began withdrawal of its troops in 1
1

9~1. Tl)at same 

year, Iran 

friendship. 

and the s'oviet Union signed a treaty o~, 

permit 

( u) 

Among other 

its terri tory to 

That same year a 

provisions, Iran agreed not to 

be used by anti-Soviet groups. 

little known Iranian officer, 

Brigadier General Reza Khan, Commander of the Persian 

Cossack Brigade, staged a coup and took control of 

Tehran. He forced the Shah to appoint him both comman-

der in chief of the armed forces and war minister. From 

these posit1ons, he consolidated and expanded his power. 

In 1923 he became Premier and, in 1925, the ~lajlis ended 

the Qajar rule, proclaiming Reza Khan the new ruler as 

Reza Shah Pahlevi. 

(U) Reza Shah, who ruled Iran as a military dicta

tor, was determined to rid Iran ot ,foreign influence 

and centralize the government. He launched a vigorous 

I program of modernization, instituting a universal con

scription law, organizing a standing army drawn from 

the peasantry, and establishing his authority through

out the country. He encouraged industrialization ·ana 

renegotiated the Anglo-Iranian oil concession agreement 

of 1919 to obtain more favorable terms for Iran. He 

\ 
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outlawed the veil, introduced civil marriage and 
divorce, expropriated the property of the Islamic 

clergy, and organized secular schools. In 1935, the 

name of the country was changed from Persia to Iran. 

(U) When world War II broke out, Iran again triea 

to remain ·neutral. 

pro-German views and, 

British-Soviet request 

Reza Shah, however, held some 

in June 1941, refusea a joint 

to permit transit of war sup-

plies across Iran. Consequently, both Britain and the 

Soviet Union moved troops into Iran. The soviets 

occupied five northern provinces, including Gilan, 

Mazandaran, and traditionally dissident Azerbaijan, 

while the British took over .the southw;e~jtern part of 

the country and the Persian Gulf in orc'jer to protect 

Allied oil supplies. This occupation was regularized 

by the Tripartite Treaty of Alliance signed by Britain, 

the Soviet Union, and Iran in January 1942. The treaty 

not only gave formal sanction to the occupying forces, 

but also guaranteed their respect for the territorial 

integrity, sovereignty, and political independence of 

Iran and provided for withdrawal of the occupying 

troops within six months of the end of hostilities. 

Later in 1942, US forces entered !~an to assist in the. 

movement of materiel and supplies to the Soviet Union, 

but their presence was never recognized by a treaty. 

(U) with the entry of the British and Soviet troops, 

Reza Shah had abdicated in favor of his 22-year old 

son, Mohammed Reza Pahlevi and, subsequently, on 1 

September 1943, Iran declared war on Germany. During 

the course of a conference of the Allied leaders in 

Tehran in late November and early December 1943, 

Franklin Roosevelt, Winston Churchill, ·a·nd Joseph. 

Stalin issued the "Declaration on Iran," in which they 
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acknowledged Iran's assistance in the war, reaffirmed 

the commitment to Iran's independence, and pledged 

economic assistance at the close of the hostilities. 1 

The Azerbaijan Crisis 

(U) In the years following ~-o·orld War II, Iran 
was tonfronted with two major crises that threatenea 

its existence as an independent, Western-oriented 

nation. In the first, the Azerbaijan crisis, the 

Soviet Union not only refused to evacuate the Province, 

as provided in the terms of the Tripartite Treaty, but 

also pressured Iran for oil rights. The United States 

opposed these moves and the resulting dispute vitiated 

much of the good-will. remaining among the wartime 

allies. 

(U) Even during ~iorld War II, the Soviet Union 

had closed its zone of occupation to all foreign 

travelers, thereby preventing allied diplomats and 

newsmen from reporting on conditions in northern Iran. 

A ban was imposed on the export of staple foodstuffs 

from the Soviet zone, one of the major food producing 

areas of Iran. As a result, famine occurred in other 

parts of the country, including Tehran. As one author

ity has noted, "The Iron Curtain was thus hung in Iran 

long before the English speaking democracies learned of 

its existence.• 2 

(U) The Soviet Union had also demanded that Iran 

grant it oil concessions that would ~over the five 

provinces bordering on Russia. Iran, however, flatly 

1. F'or the historical background on Iran· prior to 
1946, see Harvey H. Smith et al., Area handbook for· 
Iran ( 1971), pp. 39-64. 
--2. George Lenczowski, Russia and the \\est in Iran, 
1916-1948 (1949), FP· 193-215. 
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rejected all oil concessions, not only to the Soviet 

Union but to the United Kingdom and the United States. 

On 19 Nay 1945, following Germany's surrender, Iran 

demanded that both of the occupying nations withdraw 

their forces. In reply both the United Kingdom and the 

USSR made it clear that they would not withdraw before 

the a·greed dead! ine of six· months after the ena of 

hostilities. In August 1945, both nations removed 

their uniformed forces, mainly service troops, from the 

area of Tehran, but the Soviet Union left thousanas of 

men in plain clothes in the area. These included 

members of the Soviet secret police, the NKVD. 3 

(U) Perhaps the most serious of the, transgressions 
' ' 

during Soviet occupation occurred in late 1945. 

Against the will of the Iranian Government, the Soviet 

Union aided and abetted a change in the form of 

government in Azerbaijan Province. Soviet forces 

supported a seizure of government power in Azerbaijan 

by the communist "Tudeh" party. When the Iranian 

Government attempted to send military forces to rein

force their garrison in Azerbaijan, Soviet military 

authorities prevented Iranian troops from entering the 

province. 

prevented 

The Iranian Government was effectively 

by the Soviet Union from applying Iranian 

laws in the area. As a result of an uprising of 

Kurd ish tribesmen in the northern a rea, an uprising 

openly encouraged by the Soviet Union in December 

1945, the entire province of Azerbaijan was separated 

from the control of the Iranian Government.
4 

( u) \Vi t h the support of the U n it e d States , Iran 

appealed to the newly established United Nations 

--~3r.---tre~nczowski, Russian and the West in Iran, 1918-
1948, pp. 216-220. 
----4. Ibid., pp. 284-289. 
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Security Council on 19 January 1946, asking that it 

investigate the situation and recommend appropriate 

action. The Soviet Union denounced Iran's act ion ana 

denied all its allegations. 'l'he Security Council, in 

its first real test, was unable to act, since the 

Soviet Union took the position that the Council was not 

comp~tent to handle the dispute. The Security Council 

then agreed to let the two countries try to settle 

their differences by direct negotiations. 5 

(U) Meanwhile the situation in Iran had grown more 

tense. soviet activities there "threatened the peace 

of the world" as President Truman pescribed the crisis. 

In a speech obviously intended as a warning to the 

Soviet Union over Iran, Sec'retary of' S~ate James F. 

Byrnes in late ~'ebruary pointed out that the Unitea 

States had "approved many adjustments" and "resolved 

many disputes" in favor of the Soviet Union. He said 

the United States welcomed the Soviet Union as a member 

of the United Nations. He pointed out that great 

powers as well as small ones had "agreed under the 

United Nations Charter not to use force or the threat 

of force except in defense of law and in the purposes 

of the Charter.• He emphasized that the United 

States "will not and cannot stand aloof if force is 

used contrary to the purposes and principles of 

the Charter." 6 

(U) Admiral Willian D. Leahy, USN, the Chief of 

Staff to the Commander in Chief. anq the presiding 

member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, found Secre-

tary Byrnes' speech "of superlative value." He only 

regretted that it had not been delivered earlier. 7 

.. 
5. Harry S. Truman, Years of Trial ana Hope (1956), 

p. 94. 
6. State DeFt Bulletin, 10 Mar 46, p. 358. 
7. ADM William D. Leahy, Diary, 3 Har 46, copy in 

National Archives. 
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(U) British forces withdrew from Iran on 2 March 

1946, six months after the Japanese surrender as agreed 

in the Anglo-Iranian-Soviet treaty. us forces had 

already been evacuated by the end of 1945. The Soviet 

Union, however, gave no sign of keeping its pledge of 

withdrawal. Three days after the deadline date, Secre

tary of State Byrnes addressed a note to Soviet Foreign 

Minister l~olotov asking that Soviet forces be withdrawn 

as agreed and warning that the United States could not 

remain "indifferent" to the situation. Intelligence 

indicated that Soviet tanks were moving into Iran, 

aeploy ing toward the Turkish border and the Iraqi 

frontier and the US Air Attache personnally observed 

Soviet tanks only 25 miles'from Tehr~n. Secretary 

Byrnes' reaction upon learning of this was to observe 

that the Soviet forces were adding military invasion to 

political subversion. Reportedly he reacted with some 

heat and stated "Now we' 11 give it to them with both 

barrels." 8 

( U) "Both barrels" took the form of a second note 

to Foreign Minister Molotov on 8 March saying that 

it appeared Soviet forces in Iran were being reinforced 

and asking for an explanation if. that were the case. 

No official soviet reply was received to either of Mr. 

Brynes' notes, but on 15 March the Soviet news agency, 

Tass, denied that any reinforcement or redeployment was 

taking place in Iran. 9 

B. Nsgs, State 385 to Moscow, 5 ~oar 46, Moscow 682 
to State, 6 Har 46, Foreign Relations of the United 

' States, 1946, vol. VII (1969), pp. 340-342, 348. 
Herbert Feis, From Trust to Terror (1970), p. 81-87. 
Truman, Years of Trial and liope, pp. 94-96. 
Lenczowski, Russia and the hest in Ira!"!, pp; 296-302. 
Smith et al., Area Handbook, Iran, p. 65. 

9. 1-H;g, State 425 to 1-ioscow, 8 Mar 46, Foreign Fi.e
latins of the Unitea States, 1946, vol. VII, p. 348. 
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(U) When Iran again went to the Security Council, 

accusing the Soviet Union of failure to withdraw from 

its territory, Soviet diplomats protested sharply. At 

one point during a Security Council meeting on the 

subject, Soviet Ambassador Andrei Gromyko stalked out 

of the meeting. On the other hand, the United States 

supported Iran more strongly than on the first occa

sion,'with Secretary of State Byrnes personally appear

ing before the Council. It was apparent that the 

Soviet Union was bothered by the unfavorable publicity 

emanating from these meetings, and on 26 March the 

Soviet representative announced suddenly that the 

Soviet forces would be removed from Iran within six 

weeks after March 24, 1946 "if no un'fo'reoseen circum

stances occur." On 4 ~pril Iran announceo that an 

agreement had been reached with the Soviet Union 

confirming the Soviet withdrawal and establishing 

an Iranian-Soviet oil company, to be ratified by the 

Iranian Parliament (Majlis) within seven months of that 

date. The Soviet Government would hold 51. percent of 

the stock and the Iranian Government the remaining 49 

percent. The. Soviet Union subsequently evacuated its 

forces on schedule, leaving behind a strong communist 

revolutionary regime in Azerbaijan.~ 0 

(U) To this point in the crisis, the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff had not been asked to provide opinions on mili

tary options with respect to the situation in Iran or 

to prepare any plans for military actions. Rather US 

actions remained within the diplomatic realm. The us 

strategy appeared to be to leave the matter within the 

purview of the UN Security Council as long as it was 

safe to do so. 

10. Lenczowski, Russia and the West in Iran, pp. 
298-299. Nosrollah Fatemi, 11 011 Diplomacy" (1954), pp. 
315-316. The agreement establishing an Iranian-Soviet 
oil company never took effect, since the Iranian 
Parliament ref~sed to ratify it. 
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(U) By the fall of 1946, the Shah and his government 

had begun plans to reassert control over Azerbaijan, 

raising the possibility of a confrontation with the 

Soviet Union, and now the advice of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff was sought. In September, the Department of 

State asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff for their views 

on the strategic importance of Iran to the United 

States. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were also asked in 

what ways US interest in Iran was linked to the ~ear 

and Middle East as a whole and how that interest would 

be affected by Soviet domination of all or part of 

Iran. Finally, the Department of State asked: II 
• • • 

does the JCS consider that a program ot,assistance by 

the US to the Iranian.military establishment would 

contribute to the defense of United States strategic 

interest in the Near and Middle Eastern area?" 11 

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff, in their reply of 11 

October, began by observing that the Department of 

State's questions were based on an assumption of 

possible war between the United States and the Soviet 

Union and that their answer relied on the same assump-

t ion. Iran, as a major source of oil supply, was 

militarily of "major strategic interest" to the United 

States. Horeover, "from the standpoint of defensive 

purposes," the. area offered "opportunities to conduct 

delaying operations and/or operations to protect United 

States-controlled oil resour·ces in saudi Arabia." In 

addition, Iran offered, as did all the Middle E.ast, a 

base for counteroffensive operations againt the Soviet 

Union. 
(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff then evaluated four 

possibilities that had been put forth by the Departmen~ 

of State: (1) division of Iran into British and Soviet 

spheres of influence would advan.ce the Soviet Union's 

11. Foreign Relations of the United states, 1946, 
vol. VII, pp. 515-Sl6. 
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political and strategic objectives, contribute to the 

encirclement of Turkey, and destroy British ability to 

defend the Iraqi oil fields; (2) control of the 

northern province of Azerbaijan by the USSR, although 

undesirable, would be the least object ion able of the 

situations listed; (3) creation of a Soviet-dominated 

autonomous ll.urdish state would probably cause the 

dissolution 

possibly lead 

regime there; 

would greatly 

above. 12 

of the pre sent I r a q i Go ve r n men t and 

to the installation of a Soviet-oriented 

(4) domination of all Iran· by the USSR 

intensify all the adverse effects listed 

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff made clear their 

support for military aid to Iran. Token assistance to 

Iran's military forces, they said, could treate confi

dence and good will toward the United States within the 

I ran ian Government and thus contribute to the US 

strategic posture in the area. To assist Iran in 

preventing civil disturbances, which could attract 

intervention by "powerful neighbors" and involve the 

United States, the Joint Chiefs of Staff favored giving 

Iran reasonable amounts of military material to be 

used only for internal security. They considered "such 

non-aggression items" as small arms, light artillery, 

ammunition, small tanks, transportation and communica

tion equipment, quartermaster supplies, and possibly 

short range aircraft and naval patrol craft to be 

appropriate for Iran in reasonable quantities if 

requested. The United States must be satisfied, of 

course, that Iran wanted to maintain its inder:-encience 

1 within the "community of nations." 

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff also believed it 

would be appropriate for the United States to give 

technical advice, but it must be dond without fanfare· 

and upon request only. Such a step would contribute to 

12. (U) SM-6874-:-46 to Sl'iNCC, 11 Oct 46 (derived from 
JCS 1714/3), CCS 092 ( 8-22-46) sec 1. Printed in Memo, 
SWNCC to MGEN J. N. l!illdring, 12 Oct 46, SWN-4818, 
Foreign Relations of the United States, 1946, vol. VII, 
pp. 529-532. 
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"the defense of United States strategic interest in 
Iran and the Near and Midle East area." ·In 1943 the 

United States had, as a matter of course, established 

two small military missions in Iran. One of these 

missions advised the Iranian Army, the second advised 

the Imperial Gendarmerie. 13 The Joint Chiefs of 

Staff recommended that these missions not be removed 

but t;hat, conversely, no new missions be established at 
this time. 

(U) Subsequently, on 29 October 1946, the Secretary 

of State made a decision that marked the beginning of 

an aid program for Iran. He 

program under which the United 

armaments worth not more than $10 

decided to support a 

States would sell Iran 

million. 14 
I I ( u ) In Iran, meantime, the crisis had worsened. 

According to diplomat"ic reports from Tehran, Prime, 

Minister Qavam was retreating before Soviet pressure 

and Iran was daily losing what remained of its indepen

dence. Mr. Loy Henderson, Director of the Office of 

Near Eastern. and African Affairs, in the Department of 

State considered the situation to be so critical that 

swift action by the United States might be required. 

An Iranian military mission in Washington to purchase 

the already approved $10 million worth of military 

equipment was running into a stone wall. Mr. Henderson 

warned that the United States could no longer delay and 

13. (0) JCS 557,30 Oct 43, CCS 530 Persia (9-2-42) 
sec 2. For further informatin of the OS wartime 
missions to Iran see T. H. Hotter, 'l'he Persian Corricior 
and Aid to Russia ( 1952), pp. 473-477; The US m1ssion 
to the Gendarmerie, subsequently known as GENHISH, was 
sanctioned by an agreement between the United States 
and Iran on 27 November 1943. The mission to the 
Iranian Army, subsequently known as ARM ISH, was not 
recognized by a formal agreement until 6 October 1947. 
See EAS no. 361, 27 Nov 43 and TIAS 1666,16 Oct 47, 
both in Treaties and Other Int 1 l Agreements of ttie 
USA, 1776-1949, vol 8, pp. 1285-1290, 1295-1301. 

14. (U) Memo, AsstSecState for Occupied Areas to 
USecState, 29 Oct 46, printed in Foreign kelations of 
the United States, 1946, vol. VII, p. 255. 
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should sell this "nonaggression" equipment to Iran 

quickly. He quoted the JCS statements of 11 October in 

support of his position. He also favored increasing 

the strengths of the military missions in Iran and 

keeping them there so long as they were neeaea. 

Secretary of State Byrnes approved Mr. Henderson's 

recommendations. 15 

(U) The immediate crisis in Iran subsided as 1946 
drew 'to a close. On 24 November, the Iranian Govern-

ment ordered its forces to march into Azerbaijan to 

supervise parliamentary elect ions. The Soviet Govern

ment protested this move, warning of possible "dis

turbances" should Iranian troops enter Azerbaijan. The 

US Ambassador to Iran, George v. Allen, lauded the 

move, publicly announcing that it was• l'quite normal 

and appropriate." In this statement, he was backed up 

by Under Secretary of State Dean Acheson in Washington. 

The Iranian Army marched into Azerbaijan with only a 

few minor skirmishes taking place. On 4 December the 

rebel regime collapsed. 16 

The Mossadegh Crisis 

(U) The second threat to Iran's independence and 
western orientation in the years following world war II 

was the "Mossadegh crisis" of 1951-1953. In this 

instance the danger came not from external sources but, 

rather, from internal dissension. Dr. Mohammed 

Mossadegh, a determined nationalist, led a vigorous 

movement to gain complete control of Iranian oil 

resources. The resulting unrest and chaos in Iran 

seemed for some months to be opening the way for the 

communist-controlled Tudeh Party to seize control of 

the government. 

15. (U) Nemo, Dir. Office of Near E;astern and 
Afircan Affairs (Henderson) to USecState, 18 Oct 46, 
w/att Hemo, "Implementation of United States I?olicy 
toward Iran," same date, Foreign Relations of the 
United States, 1946, vol. VII, pp. 533-536, and fn 1, 
p. 5 35. 

16. Lenczowski, Russia ana the 1\est in Ir_e._!!, 
p. 302. 
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(U) The crisis arose over the status of· the Eritish 

oil concession. Under the agreement negotiated between 

Reza Shah and the British in 1933, the Anglo-Iranian Oil 

Company extracted and marketed Iranian oil, g1v1ng the 

Iranian Government 25-30 percent of the net profits. More 

nationalistic members of the ~Iajlis, · 

larg9~ and more equitable share of 

however, wanted a 

the revenue. Dr. 

Mossadegh, the most vocal of these members, became chair

man of the. Majlis oil committee in 1950 and formed a 

coalition, the United Front, to press for nationalization 

of the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company. The more moderate 

Premier, General Ali Razmara, attempted to obtain more 

favorable terms from the Company, but was not successful. 
• • • 

Meantime, in Saudi Arabia, the Arabian-American Oil 

Company accepted an arrangement that gave the government 

there 50 percent of its profits, and this development 

increased Iran's demands for a larger share of the profits 

of the Anglo-Iranian.1 7 

~ 1)/'f!f( Against this background, the Truman Administratio~ 
began drafting a formal statement of US objectives and I 
policy for Iran in March 1951. Adapting a Department of 

State study, the NSC Staff drafted and circulated a ~olicy 

paper (NSC 107) for the council's consideration. Accord

ing to this statement, Iran's absorption within the 

communist orbit would damage oil-dependent \•/estern Euro

pean economies, impair US prestige, and "seriously weaken, 

if not destroy" resolution among adjacent Middle Eastern 

countries. For these reasons, the United States should 

/. take "all feasible steps" to insure that Iran escaped 

Soviet domination. (!lthough the initiative for any 

military action in support of Iran rested with Great 

Britain, the United States and United Kingdom joint~ll 1 

should "give early consideration to measures designed· to ! . ....____ . -' 

11. Smith et al., Area Handbook, Iran, .PP· 66-67. 
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\{!trengthen the general area • .] Also, the ,United States 

! should (1) strengthen its current assistance· programs 

(especially economic aia) as much as possible and (2) 

press the British to "effect a~arly and equitable 

settlement" of the oil dispute •. L}-f an Iranian govern

ment took actions that foreshadowed communist control, 

the United States should be prepared to undertake 

"special political operations" to reverse this trend. 

Finally, in the event of an overt attack by the Soviet 

Union against Iran, the United States "in common 

prudence would have to proceed on the assumption that 

global war is probably imminent." 1!J 
~The Joint Chiefs of Staff advised the Secretary 

of Defense that they considered NSC 107 acceptable as 
' I I "an interim working guide." They asked, however, that 

this policy paper be reviewed as soon as the situation 

had clarified. When the National Security Council 

discussed NSC 107 on 21 March, the Service Secretaries 

recommended that it be rejected in toto. In their 

opinion, the cOurses of· action designed to meet either 

internal subversion of external aggression "are safe 

1 innocuous statements of generalities which do not 
I 
\ indicate anything except watchful waiting • • • • If 

\ we cannot do anything we should say so. If we can take 

\ concrete steps in either contingency we should so 

I 

state." Overruling these objections, the Council 

adopted NSC 107; President Truman approved it on 24 

March. 19 

NSC 107, 14 Mar 51, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) 
he Joint Intelligence Committee reported tha , 

nder current circumstances, "It is not considered 
robable" that the Sov'iets could achieve total domin
tion of Iran without overt use of their armed forces. 

However, "it is becoming increasingly evident" that 
they might win control of northern segmen·ts through 
economic and political pressure, possibly accompanied 
by subversive activities. The JCS noted these conclu-

ions on 9 ~tarch. \ (TS) Rpt, JIC to JCS, "Intelligen· e 
5 ··~ ... tes on the Situation in Iran," 1 Mar 51, Encl to 

JCS 1924/51, 1 Mar 51, same file. 
19. (TS) Nemo, JCS to SecDef, 19 Mar 51 (derived 

from JCS 1714/17), same file. (TS) NSC Action No. 451, 
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(U) The tempo of events in Iran suddenly· accelerated. 

General Razmara was assassinated on 7 March 1951; Dr. 

Mossadegh assumed the Premiership; and nationalization was 

promulgated on 2 May. Thereafter, the focal point of 

crisis centered on Dr. Mossadegh, who now roused popular 

emotions to fever pitch. 20 

(!!) The British, as was to be expected, reacted with 

considerable concern, fearing that acguiesence in the 

nationalization could jeopardize all their overseas 

investments. Accordingly, Britain reinforced its Middle 

Eastern garrisons and dispatched warships to Abadan, the 

site of the Anglo-Iranian refinery. The United States, 

however, opposed the use of force to resolve the matter, 
• I I 

and Secretary of State Acheson advised the British Ambas-

sador in Washington on ~7 May 1951 that the United States 

could support a resort to force only under one of the 

following conditions: Iranian Government invitation; 

Soviet military intervention; a communist coup in Tehran; 

or evacuation of endangered British nationals. A wide 

Anglo-American policy cleavage now ensuect. 21 

!
- · (:Jil!f Since the inadequacies of NSC 107 now were mani

fest, the NSC Staff circulated a revised policy paper (NSC 

107/1) on 6 June 1951. The immediate situation in Iran,. 

I according to this statement, made that country's loss to 

I the free world through internal communist uprising "a dis

/E·nct possibility." The United States should therefore 

I (1) continue to extend political support, primarily to the 

( as the only source of continuity ·Of leadership; 

~celerate and expand military, economic and 

Nar 51. (TS) N/H of JCS 1714/16, 28 Har 51, same file. 

ili 
the JCS wished, Mr. Truman oraered the state Lepartmenj 
submit monthly progresi reports until conditions we~e 

rther clarified. 
20. Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation ( 1969), pp. 

503-504. 
21. Ibid., p. 506. 
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rGsistance; and (3) attempt an early settlement of the 

I oil controversy, recognizing both the rights of sover-
' eign states and the importance of international con-

tractual relationships. Considerable attention was 

devoted to contingency planning. If the central 

government requested dispatch of British troops to 

southern Iran in order to defeat a communist coup, the 

United States should offer the United Kingdom full 

political and perhaps military support. However, entry 

of British troops without Iranian consent could only be 

justified if necessary to save the lives of British 

subjects') Under any other circumstances, intervention 

would sunder the free world, create chaos in Iran, and 

possibly cause Tehran to request Sov i.et assistance. 

Should the United Kingdom resort to military action 

against us advice, therefore, "the situation would be 

so critical that the position of the United States 

would have to be determined in the light of the situa-. 

tion at that time."22 

1}JI(f'i The Joint Strategic Survey Committee, the 

senior policy review element of the Joint Staff, 

adjudged NSC 107/1 acceptable as written. The Chief of 

Naval Operations, Admiral Forrest . Sherman, ho1vever, 

felt the paper failed to reflect (1) growing petroleum 

needs of NATO nations, {2) declining British ability to 

provide military power and political leadership in the 

Hiddle East, and {3) increasing US capabilities and 

requirements in that area. He recommended several 

rev is ions along these 1 ines, but the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff accepted only one, which stated that "increasing 

US influence in the. Middle East" should be a governing 

factor in the continuing policy review. After approv

ing other editorial modifications, they transmitte~ 

comments to Secretary of Defense Robert Lovett on 19 

June 1951. Eight days later, the National Security 
---'-

22. (TS) NSC 107/1, 6 Jun 51, CCS 092 Iran {4-23-48) 
sec 3. 

.. 
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Council slightly amended this paper and then adopted it 

as NSC 107/2; the final paper incorporated Admiral 

Sherman's addition. On 28 June, President 'l'ruman' 

accorded NSC 107/2 his approva1. 23 

(U) Meanwhile, matters grew steadily worse. At

tempting to adjudicate the controversy, the Inter

national Court of Justice recommended reversion to the 

status quo ante and joint British-Iranian operation of 

the oil industry; Dr. Mossadegh categorically rejected 

this ruling. Iran and the United Kingdom seemed on the 

brink of hostilities; it was unders.tood in 1\'ashington 

that the British Chiefs of Staff had recommended, anci 

the Attlee Government rejected, military interven

tion.24 At this point, President 'l'ruman dispatched 

Ambassador Averell Harriman. to London pnd then to 

Tehran to urge resumption of negotiations. ~either 

side would make major concessions and, 

regress, the talks collapsed later 

after initial 

in August. 25 --....... 
~ Secretary of State Acheson and British Foreign 

Secretary Morrison discussed the Iranian situation 

during a Washington Foreign Ministers' Meeting in 

September 1951. The United States still could not 

support employment of British troops in connection with 

the oil controversy, except 

ing endangered nations, 

achieved. 26 

for the purpose of evacuat

and no consensus was 

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

1 24. (TS) Memo, Dep-USecstate to Execsecy, NSC, 6 
Aug 51, Encl to JCS 1714/24, 13 Aug 51, same file, 
sec 4. 

25. Acheson, Present at the Creation, pp·. · 507-509. 
26. (TS) WFM B-2/2a, "Iran," 22 Aug 51, Encl to 

JCS 1714/25, 24 Aug 51; (TS) wFN B-2/2b, "Iran," 24 Aug 
51, Encl to JCS 1714/27, 29 Aug 51; CCS 092 Iran 
"(4-23-48) sec 4. For DOD concurrence, see (TS) fi,emo, 
JCS to SecDef, 29 Aug 51 (derived from JCS 1714/26); 
(TS) Ltr, SecDef to SecState, 4 Sep 51, same file. 
Acheson, Present at the Creation, p. 510. 
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( U) Unhappily, the Anglo-Iranian controve'rsy esca
lated further in the following weeks. Iran seized the 

Abadan refinery and expelled British technicians. 

Since the Iranians lacked technical skills needed to 

operate the facility, Abadan ceased operation and Iran 

lost its chief source of income. The British, mean

while., reinforced their Persian Gulf squadron to 14 

warships and filed a condemnatory resolution in the uN 

Security Council. In October 1951, Dr. Mossadegh 

arrived in New York to plead his country's case before 

the United Nations. Thinking that the opportunity for 

an offer of "good offices" might aris.e, the secretary 

of Defense felt it would be "of the greatest import-
• I I 

ance" to possess an estimate of the increase in Soviet 

military potential that would occur if Iran and her oil 

fell under communist control. He therefore directed 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff quickly .to survey this 

question. 

\ ..... - .. , ~ Replying 
\ Staff predicted the following consequences: 

' Economic--Probable eventual loss of 

on 10 October, the Joint Chiefs of 

I 

I 

i. 

all Mlddle Eastern oil, creating a 
possibly intolerable deficiency in 
oil resources. 
Political--Major threat of communist 
domination during peacetime of Iraq, 
Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, and India. 
Military--Prior development by the 
USSR of bases, facilities and stock-
piles, greatly increasing the chances 
of soviet success in operations ·against 
the Middle East and/or Pakistan-India. 

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

so improved that, in all probability, an increi'\se in. 

the level of the military establishments of the Western 

world would be required." Under such circumstances, 
-· ---
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~e Joint Chiefs of Staff would be compelled" immedi

~~ely to re-examine their global strategy •••• " 
' ' Therefore, from a strictly military standpoint, preser-

vation of Iran's orientation toward the United States 

and protection of the United Kingdom's general position 

in the Hiddle East "now transcend in importance the 

desirability of supporting British oil inter-ests in 

Iran.'] In reply to a specific Secretary of Defense 

quest1on about the effect of Soviet acquisition of l 
Iranian oil resources, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 1 

predicted that such a development would enhance Soviet 

capabilities and require "a longer effort" by the 

Western powers to defeat the Soviet Union and its 

satellites. 27 1 
1 

~The Administration did offer 

visit--but 

its "good 

achieved 

offices" 

nothing. during Dr. Hossadegh's 

When Winston Churchill succeeded Clement Attlee as 

Prime Kinister on 25 October 1951, British distaste for 

Mossadegh did not abate. Early in November, Secretary· 

Acheson gave the new British Foreign Secretary, Anthony 

Eden, the substance of the JCS memorandum of 10 Octo-

ber. The British Chiefs of Staff promptly challenged 

the JCS conclusion regarding the. accretion of war

potential if the Soviets acquired Iranian oil. They 

said that Soviet petroleum production already was 

[ sufficient for both civilian and military requirements, 

U
hat importation of Iranian oil would exceed Soviet 

. ransport capacity, and that refineries and transport 

would be highly vulnerable to air ~ttack. 28 In 

..----
27. ~ Memo, secDef to JCS, 8 Oct 51, Encl to 1 tr:1 

JCS 171/28,8 Oct 51; ~Memo, JCS to SecDef, 10 Oct 
51 (derived frovec on Jcs 1714/29); ccs o92 Ira.,.J 

/i
1_:;:33-48) sec 4._)Althou~h thismemorandum was submit':- . 
ed to the NSC, records ao not 1nd1cate whether 1t was 
ctually considered by the Council. (TS) N/H of JCS 

1714/29, 23 Oct 51, same file. 
28. ~ Ltr, BJSM to SJCS, 28 Nov 51, Encl to 

JCS 1714/33, 30 Nov 71, same file, sec 5. 
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I 

(-further Acheson-Eden discussions, the Sec.rtary of 

I ::;;:r::~~edirtahnat :o~~d Drf~l:os::::g~h::: n:ntd t ~::::~:~~~ 
! The Foreign Secretary retorted that the Iranian economy 
' was too primitive and too flexible to collapse, and 

contended that noncommunist alternatives to Nossadegh 

could be found. 29 

,• 

t:f'li In succeeding months, the United States and \, 

Britain remained divided on the question of Iran. In 

anticipation of a meeting between President Truman and 

Prime Minister Churchill, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

told the Secretary of Defense on 2 January 19 52 that 

the "military urgency" of the situation in Iran, with 

its "explosive implications;" was such •that the us 

position should be expressed "in more concrete terms." 

Precision of expression, they believed, would avoid 

possible pre-commitment to courses of action not 

encompassed within NSC 107/2. In particular, US 

opposition to the use of force by Britain should be 

plainly stated. The President and Prime Minister met 

on 5 January 1952 and continued their talks for several 

days but, again, no agreement on Iran was reachea. 30 

\ 

~ (U) The United States continued to furnish Iran 

with a marginal amount of economic aid. The World Bank 

attempted to negotiate an oil settlement but finally 

failed. Iran itself remained relatively quiescent 

until July 1952, when the Shah tried to appoint, a 

a new Premier. At once, riots convulsed Tehran; 

' 

29. Anthony Eden, Full Circle ( 1960), p. 222. 
30. J.:jW1'f TCT D-4/46·, "Iran," 30 Dec 51, Encl B to 

JCS 1714/35, 31 Dec 51; (TS) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 2 
Jan 52 (derived from JCS 1714/35); ~ N/H of JCS 
1714/35, 16 Jan 52; CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) se·c 5. The. 
JCS Nemorandum was transmitted informally prior to the· ·· 
Truman-Churchill talks. Acheson, Present at the 
Creation, pp. 599-600. For discussions on 8 and 9 
January, see (~ TCT Min-3, "Truman-Churchill Talks," 
9 Jan 52 and (..:»W'f TCT Conv-10, " ••. Iran," 11 Jan 52, 
CCS 337 (4-19-50) sec 9. 
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~-;:;;pported by street mobs, Dr. I<JOSSadegh remained 

f supreme. Alarmed by these events, the United States 

pressed the United Kingdom to accept "simple, tempor

ary, and easily understood proposals to get oil flowing 

to the British and funds flowing to Iran without 

prejudice to the bargaining position of either side." 

On 30 August, PrEsident Truman and Prime Minister 

Churchill jointly proposed that, if Iran agreed to 

refer all claims and counter-claims to the Inter

national Court of Justice, the Anglo-Iranian Oil 

Company would pay for and market oil stored at Abadan, 

the United Kingdom would relax export restrictions, and 

the United States would make an immediate grant of $10 

million to the Iranian Government. Dr. Mossadegh 

spurned this offer, presented'extreme cotirlterproposals, 

and finally severed d-iplomatic relations with the 

United Kingdom on 22 October 1952. 31 

()llf!'j As a corollary to its diplomatic efforts, the 

Department of State asked what military courses of 

action would be feasible in ·toe event of a successful 

communist· coup. The Deputy 

requested a response from the 

on 5 September, they replied 

Secretary of Defense 

Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

that appropriate plans 

l 
\. 

were under preparation. However, they noted that, 

since current global commitments precluded dispatch of 

substantial US forces, intervention would require 

"political decisions of great import." 'I'his being so, 

they recommended that an all encompassing review of the 

situation be undertaken. 32 

~ On 31 October 1952, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

submitted "tentative conclusions" concerning feasible 

military responses to rebellion or invasion. Unless 

current deployments were to be upset, they. said, an 
---- -

31. Acheson, Present at the Creation, p. 680. 
R i c h a r d p • S t ebb i n s , .::T.!:h~e;-,;...,,..::u~· n,;.;l.._t~e=.:a:::.· -~S..:;t.;:ac.::t:..::e:..::S::..._-=.i n:..:.__:.:W.:::o-=r-=1-=d,_ 
Affairs, 1952 (1953), pp. 233-235. 

3 2. U»'i!ff' Memo, De pSe cDe f to J CS, 
to JCS 1714/40, 29 Aug 52: ~Nemo, 
Sep 52 (de\:ived from JCS 1714/41): 
(4-23-48) sec 6. 

28 Aug 52, Encl 
JCS to SecDef, 5 

CCS 092 Iran 
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-·- """I 
appeal by Tehran for direct assistance could only be· 

answered byG 1) conducting a show of force by periodic! 

aircraft flights over key centers and (2) providing the' 

loyal Iranian Army with logistical support. 'l'hey then, 

described various conditions under which us forced 

I might be committed under conditions short of warJ If' 

I overt communist aggression occurred, however, the Joint' 
I 

Chiefs of Staff warned that "the resultant situation: 

would be not unlike that [which] we face in Korea."' 

The Secretary of Defense passed this paper to Secretary' 

Acheson and to the Director of Central Intelligence. 33 ~ 
l:1Jtl!'f" In their memorandum of 5 September, the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff expressed the view that NSC 107/2 had: 
I 

been overtaken by events. Accepting tl'l i's conclusion, 

the NSC Staff now reexamined NSC 107/2. The Defense i 
member, Nr. Frank Nash, proposed two major modifica- '· 

tions. First, the United States should offer to extend 

"substantial immediate economic assistance" if Iran\ 

provided reasonable assurances of satisfactory compen

sation to Anglo-Iranian. Essentially, this repeated 

the joint proposal of 30 August. ~Second, in light of 

"the failure of British policy," declining UK capa

bilities, and increasing American. strength and influ

ence, "the United States should take action necessary 

to prevent Iran from falling to communism, even if 

this involves acting independently of the UK and th~: 

risk of damaging our close relations with the UK.~, 

Concomitantly, the United States also should be 

prepared to take the military initiative in. support of 

, Iran. The Department of State submitted a much milder I 
revision, softening the first of Mr. Nash's proposals f 
~d discarding the second.. After lengthy discussions_,_j 

33. ll»>fj Memo, JCS to SecDef, 31 Oct 52 (derived 
from JCS 1714/42); ~ Ltr, SecDef to Secstate, 10 N0.V 

52; CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 7. 
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the NSC Staff approved this State submission (now 

:designated NSC 136) as "a short-term policy."34 

~ 'I'he Staff debate reflected opposing views 

of the respective Department heads. While NSC 136 was 

under preparation, the Secretaries of State and Defense 

debated the efficacy of continued close US-UK coopera

tion. Writing to Mr. Acheson on 24 October, Secretary 

Lovett contended that the rupture of diplomatic rela

tions' between London and Tehran "has brought us to the 

end of the road we have been travelling." ~ecause 
British policy had failed, the United States must chart 

a new course: 

The strategic necessities of the 
situation, in my opinion, require that 
we accept our respon~ibilities pnd act 
promptly and, if necessary, independ
ently of the British in an effort to 
save Iran •••. [This] will involve I' 

the provision of immediate economic 
assistance, and measures to help Iran 
start up her oil industry and secure 
markets for her oil. It will also 
involve additional political, economic 
and probably military commitments 
• • • • The actions now open to us to i 
save Iran may appear painful, costly \ 
and dangerous, but theyinvolve, in my 1 
judgment, only a small fraction of the 
money, material, manpower and anguish 
that will have to expended to hold 

\ Iran by military action or to hold the 

\ 
remainder of the Hiddle East if 
Iran should be seized and consolidated 

1 by the Communists. 35 I <;;Iff On 4 November 1952, Secretary Acheson answered 

, that the objective on US policy "must be to save Iran 
I 
j without unneces~ily damaging our relations with the 

i 

'United Kingdom~. The British believed that extensive 
concessions on their part had only encouraged Dr. 

Mossadegh to become increasingly unreasonable. In 

·-34. ~ Memo, ExecSecy to Senior NSC Staff, 1 Oct 
52: (.J;.W( ~iemo, ExecSecy to Senior NSC Staff, 7 Oct 52; 
same file, sec 6. . (:Jii;l( Hemo, ExecSecy to Senior NSC 
Staff, 5 Nov 52; ~ NSC 136, 6 Nov 52, Encl B to JCS 
1714/43, 23 Oct 52; same file, sec 7. 

35. ~ ·Ltr, SecDef to SecState, 24 Oct 52, CCS 092 
Iran (4-23-48) sec. 7~,.,? c-n-··-·--

t. t ·J- -' , i<l • 
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h . ~- ~ ese Clrcumstances, Mr. Acheson argued that~nllateral 1 

nd uncoordinated action could inflict "deep and ) 

J lasting harm upon the Anglo-American alliance]•3 6 

/ ~Submitted to the National Security Council on / 
/ 6 November 1952, NSC 136 generally reflected Secretary 

/ Acheson's philosophy. Replying to Mr. Lovett's request 
for c;omment and recommendation, the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff proposed addition of the following admonition: 

"If for overriding political reasons it is found 

necessary for the United States to provide m i1 i tary 

forces in this area, implementation will require either 

a substantial augmentation of over-all US forces or a 

reduction of present US military commitments else-
• I I 

where." Meeting on 19 November, the National Security 

Council "noted" the JCS views and then, with slight 

amendments, adopted NSC 136, On the following day, 

President Truman directed its .implementation under the 

coordination of Secretary Acheson. Crucial paragraphs 

of this paper read as follows: 

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

4. If light of the present situatio~ 
the United States should adopt ~nd 
pursue the following policies: 

a. Continue to assist in every 
practicable way to effect an early 
and equitable liquidation of the 
oil controversy. 

! 

\ 

\. 

"' _ __.- 36. J)lli{/( Ltr, SecState to SecDef, 4 Nov 52, App t~~-·\ 
JCS 1714/44, 12 Nov 52, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 7. 
- owever, it should be not,ed t.hat Present at the CreaftJ 

ion is liberally sprinkled with pungent criticisms of 
ritish obduracy. 
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1 b. Be prepared to take the neces

sary measures to help Iran start up 
her oil industry and to secure 
markets for her oil .••. 

' 

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

In carrying out the above, the United 
States should ( 1) maintain full 
consultation with the UK, (2) avoid 
unnecessarily sacrificing legitimate 
UK interests or unnecessarily impair
ing US-UK relations, (3) not permit 
the UK to veto any US actions which 
the United States considers essen
tial . . . 

(~ The new NSC policy statement also addressed the 

possibility of a communist seizure of power in Iran. 

To avoid such an eventu~lity, the United States would 

exert all possible influence to keep Iran from falling 

under communist control, assisting a noncommunist 

government with military support if necessary. In this 

regard, plans were to be prepared, in concert with 

Britain and perhaps others, for specific measures to 

meet such a development. 37 
.____ 

(U) Thereafter, the Joint Chiefs of Staff proceeded 

with preparation of the re~ired plans. Completed 

during the following spring ese plans provided for 

shows of force, using SAC ai craft from Britain or 

Nort~rica, or carrier aircraft from the Mediterran

ean.3-(' 

31. ~ NSC 136, 6 Nov 52, Encl B to JCS 1714/43, 
23 Oct 52, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 7. ~ NSC 

• 136/1, 20 Nov 52, same.file, sec 8. (,.:»81' ~temo, JCS to 
SecDef, "NSC 136 - The Present Situation in Iran," 18 
Nov 52 (derived from JCS 1714/45), same file (adapted 
from a somewhat stronger memo by GEN Collins). ~ 
N/H of JCS 1714/43, 5 Dec 52, same file. ~ NSC. 
Action No. 680, 19 ~ov 52. 

38. (U) JCS 1714/46, 6 Apr 53: JCS 1714/48, 16 Apr 
53: Memo, JCS to SecDef, 19 Jun 53 (derived from JCS 
1714/49): CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 8. 
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( U) Meanwhile, the Truman Administration mounted 

a final diplomatic offensive during November-December 

1952 to resolve the Iranian-British dispute. On 7 

November, the President accepted Secretary Acheson's 

plan to advance the Iranian Government up to $100 

million against future oil deliveries. Also, he 
approved a voluntary program under which US oil compan

ies, ·either alone or in conjunct ion with the Anglo

Iranian, would purchase and market Iranian oil. If Dr. 

Mossadegh agreed to arbitrate compensation, therefore, 

the United States immediately would extend assistance 

and oil shipments would resume. 39 

(U) During the early months of 1953, Dr. Nossadegh 

still refused any compromise •. President. Qwight Eisen

hower, upon entry into office in January, continued 

both technical and military assistance to Iran in hopes 

of encouraging a British-Iranian settlement. Soon, 

however, it was obvious that no settlement was possible 

and, on 29 June 1953, President Eisenhower notified the 

Iranian Premier that the United States would supply no 

further aid or purchase Iranian oi1. 40 

(U) Dr. Mossadegh' s support within Iran came from 

widely divergent groups, united only on the issues of 

nationalization and elimination of British influence. 

With the oil refineries idle and the resulting loss of 

income and employment, 

began to fall away 

Dr. Mossadegh' s popular support 

in 1953. Moreover, although 

Iiercely anti-communist himself, the Premier relied 

increasingly on the support of the communist Tudeh 

Party. Simultaneously, he began to adopt more d ic-

tatorial methods. In so doing, he brought about a 

crisis and showdown with the Shah. 41 

39. Acheson, Present at the Creation, pp. 681-685. 
40. Dept of State Bulletin, 20 Jul 53, pp. 74-75, 
41. Smith et al., Area Handbook, Iran, pp. 68-69. 
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( U) Early in August 19 53, Dr. Mossadegh announced 

his intention to dissolve the Majlis and held a refer

endum to endorse this decision. The Shah responded by 

dismissing Dr. Nossadegh and appointing General 

Fazlollah Zahedi in his stead. Dr. Mossadegh defied 

his order and announced the deposition of the Shah. 

Rioting erupted in Tehran and the Shah fled the 

country. On 19 August 1953, after four days of 

anarchy, General Zahedi rallied the Army behind the 

Shah, arrested Dr. Nossadegh, and assumed the premier

ship. Three days later, on 22 August, the Shah re

turned to Tehran to a tumultuous public welcome.4 2 
··-·---
~ JCS action during the crisis was restricted 

to preparation of a list o·f forces •that might be 

dispatched to Iran or the Persian Gulf for periods of 

time ranging from a few days to two months. Subse-

quently, at JCS direction, CINCNELM readied a "~:· 

Joint Plan for Operations in the Middle East."~t 

provided for US Air Force and Marine units from Europe 

and the Mediterranean to seize and secure Abadan and 

Tehran followed by the airlifting of groun·d~...;orces to 

assist in the maintenance of law and order.~ ~ 
( U) In subsequent years, a number of accounts 

have indicated clandestine US encouragement, support, 

and direction of the overthrow of Dr. Mossadegh. 

\. Official files, however, reveal no 

L__involvement in these activities. 44 
indication of JCS 

42. Smith et al., Area Handbook, Iran, p. 69. 
43. (U} CN-20-53 to CSAF et al., 20 Aug 53; 

SM-1539-53 to JSPC, 21 Aug 53;' CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) 
sec 9. ~ Dec On JCS 1714/55, 9 Dec 55, same file, 
sec 1 0. ( TS-NOFORN) CINCNELM OPLAN 207-54, 1 Feb 54, 
same file, BP Pt 2. 

44. See Kermit Roosevelt, Countercoup, The Struggle. 
for the control of Iran (1979). Roosevelt recounts a 
meet1ng on 25 June 1953 where the Secretary of State 
approved us support for an effort to overthrow 
Mossadegh. Among those listed as attending were 
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(U) lith the removal of Dr. Mossadegh events in Iran 

resumed an even keel. Accordingly, the United States 

resumed economic and military assistance to Iran in 

September 1953. Thereafter, on 5 December 1953, 

Britain and Iran reestablished diplomatic relations and 

the two countries resolved their oil dispute the 

folloliing summer. 

August 1954, an 

British, and Dutch 

distribute Iranian 

As provided in an agreement of 5 

international consortium of US, 

companies would extract, refine, and 

oil with Iran receiving 50 percent 

of all profits. In addition, compensation would be 

paid to the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company. This a~reement, 

which was to last for 2 5 ye,ars, was ratified by the 
I 

Majlis in October 1954. 45 

The Beginning of US Military Assistance to Iran 

(U) In the period 
II, the United States 

immediately after World War 
began to give military aid to 

Iran. Initially, this support was for internal secur

ity purposes, provided in the hope of improving Iranian 

stability. As already mentioned, 46 the Secretary of 

State approved the first military assistance for Iran 

in October 1946, deciding that the United States would 

sell Iran $10 milllion worth of equipment. The 

following year, the program was continued through an 

agreement, signed on 20 June 1947, extending Iran 

Secretary of Defense Charles Wilson 'and a military 
aide, but no member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
Roosevelt also reports a briefing to President Eisen
hewer after the successful completion of the operation 
where Admiral Arthur Radford, Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, was present. 

For a further discussion of reports of US involve
ment in the Mossadegh overthrow, see Rouhollah K. 
Ramazani, Iran's Foreign Policy, 1941-1973 (1975), pp. 
249-250. 

45. Smith ·et al., Area Handbook, Iran, pp. 70-71. 
4 6. See above p. 1 7. 
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credit to purchase $25 million worth of surplus us 
a~;ms. 47 

(U) In 1949, the United States decided to continue 

military aid to Iran and to place this assistance on a 

grant basis, incorporating Iran into the newly consoli

dated US military assistance program for FY 1950. The 

Foreign Assistance' Coordinating Committee, an interde

partm~ntal group that oversaw the preparation of the US 

assistant program, placed Iran in the second of three 

priority groups and proposed that it be granted "token" 

military assistance, defined as aid sufficient to 

insure the political orientation of the recipient 

towards the United states. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 

reviewed the overall 

found it "generally 

Iranian portion. 48 

aid program in 

sound" without 

February 1949 and 

commenting on the 

(U) Several weeks 

1949, the Joint Chiefs 

later, however, on 14 

of Staff did provide the 

March 

Secre-

tary of Defense specific comments with respect to Iran. 

They pointed out that Iran, because of its geographical 

position, would be of strategic importance to the 
' ' 

United States in the event of war with the Soviet 

Union, and that the United States should maintain 

friendly relations with Iran, so as to stabilize the 

Iranian Government as a means of preventing communist 

encroachment. The long-range security objective of the 

United States should therefore be to supply the Iranian 

Army with such equipment and support "as would reason

ably insure maintenance of internal security, a stabi

lized government, and prevention of interference from 

41. Ed~torial Note, Foreign Relations of the United 
States , 19 4 7 , vo 1 V, p. 9 1 6 • 

48. (U) FACCD-3/1, 7 Feb 49, App B to JCS 1868/57, 
9 Feb 49; (U) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 21 Feb 49 (derived 
from JCS 1868/59); CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 19. Prior to 
this time, assistance programs to individual countries 
and regions had been the subject of separate legisla
tion; now all were to be consolidated into a single law. 
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outside forces, other than direct invasion." To this 

end, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended the appro

priation of $12.3 million for military assistance to 

Iran, divided among the services as follows: Army, $10 

million; Air Force, $2.3 million. 49 

(U) The Foreign Assistance Coordinating Committee 

incre?sed the amount for Iran to $15.2 ·million in. the 

consolidated $1.45 billion aid program that was ap

proved by the Truman Administration in April 

1949. The Congress, however, reduced the overall 

figure somewhat, and the final program included only 

$27.6 million to be shared by Iran along with Korea and 

the Philippines. Of that total, the Joint Chiefs of 
' I I 

Staff recommended an allocation of $10.45 million for 

Iran. The Administration, however, raised this 

figure to $11.7 million. 50 

(U) Subsequently, on 23 May 1950, the United States 

and Iran agreed that the United States would provide 

Iran "on a grant basis" equipment, materials, and 

services for security and self-defense purposes. Also 

included was provision for US technical per so nne 1 in 

Iran to implement the terms of the agreement. Accord

ingly, the United States established in 1950 the 

Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAA~) Iran. 

Besides the MAAG, there already existed in Iran, 51 

two small US military advisory elements--the US 

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

50. (U) l'lemo, SpecAsst to SecDef for MilAsst to DJS 
• et al., 27 Apr 49, Encl to JCS 1868/72, 29 Apr 49, CCS 

092 (8-22-46) sec 21. (U) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 23 Sep 
49 (derived from JCS 1868/1 11), same file, sec 29. 
Spec Msg to Congress, 25 Jul 49, Public Papers of the 
Presidents of the Unitec States, harry S. Truman, 1949· 
(1964), pp. 395-400. PL 324 (The Mutual Defense 
Assistance Act), 6 oct 49. PL 430, 28 Oct 49. Defense 
security Assistance Agency (DSAA), "DSAA Fiscal Year 
Series: Iran~" 

51. See P.· .17. 
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Military Mission with the Imperial Iranian Gendarmerie 

(GENMISH), ana the US Military Mission to th.e Iranian 
Army (ARMISH) ,52 

(U) The United States continued to grant military 

assistance to Iran on a modest scale during the 

Mossadegh period, except for a three-month period, 

July-September 1953. In all, from 1 July 1951 through 

30 June 1953, $66 million were programmed and equipment 

valued at $42.4 million was actually delivered to the 

Iranian armed forces. The Joint Chiefs of Staff played 

an important role in the program, recommending both the 

amount to be programmed and the way it was to be 

spent. 53 

(U) President Truman, on 9 January 1950, had asked 

the Congress to appropriate '$1.1 billibn• for military 

assistance for FY 1951,. to be allocated among the NATO 

countries, Greece, Turkey, Iran, Korea, and the Philip

pines. Acting at the direction of the Secretary of 

Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended the 

amounts to be allocated to each country. They proposed 

$11.5 million for Iran. After the outbreak of the 

Korean war, however, the Congress acceded to the 

President's request for a substantial increase in 

military assistance funds. In the finally approved 

program, Iran received a much larger 

to $25.5 million. 54 
share, amounting 

(U) During the period 1950-1952, Iran 

priority among 

planners felt 

MAP recipients. 

that they 1 acked 

British and 

the forces 

held a low 

US military 

to defend 

52. 1 UST 420. i,j1f USSTRICOM/USAF, "DOD Advisory/ 
1 Support Study - Iran, n.d., Encl to Att to 

JCS 2315/498-5, 1 Oct 71, JMF 037 (29 Jul 70) sec 2. 
53. (U) DSAA, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran." 
54. (U) Public Papers, Truman, 19_50_, ·PP· 59-60, 

547, 564-566. (U} Memo, SecDef to CJCS and Chm,· 
Munitions Brd, 30 Jan 50, Encl to JCS 2099, 31 Jan 50, 
CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 33. (U) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 11 
May 50 (derived from JCS 2099/6}, same file, sec 36. 
( U} Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 8 Jun 50, Encl to 
JCS 2099/18, 10 Jun 50, same file, sec 39. (U) DSAA, 
"DSAA Fiscal' Year Series: Iran." 
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Iran. In case of general war, they hoped only to 

hold an "Inner Ring" comprising Lebanon, Jordan, ana 

Israel. Nonetheless, on 5 Februsry 1951, the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff did recommend a modest increase in the 

FY 1952 military assistance for Iran: $34.9 million, of 

which $31.9 million was for the Army. These funds were 

primarily for maintaining existing equipment; only a 

"limited amount" of additional equipment was recom

mended to "improve the efficiency of the Army and 

Gendarmerie." Ultimately, the Congress appropriated 

$372 million (as Title II of PL 249) for Greece, 

Turkey, and Iran. Thereupon, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

"refined" these Title II funds, recommena1ng an 

allocation for Iran of $30.6 million ($28.2 million for 

the Army and $2.4 million f6r the Ai~ ~orce). The 

Secretary of Defense approved these recommendations on 

13 February 1952, but subsequent revisions reduced the 

final amount to $28.4 million. 5 5 

(U) JCS responsibility for preparing Military 

Assistance programs was broadened under new proce

dures adoptee by the Department of Defense in August 

1951. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were now to send 

"program objectives" and "screening criteria" to 

~lilitary Advisory and Assistance Groups (MAAGs) as 

guidance for preparing detailed "force bases" for their 

respective countries. After approval by the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff, these force bases would be used 

by the MAAGs to estimate requirements. The MAAG 

requirements, in turn, would allow the.Joint Chiefs of 

Staff to make recommendations to the Secretary of 

1 Defense for allocating funds among recipient countries. 

He then would submit recommenaations to the Bureau of 

55. (U) Memos, SecDef to JCS, 9 Nov so·, Encl to 
JCS 2099/6 3, 10 Nov 50, CCS 092 ( B-22-46) sec 4 5 f 
SecDef to JCS, 27 Dec 50, Encl to JCS 2099/72, 27 Dec 
50, same file, sec 47; JCS to SecDef, 5 Feb 51 (derived 
from JCS 2099/77), same file, sec 49. (U) Heme, JCS to 
SecDef, 16 Jan 52 (derived from JCS 2099/158); ~ 
~lemo, SecDef. to JCS, 13 Feb 52, Encl to JCS 2099/171, 
13 Feb 52, same file, sec 65. (U) PL 249, 31 Oct 51. 
DSAA "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran." 
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the Budget as the basis for the President's request to 
the Congress for Military Assistance Appropriations.56 

(U) Under this program, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

issued their "program objectives" on 4 September 1951. 

Their expectations for Iran were very modest: "Consis

tent with Iran's ability to absorb it, accelerate and 

expand military assistance provided such assistance 
will ·help restore stability and increase internal 

security." on· 26 October 1951, they approved the 
following force bases for Iran: 

~my . 
~infantry divisions 

1 mechanized combat command 

~ 
------s-gun boats 

I I 

3 patrol craft 

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

Personnel Strength 
Army 
Navy 
Air Force 

127,000 
2,617 
5,200 

134,81757 

'.\ .. 

r---··--· . 

I 
~ Based on the above requirements, the Joint 

Chiefs Chiefs of Staff made FY 1953 MAP recommendations 

j for Iran on 1 February 1952. They sought $20 million 

' for the Iranian Army for maintenance, training, modest 

/· amounts of new motor transport, and medical and signal 

equipment. They recommended $40 million for all the 
, Title II navies (Greece, Turkey, Iran, and Yugoslavia) 

~~ithout breaking down the amount among the countries. 

56. (0) JCS 2099/115, 7 Jul 51; Dec On JCS 2099/115, 
9 Jul 51; N/H to JCS 2099/118, 6 Aug 511 CCS 092 
(8-22-46) sec 56 • 

. 57. (U) JCS 2099/121, 24 Aug 51, 
sec 57. (U) JCS 2099/154, 26 Oct 
sec 6 4. 
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They did the same for air forces, but reported split 

views: The Air Force Chief of Staff favored $512.46 

million; the other Chiefs recommended only $397.14 

million. The Secretary of Defense decided in favor of 

the majority, but later adjustments resulted in a final 

DOD recommendation for Iran as follows: 

Haterial 
Army 
Navy 
Air Force 

Training 
Total 

(19,400,000) 
( 902,536) 
( 663,362) 

$21,165,698 

1 ,500,000 
$22,665,8985 8 

~ The Preident requeste<'l $606 million of the 
' I I 

Congress for the Near and Middle East without breakdown 

by individual country; final appropriations, however, 

amounted only to $499 million. As a result, the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff recommended and the Secretary of 

Defense approved an allocation for Iran of $21 million 

(Army $19.2 million, Navy $.9 million, and Air Force 

$.9 million). Subsequent adjustments reduced the 

final program to $19.1 million. 59 

58, (U) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 1 Feb 52 (derivea 
from JCS 2099/169); (TS) f.lemo, SecDef to JCS, 9 Feb 52, 
Encl to JCS 2099/70, 11 Feb 52; CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 
67. ~ Memo, SecDef to JCS, 13 Mar 52, Encl to JCS 
2099/180, 17 Mar 52, same file, sec 70. 

59. (U) Special Message to Congress on the Hutual 
Security Program, .Public Papers, Truman, 1952-1953, 
p. 182. (U) Digest of Appropriations, 1953; pp. 40-41. 
(TS) Hemo, DepSecDef to JCS, 21 Jun 52, Encl to Jcs· 
2099/209, 25 Jun 52; (TS) N/H of JCS 2099/209, 10 Jul 
52; CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 76. (U) Nemo, JCS to SecDef, 
18 Jul 52 (derived from JCS 2099/216); (U) N/H of JCS 
2099/216, 29 Jul 52; same file, sec 77. DSAA, "DSAA 
Fiscal Year Series: Iran." 

I 
' i 

I 
' 

I 
'. 

; . . . 

tl 

' \ 

I ,. 



I 

UNCLASSIFIED 

2 

BUILDING THE ANTI-SOVIET BARRIER 

1953-1960 

( U) Following the removal of Dr. Mossadegh, the 

United States became even more committed to the main

tenance of a stable and pro-Western Iran. Not only did 

Iran'possess grant quantities of oil needed by the 

Western nations, but its strategic location had taken 

on added significance in light of the US policy of 

containment of the Soviet Union. Situated along the 

northern rim of the Middle East, Iran was viewed as a 

principal link in a barrier against Soviet expansion 

into the Middle East and the Persian Gulf, According

ly, from 1953 and thr.oughout the remainder of the 

1950s, the United States pursued several parallel 

objectives with regard to Iran. These included 

bringing Iran into a collective defense for the Middle 

East, strengthening the Iranian armed forces, and 

assuring internal· order within the country. 

CENTO: Iran and Collective Defense in the Middle East 

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

to the incorporation of Iran into a collective defense 

arrangement in the Middle East. Such an idea was not 

new. The Truman Administration had entertained the hope 

of establishing a "Middle East Defense Organization" 

(MEDO), beginning with a framework ·of the United 

States, Britain, France, and Turkey, into which other 

Middle Eastern countries would be fitted. But politi

cal instability in many of these countries, combined 

with Arab hostility toward the western powers because. 

of their support of Israel, precluded any positive 

steps toward a MEDO at that time. 1 

1. (0) NSC 129/1, 24 Apr 52, ccs 092 Palestine 
(5-3-46) BP pt 1. 

• 
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(U) Soon after the Eisenhower Administration took 

office, Secretary of State John Foster Dulles made a 

three-week tour of the Middle East. Upon his return, 

he gave a public report in a television address on 1 

June 1953. It was "high time," he said that the 

United States paid greater attention to that area of 

the world. On the subject of collective defense, 

Secretary Dulles made the following remarks: 

A Middle East Defense Organization is 
a future rather than an immediate possi
bility. Nany of the Arab League countries 
are so engrossed with their quarrels with 
Israel or with Great Britain or France 
that they pay little heed to the menace of 
Soviet communism. However, there is more 
concern where the Soviet Union i$ 'near. 
In general, the no~thern ti~r of nations 
shows awareness of the danger. 

The Se ere tary 

regarded as the 
did not 

"northern 
indicate what nations he 

tier," but in a report to 

the National Security Council, he identified them as 

Pakistan, Iran, Iraq, Syria, and Turkey. 3 

(U) Following the overthrow of Dr. Mossadegh, the 

NSC Planning Board 4 prepared a new policy statement 

(NSC 175) toward Iran in December 1953. Among other 

things, the Planning Board foresaw that Iran ~ight 

be willing to enter into a regional defense arrange

ment within a year or two if the oil controversy were 

settled soon and a pro-western government continued 

in power. A "long-range program" of improving Iran's 

armed forces was recommended, "related to the prog

ress made toward effective regional defense plans." 

2. Dept of State Bulletin, 15 Jun 53, pp. 831-835. 
3. t.;;f11!1 NSC Action No. Bu1, 1 Jun 53. · 
4. During the Eisenhower Administration, this 

Board prepared studies and policy recommendations for 
consideration by the National Security Council. 
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(U) In an appended staff study, the Planning Board 

discussed Iran's security and other problems facing 

the country. It was noted that Iran constituted a 

"blocking position" from which to oppose any Soviet 

move toward Turkey, Pakistan, the Persian Gulf, or the 

Suez Canal, and that it woula provide valuable bases 

for attacks against the Soviet Union in case of 

war. The Board cited the judgment of the US Ambassador 

in Tehran that cooperation of Iran and Iraq in regional 

defense would depend upon the receipt of "firm commit

ments" from the United States to supply military 

~5 
! ¢The Joint Chiefs of Staff considered NSC 175 

acceptable subject to several changes.' • They pointed 

/ out that the authors of the study had underemphasized 

the difficulty involved in defending Iran. That 

nation's own forces were not strong enough alone to 

block a Soviet move against Turkey or Pakistan, and the 

mountainous terrain and lack of communications in the 

Middle East would make it extremely difficult to 

support Iran. As for the prospects for regional 

association, political and religious differences might 

make it difficult for Turkey, Pakistan, and Iran to 

cooperate, while Iraq would probably rna intain a pos i-

tion of "benevolent neutrality." 

to NATO, moreover, would inhibit 

. f forces to assist Iran. 6 

Turkey's commitments 

the diversion of her 

~ The National Security council approved NSC 175 

on 30 December 1953 with minor changes, including most 

of those recommended by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The 

I 
! 
! 

\ 
! 

i 
Council instructed the Joint Chiefs of Staff, however, I ....- , _ __) 

5. (0) NSC 175, 21 Dec 53 1 CCS 091 Iran (4-23-4Bi. 
sec 11. 

6. (TS) Memo, JCS to secDef, 29 Dec 53 (derived from 
JCS 1714/57), CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 11. 
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to reconsider their comments on the difficulties of 
regional defense cooperation, apparently believing them 

somewhat exaggerated. Following approval by the 

President, NSC 175 was issued in January as NSC 5402. 7 

o~ Meantime, during the fall of 1953, the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff had addressed the issues of a strategic 

concept for the Middle East and regional security , 
' ' arran~ements for that area' 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

\~i th regard to the former 1 I 
examined three possible \ 

sttegies: 
1. To defend along the high ground in northwestern 

I from a point on the Turkish-Iranian border just 

north of Lake Urmia eastward along the southern shore 

of the Caspian Sea (the Elburi Mountains'~ then curving 

southward to the Great. Salt Desert in north Central 

Iran. This was the northernmost line of defense that 

could be considered practicable. 

2. To defend along the line of the Zagros Mountains, 

ex tending from a point near the junction of 'J:urkey, 

Iraq, and Iran to the head of the Persian Gulf. This 

line constituted the southernmost natural boundary that 

would provide protection for. all the Niddle Eastern oil 

region. 

3. To concentrate forces around Mosul-Kirkuk, 

I 

\ 

i Baghdad, and Basra, maximizing the enemy's difficulties 1 
\ 

in crossing the Zagros ~1ountains by ground delaying \ 

action and air interdiction, and undertaking mobile 1 

\ 
operations to destroy soviet forces debouching into the \ 

Tigris-Euphrates valley. 

(~ 'I'he Joint Chiefs of Staff considered the 

second concept, the Zagros 1 ine, the best. They \ 

favored retention of the third as a possible al terna- I 
____:::ve, but rejected the first as unfeasible because oD\ 

·1. t:~).,NSC Action No, 998, 30 Dec 53. (;}llttfJ" 
NSC 540~, 2 Jan 54, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-4&) sec 11. 



litical complications and 

logistic support. 

the difficulties. of p~:-1 
The Joint Chiefs of staff 

estimated force requirements for the second concept at 

four divisions and 1,100 aircraft on D-day, rising to 

10 divisions and 1,250 aircraft by D+60 days. Naval 

requirements were one destroyer squadron, 20 escort 

vessels, 25 minesweepers, one antisubmarine patrol 

I 
squad'ron, and various auxiliaries. Before making 1 
final recommendation on this matter, the Joint Chiefs I 
of Staff wanted further study, including the views of l 

j the concerned commanders on the indigenous military \ 

1 potential of the Middle East and the cost to the United 
~ j States of developing the forces of the countries of 

I that region.~ 
<}}tlf(' With regard to regional security arrangements, 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff told the Secretary of Defense 

on 13 November 1953 that "the time might be propitious" 

for encouraging an 

Iran, and Pakistan. 

tinued, 

association among Turkey, Iraq, 

Such an arrangement, they con-

would visualize an association of 
indigenous forces under an indigenous 
command advantageously located with 
relation to the current threat. It 
would also provide for the evoluti6n
ary growth of a defense organization 
which could logically develop in time 
to include other Middle East coun-

. 9 tr1es • ••• 

\ 
"· i• 
r 
r 

l 
Q~ After receipt of the views 

USCINCEUR, the Joint Chiefs of 

of both CINCNELM and I 
Staff approved on~ 

1-

8. (~ JCS 1887/70, ~3 Oct 53, CCS 381 EMMEA 
( 11-19-47) BP pt 1A. (~ SM-1765-53 to CINCNELM, 2 
l'iov 53; SM-1767-53 to JSPC, 2 Nov 53; same file, sec· 
16. -~ 

9. (~J Memo, JCS to SecDef, 14 Nov 53 (derived 
from JCS 1887/73), same file, sec 17. 
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..,_____ 

ril 1953 the Zagros line defense concept for the 

ddle East. They then approached the British Chiefs 

of Staff on this matter in June 1954, proposing com-

bined US-British~Turkish discuss ion to determine a 

concept of operations, to include force estimates, for 

this defense line.~ 
~ Another encouraging aevelopment took place· 

in December 1954, when the Shah ·paid a state visit to 

President Eisenhower. On this occasion, the Shah 

' 1 
i 
I 

I 
announced that Iran had decided to abandon its tradi

tional neutrality and to cooperate with the nations of 

the free world. US officials replied by expressing a 

hope that Iran would join Tur~ey, Pakis~an, and Iraq in l 
I 

a defense association, ~nd by promising to assist in 

the defense of the Zagros lin~ 1 

~Following the Shah's visit, the NSC Planning 

Board drew up a revised statement of policy toward Iran 

that was approved by the President ana the Council in 

January 1955 (NSC 5504). This paper recommended that 

the United States assist in developing Iran's armed 

forces to enable them to "make a useful contribution to 

·Middle East defense"--an objective that would admittedly 

"require a long-term program involving u.s. ext-endi

tures substantially in excess of present levels." The 

Joint Chiefs of Staff had endorsed NSC 5504, but had 

\ 

'.'j 

carefully welghed agalnst other clalmS 

program must be 

for the limited L
i· warned that ~ny incre~se in the Iran.ian 

funds available and should await ·a more careful 

lU. (:J:»f'JCS 1887/75, 18 Mar 54; Dec 
6 Apr 54; CCS 381 EM11EA ( 11-19-47) 
SM-571-54 to BCOS, 21 Jun 54 

On JCS 1887/2~ 
sec 1 7. (~I 
(derived from 

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

sec 15. 
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definition of Iran's military role pending develo~ments 

in Middle East regional security arrangements. 12 

();jit'f In April 1954, military representatives of 

the United States, Britain, and Turkey had begun 

meeting in London to draw up a defense concept for the 

Hiddle East. JCS guidance for the US representative 

encompassed the Zagros line strategy discussed above. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff did not. contemplate "sta

tioning or committing any significant u.s. rces in 

defense of the Middle East at this time," but they 

the Zagros passes to the &oviets. 13 .. 

t;lJit!'r Th~ tripartite mil.itary epr,epentatives met 

for many months and, on 22 February 1955, issued their 

report. They concluded that the Middle East countries 

could provide the ground forces needed to defend the 

Zagros 1 ine, but would require outsioe assistance to 

bring them up to the necessary readiness as well as air 

and naval support. tlhe representatives assumed the use 

of nuclear weapons ~both sides. The most important 

military action that could be taken, they believed, 

would be to deploy to the area a small, highly mo~i e 

air force wi,th .nuclear weapons im.mediately. available. 

The tripart1te planners also set out 1n aeta1l 

forces required, finding a deficit in those currently 

available in the area. 14 

12. Ibid. ('Jil(f'f Hemo, JCS to SecDef, 7 jan 55 
(derived from JCS 1714/78), CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) 
sec 1 5. 

13. (~ JCS 1887/75, 18 Har 54, CCS 381 E~iMEA 
(11-19-47) sec 18. (lW!f'r S~\-997-54 to CINC!'<EU1, 17 liiOV 

54 (derivea from JCS 1687/93), same file, sec .19 • 
. 14. (~ Rpt, Dep Chief of Turkish Staff, Vice ChiGf 

of UK Air Staff, and CINCI'<ELM, "Combined Turkey-UK-US 
~iiddle East Defense Study," 22 Feb 55, CCS 381 El"l~1El>. 
(11-19-47) BP pt 2. 
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(U) On 24 February 1955, just two days after the 

US, British, and Turkish military planners had com

pleted their report, Turkey and Iraq signed a Pact of 

Mutual Cooperation in Baghadad, establishing an organi

zation for collective defense in the Middle East under 

the northern tier concept. This "Baghdad Pact" commit

ted the contracting parties to "cooperate for their 

security and def~nse." Detailed means for this cooper

ation remained to be worked out later. The Pact was 

open to acession by other interested states and it 

provided for the establishment of a permanent council 

at the ministerial level when "at least four Powers" 

had become members. Three other adherences followed 
I 

shortly: British accession was depositetl on 5 April, 

Pakistan followed on 23 September, and on 25 October 

the Shah signed the Pact, authorizing Iranian member-

ship. 15 
~. 

~ The Joint Chiefs of Staff 

US adherence to the Baghdad Pact. 

tion of this matter, they observed 

supported and . urg-::l 

In their cons1oera- I 
that Iran's contri- · 

bution could be strengthened by increasing US sup{;ort 

to the Iranian forces. The advice of the Joint Chiefs 

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

Under Secretary of State recommended to President 

Eisenhower against accession to the Pact. As the 

reason, the Under Secretary cited the adverse affect on 

'
I "our influence in bringing about a reduction in Arab

Israeli tensions." The Under Secretary of State did 

recommend that the United States establish close 

~ liaison with the Pact. organization i-n order to cooroi

nate us plans and aid programs with those of the member 

1::,. ( 0) Paul E. Zinner ( ed.), Documents on Arn~r ican 
F'oreign Relations, 1955 ( 1956), ,PP· 342-:-344. Hollls w. 
Barber, The Uniteo States 1n World Affa1rs, 1955 
(1957), pp. 154-155. 
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' states, He also recommended increased US military 

i 

I 

assistance as an inducement to Iran, which, at this 

point, had not yet joined the Pact. 16 

I..;JIII1f" The President accepted the advice of the 

Under Secretary of State, and the United States did not 

accede to the Baghdad Pact, At JCS recommendation, 

however, the US Army Attache in Iraq was designated as 

the US military observer with the Baghdad Pact organi
zation,17 

(TS) The signatories of the Pact held their first 

meeting in Baghdad on 21-22 November 1955. There they 

established a formal organization, including a council 

at the ministerial level with permanent deputies of 

ambassadorial rank, a secretariat, and •economic and 

military committees. A counter-subversion committee 

was added later. Thereafter planning proceeded on the 

definition of the threat to the Pact area and on a 

defense concept. ~e latter called for holding the 

mountain barrier made up of the Elburz and Hindu Kush 

ranges extending across northern Iran from Turkey to 

Afghanistan--a line that would provide maximum security 

to the region by containing the potential enemy within 

his own territory and denying him •ccess to allied air 

bases, oil areas, and lines of communication. The 

.. 
! 

I Iranian delegate took the lead in advocating defense 

__:long the Elburz range, a position that was politic~l~-~ 

I 

16. ~ Memo, JCS to SecDef, 16 Jun 55 (derived 
from JCS 1887/104), CCS 381 EMl'IEA (11-19-47) sec 21. 
{~Memo, usecstate to Pres, 11 Jul 55, App A to JCS 
la87/108, 19 Jul 55; l'lemo, Dep ASD(ISA) to JCS, 14 Jul 
55, Encl to JCS 1887/108, 19 Jul 55; same file, sec 
22. 

17. (~ Memo, Dep ASD(ISA) to JCS, 14 Jul 55, 
Encl to JCS 1887/108, 19 Jul 55, ccs.381 EMI-IEA __ 
(11-19-47) sec 22. (U) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 30 Sep 55 
(derived from JCS 1887/117); N/H of JCS 1887/117, 2 Nov 
55; same file, sec 23. 
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! ~perative for him in view of the fact that the Elburz 

provided the only strong natural barrier from ~ich to 

def~n~ Iranian te~ritory. The Elburz concep~ while 

pol1t1cally essent1al to Iran and preferred by Pakistan, 

represented a much more ambitious undertaking than the 

Zagros defense concept approved earlier by the us, 
British, and Turkey military representatives.~ 

<ittJ'r During 1956, the Joint Chiefs of Staff made 

several further formal recommendations to the Secretary 

of Defense for US adherence to the Baghdad Pact, but no 

such act ion resulted. Nonetheless, the United States 

did take various actions to increase cooperation with 

the Pact organization. With Secretary of Defense 

approval, the Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed in March 

1956 to comment on studies prepared by the Military 

Commit tee. Then, in April 19 56, a permanent US mil i

tary liaison office with the Pact was established and, 

1 ,, 

I 
i 

a month later, the US military observer to the Pact was 

authorized to express us views on Middle East defense 

matters on an informal basis. In addition, the United j 
States began to participate in the Economic and Counter- 1 

subversion Committees. 19 I 

- ,.,._ 

18. (0) "Communique," Baghdad Pact Council ~•eeting, 
22 Nov 55, Dept of State Bulletin, 2 Jan 56, pp. 16-18. 
(TS) US Army Attache, Iraq, "Observations and Impres
sions of the First Heeting, Council of the Baghdad Fact 
Military Deputies' Committee, 21-28 January 1956," 6 
Feb 56, ·CCS 381 EMMEA (11-19-47) sec 27. 

19. ~ Memo, JCS to SecDef, 4 .Jan 56 (derived 
from JCS 1887/135), CCS 381 EMHEA (11-19-47) sec 25. 
(U) Hemo, JCS to SecDef, Encl to JCS 1887/156, 23 Mar 

1 56, same file, sec 28. (.:if/'t Memo, JCS to SecDet, 30 
Nov 56 (derived from JCS 1887/313), same file, 
sec 51. (U) Dec On JCS 1887/149, 3 Mar 56; (U) 
Msg, JCS 998294 to USARMA Iraq, 3 Mar 56 (derived from 
JCS 1887/149); same file, sec 27. ~ JCS 1887/167, 5·. 
Apr 56, same file, sec 29. (~Memo, JCS to 
CINCNELM, 11 Apr 56 (derived from JCS 1887/167), 
same file, sec 30. (U) SM-428-56to USARHA Iraq, 24 May 
56 (derived from JCS 1887/184); N/H of JCS 1887/184, 28 
~lay 56; same file, sec 34. Richard P. Stebbins, United 
States in World Affairs, 1S56 (1957), pp. 94-95. 
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(~Following the Suez crisis in the fall of 1956, 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff again urged US adherence to the 

Baghdad Pact. 'I·hey were concerned with the power vacuum 

resulting from the failure of Britain and ~'ranee to 

overturn Gamal Abdel Nasser'S seizure of the Canal as well 

as the growing Egyptian influence in the Middle East, 

whicp had full Soviet backing. They told the Secretary of 1 

Defense on 30 November 1957 that "continuation of the! 

Baghdad Pact as a regional defense organization against/ 

Soviet aggression in the ~liddle East is vital to the, 

security of this area and to the attainment of u.s. l military obJectives." Jo1ning the Pact, they believed, 

would provide the United States with an opportunity to I "'"bli•h ' mUi<"Y eo•itiOO io Cho ''!• if it •hoold be 
eedea. 20 · 

(U) President Eisenhower recognized the gravity of' 

the situation, but preferred other measures to adherence 

to the Baghdad Pact. His policy, which became known as 

the Eisenhower Doctrine, was presented to the Congress on 

5 January 1957, in the form of a request for a joint 

resolution authorizing him to offer military aid to any 

country in the Middle East requesting it. 'l'he objective 

was to help those countries maintain their inaependence 

from communist domination. President Eisenhower also 

requested authority to use US armed forces as he deemed 

necessary to protect the territorial integrity and politi

cal independence of any Hiddle Eastern state. requesting 

help when faced with overt armed aggression from a country 

controlled by international communism. 'l'he Congress 

granted the President's request by a joint resolution 

which the President signed on 9 March 1957. 21 

20. loii -r Memo, JCS to SecDef, 30 Nov 56·.( deriveo from 
JCS 1887/313), CCS 381 EHMEA ( 11-19-47) sec 51. 

21. (U) Public Papers of the f·residents, 
Eisenhower, 1957 (1958), pp. 6-16. Richard P. 
'I'he United States in world P.ffairs, 1':1~7 
pp. 154-155. 

51 

j --·. 

t;wight u. 
Stebbins, 

(1958), 



(U) Even though the United States did not join the 

Baghdad Pact, it continued to look to this collective 

security arrangement to provide stability in the ~Iiddle 

East. To this end, the United States strengthened its 

cooperation with the Pact, becoming a member of its 

~Jilitary Committee in June 1957. Since the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff reviewed the studies of the Committee, 

this action, in fact, only made formal what was already 

occurring on an informal basis.22 

(U) The US hope that the Baghdad Pact would prove a 

stablilizing influence in the ~liddle East received a 

severe setba9k in 1958. Cn 14 July, a leftist revolu

tion in Irag overthrew the pro-l•estern monarchy and 
. ' ' substitutea a new "F<epublican Government." This new 

regime subsequently d isassociatea Iraq from the Pact 1 

which then moved its headquarters to T·urkey and became 

known as the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO). 

Although Turkey and Iran formea a continuous block 

along the soviet border 1 the withdrawal of Iraq from 

the organization weakened the northern tier aefense, 

and the susc;:eptibility of the Iraqi Government to 

anti-western influences exposed both Iran and 'l'urkey to 

possible danger from the rear. 23 

(U) To bolster support for CENTO and enhance the 

security of the Middle East, the United States signee 

bilateral agreements in 1959 with three CENTO members, 

Iran, Turkey, ana Pakistan. In the Agreement of 

Cooperation, signed on 5 March 1959, the United States 

and Iran undertook to cooperate for their security and 

aefense in the interest of world peace. The Agreement 

provided that: "In case of aggression against 

22. (0) "Communique," Baghdad Pact Council Meeting 1 

6 Jun 57, in Paul E. Zinner (ed.), Documents on Ameri
can Foreign Relations, 1~57 (1958), pp. 253-257." 

23. (U) Richard P. Stebbins, The Un1tea States 1n 
horla Affairs, 1958 (1959), pp. 201-20~. Richara F. 
Stebbins, The United States in world Affairs, 1959 
( 1960) 1 p. 230. Smith et al., Area lianabook, I~, 
p. 71. 
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Iran • the United States 

with the Constitution of the 

of America, in accordance 

United States of America, 

will take such appropriate action, including the use of 

armed forces, as may be mutually agreed upon •• 

The United States also promised to continue 

II 

both 

economic and military assistance, and Iran, for its 

part, pledged to use this aid for the purposes in-

tended, preservation of its independence and 

integrity. 24 

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

';'-- V"f' To play their assigned role in defense of 
· the Baghdad Fact area, Iran's armed forces would' have 

, to be improved through training and 'icquisition of 
' I 

I necessary equipment. The US Military Assis.tance 

I

I Program (MAP) was the primary means by which these 

improvements were sought. Removal of Dr. Hossadegh from 

power and the increasing assumption of control over 

Iran's affairs by the Shah provided an opportunity for 

US military aid to bring about improvements in Iran's 

armed forces. As early as May 1954, the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff expressed confidence in the results expected 

of NAP by recommending a broadening of military objec

tives for Iran, which the Secretary of Defense ap

proved, to include provision of "some resistance 

o external aggression."25 ---..;. 

(U) Seeking to accelerate progress towards this 

goal, Brigadier General Robert A. NcClure, USA, Chief 

of the ~1AAG in Iran, proposed on 2 September 15154 a 

three-year program for giving the Iranian armed torces 

aefensive capabilities at a cost of $360 million. The 

Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed with the neea for such a 

24. (0) 10 UST 314. . . 
25. (Jillf Memo, JCS to SecDef, 19 May 54 (derived .. 

from JCS 2099/374), CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 111. (S) 
Memo SecDef to JCS, 15 Jul 54, Encl to JCS 209g/39H, 21 
Jul 54, same file, sec 113. 
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build-up, but they doubted the ability of Iran's armed 

forces to absorb such a large increase in equipment so 

fast, 'I'hey also feared similar claims for increased 

aid from neighboring Middle Eastern countries. Accord

ingly they opposed large increases in military grant 

aid, a position that was upheld by the Administration. 

(U) General McClure also proposed, and the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff approved, a change in the force basis 

of the Iranian Army in order to make it conform more 

nearly to the actual organization. The new force basis 

consisted of 8 light infantry divisions, 4 light 

armored divisions, ana 5 independent infantry brigades. 

To make the switch to the new organization would 
- ' . t f 

require the activation of one infantry brigade and the 

conversion of one division from infantry to armored. 

Provision of Pat ton tanks for one armored bat tal ion 

1 .. b . - 26 wo a e requ1rea. 

the stimulus of General McClure's 

proposal, the Joint Chiefs of Staff ordered a reexam

ination of interim military objectives for Iran. ·As a 

result, on 3 October 1955, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

accepted the conclusion that the Zagros line must be 

held indefinitely if the Uniteci States was to attain 

its military objectives in the I1iddle East. However, 

'existing Iranian forces would not hold the line against 
' 
Soviet attack for more than a month; they could prob-

ably never be sufficiently strengthened to hold inctefi- ~-
nitely. An appropriate interim objective would be to 

hold the key passes for six months with outside 

operational and logistical help. 'I'o 

capability ~1ould require expenditures of 

attain this 

approx imat:i'Y\ 
-

2b. (0} Herne, CHMAAG, Iran to ACOS G-3, DA, 2 Sep·-
54, Encl to JCS 1714/67; (U) ~lemo, JCS to SecDef, 24 
Sep 54 (derived from JCS 1714/68); CCS 092 Iran 
(4-23-48) sec n-. (~ N/B of JCS 1714/80, 27 Apr 55, 
same file, ·s-ec 16. 
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S191.8 milLion for militar~· training ana equipnent 

·during the period fY 1955-1958. 27 

(TS) Aaherence of Iran to the Eaghcad Fact, however, 

leci the Joint Chiefs of Staff to adopt a more opti

mistic view of r--,iddle East aefense. on 12 July 1956 

they told the Secretary of Defense that they consiaerea 

the l::lburz Mountain line along Iran's northern border 

to be a "sound goal on which to base long-range plan

ning for force requirements."~fense along this line 

became a practical goal becau~ "the effects of u.s. 
atomic operations." 'l'he "general order of magnitude" 

of forces required to defend the Elburz 1 ine \\'as (in 

U.S. equivalents) 7 infantry and 3 armored divisions, 6 

medium surface-to-surface m'issile batt'a!ions, 6 atmr.ic 

demolition teams, 3 fighter and fight~borr.ter •,;in:;s 

and miscellaneous light naval vessels. 28 

<;;~{"A few cays later, r--.ajor Genera J .F.R. Seitz, 

USA, Chief of US ARHISH/MAAG, recommen<.;ed a. r:-rograrr. for 

preparing the Iranian forces for a role in Eaghcaa Pact 

de tense. His defensive concept, while call inc; for a 

stand on fot:eward r:-ositions, aiffet:ed in significant 

details from tile JCS concept .(_InsteaC: of a deten::e all 

along the Elbur z Nounta ins, General Seitz cal lea tor 

r.olding only the 1\esternmcst sector lyinc; in the 

province of P.zerbaijan, backea UF by a seconcl ior:ce 

holding the northerr: r;asses in t:;e Zagros ~;oc;ntaH,s 

leadi~ to Iraq~ 
~ The Iran1an armed forces, ho~ever, a3 ~res

ently organized, equit=-~ea ana de::l-.c:..:eo r.aa onl:.: a 

very limited capability for defense against Soviet 

21. {;r;l!'()1e.~r,c, JCS to SecLet., 
f rom J C S 1 7 1 4 I c 3 ) , C C S 0 9 2 I ran 

.28. (~Memo, JCS to SecDef, 
from JCS 1867/220), ccs 3bl 
sec 3Y. 

: ' . ' 
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To rectify this condition, General Seitz 

recommenced a reorganization of the Army into 12 

infantry divisions, of which 6 would be at half 

strength, ana 5 reduced-strength indepenaent brigades, 

•ranks of the 4 existing light armored brigades woula be 

distributed among the infantry aivisions, thereby 

enhancing their defensive· capabilities. Three full

strength divisions would man the forward line, three 

would deploy on the secondary Zagros position, while 

the understrength divisions and the indepenaent bri

gaaes would be stationed throughout the country to 

maintain internal order. In case of invasion, they 

would withdraw into the Zagros to reinf,orce its de-

fenses.29 . 

~The Joint Chiefs of Staff found this reorgani-

zation plan acceptable both operationally and as a 

1 basis for future programming of military assistance 
i f""'f j funds for Iran. \..!hey reserved judgment, however, on 

i the defensive concept, which was, of course, not in 

accord with their own concept for defending the Elburz 

line. They recommended, and the Secretary of Defense 

approved, adoption of General Seitz's program as the 

major combat force objectives for the Iranian Army •30 

(TS) The concept of defending the Elburz line, 

I at least initially, gained official approval at the 

\ highest levels of the US Government a year later, 

\when the President, on 9 August 1957, approved t-ISC 

I 5703/1, It called for the United States to provide Iran 

\the military assistance to maintain armeci forc~7-j 

~apable, with outside air and logistic support, ~ 

29, (O;iP1 [1emo, USARMISH/~iAAG Iran to ·USCI!'<CEUR, 
"Force Base Program for Iran," 24 Jul 56, Encl to JCS ·· 
1 7 1 4/9 1 , 2 9 Aug 56 , CC S 0 9 2 Iran ( 4-2 3- 4 B ) sec 1 B. 

30. (~ Hemo, JCS to Secuef, 19 Sep 56 (oerivea 
from JCS 1714/92); (~ N/li of JCS 1714/92, 4 Oct 56; 
ccs 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 18, 

56 
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~fighting delaying actions initially from positions ::-l 
~rthern Iran against Soviet forces." 3 i) ~ 

(U) Programs for military aid to Iran showed a 

~ 
! 
' 

I 
j 

marked increase during these years: $10.8 million in 

FY 1955; $21.2 million in FY 19561 and $75.3 million in 

FY 1957. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were asked to 

comment on these programs, but since their response 

was addressed to the Hiddle East area as a whole, 

their views on the level of funding for the Iranian 

program cannot be determined. 32 

t,;;itt!f'f' At first, the Shah had acquiesced in the 

levels of military aid offered his government by the 

United States and in the plans develop,ed by USAR~iiSH/ 
, I 

f'1AAG for the forces to be supported by it. out w·hen 

the Baghdad Pact Combined Military Planning Staff 

produced a plan calling for 16 full-strength divisicns 

for the defense of Iran, the Iranian monarch insisted 

that he must have armed forces of this 

order to fulfill his treaty obligations. 

magnitude in 

To show its 

continued interest in the area, the United States in j 
January 1958 offered additional military assistance in j 

the amount of $14 million. 

(JIIII!f') The Shah, however, continued to press for l. 
even larger amounts of aid. he scheduled ·a trip to 

I 
Washington in order to argue his case in person. The 

Joint Chiefs of Staff, in a position paper preparatory 

to this visit, opposed an increase in military assist

ance for Iran on military grounds. They recommended 

that, if an offer of military equipment became polit

ically desirable to bolster the Shah's morale, 
,_____ 

~ r:-.sc 5703/1, 9 Aug 57, ccs·· 092 Iran 
(4-23-48) sec 19. 

32. DSAA, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran." 
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deliveries of materiel already programmed b'e speeded 
up.33 _., 

_ (,ill{' Pr-esident Eisenhower met with the Shah on i>;· 

July 1958. No increase in military aid to Iran re

sulted from the discussion. Two weeks later, however, 

the overthrow of the monarchy in Iraq by leftist forces 

chan~ed the strategic balance in the Middle East. As a 

result, President Eisenhower called General Nathan s. 

Twining, USAF, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff, to the White House and asked him what coula be 

aone to "strengthen the military position· of Iran and 

~urkey." General Twining replied that the Iranian , 

forces were supplied almost entirely with US equipment 

and that deliveries, scheduled to keep pace with Iran's 

ability to absorb the" equipment, hacjl not met all 
• I 

requirements. He gave the President a 1 ist of these 

\ equipment deficiencies, 

\ selected for priority 

were referred back to 

from which certain items were 

delivery, while the remaining 

the Department of Defense for 

further study. One option offered by General Twining, 

to bring the six undermanned Iranian divisions to full 

strength, was rejectea because of the cost and the time 

required to accomplish it. The major items to be 

supplied included 272 M-47 tanks, 58 artillery pieces, 

1,359 trucks, and two small naval.vessels. Military 

assistance for the following years ($95.5 million in FY 

1958, $72.4 million in FY 1959) reflected these steppea 

'up deliveries. Significantly, the figure for FY 1!!59 
i 

included for the first time, sales in the amount of 
' 
<$94,000. 34 

--J:-3-r-.---.l"""7St!"""') ~.emo, ,1CS to SecDef, 9 Jun 58 (derived 
from JCS 1714/100), CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec L1. 

34. ljl{ i"•emo, SpecAsst to CJCS to CJCS, 16 Jul 
58, Encl to JCS 1887/477, same date; ~ JCs 1887/478, 
22 Jul 58; CCS 381 (8-23-47) sec 6. DSAA, "DSAA fiscal .. 
Year Series: Iran." 
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~In. 195&, the United States considered supplying 
Ir ~ith nuclear capable battlefield weapons. Follow

ing a trip to the CENTO states, the Chief of Staff of 

the Army, General Ma~well D. Taylor, had requested the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff on 28 Hay 1958 to consider 

delivery of an HONlST JOHN battalion to Iran with the 

nuclear components of the weaE?on system stored in 

acceptable sites outsioe of the country. '!·he Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, however, deferred to an evaluation of 

the political feasibility of this proposal, and the. 
Department of State decided in August 1958 that provi

pol it ically 

an adverse 

sian of these weapons at that time woula be 
disadvantageous. 

effect on nearby 

us assurances of 

' ' I 

The De par tmen t feared 

countries. Moreover, it doubted 

rapid delivery of the nuclear 

that 

war-

heads in case of emergency would convince the Shah that 

r;rovision of this weapon system would co)· tute a net 
increase in Iran's aefensive capability. 3 5 

~The us commitments in 1958 -- increasea 

military assi~tance dia not allay the Shah's apprehen

sions. He raised the question of Iranian security with 

President Eisenhower, when the latter visited Tehran in 

December 1959 during a trip to Europe,. Atri-;a, ana 

r.sia. The Shah cited the threat frorr. both Iraq an.:l 

~fghanistan and sought 

ize his forces. The 

increased US support to modern

Joint Chiefs of Staff revie~ed 

bot;, the assess:,1ent of the threat and the sp-ecific 

re~:.;i:-ements that the Shah had given the ::residant. 

They found the I:~n1an version ot the threat "consider

ably overstated" ~~~ estimated the cost of the ite~s on 

the list of rec;c:::··::c.ents at $600 rr.illion. They judged 

--r;. IJI'( J cs 
JCS 1887/464, Li 

sec i 1 • 

~t3'7/46~, 16 Jun 58; ~/H of 
A;.;g 53; CCS 381 E.i·ihEA ( 1 i -1 S-47 j 
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the present and 

ance to Iran to 

be effectively 

projected level of US military ass~ 
be sound, representing as much as could f 

absorbed by the Iranian armed forces. f 
Consequently, the Shah received no new commitments 

although the United States did assure him that his 

desire for modernization would be born in mind in 

aevel,oping future programs. 36 

• 
I 

(]ilf'f_:''ay the end of the Eisenhower Administration: 

/ the United States had been furnishing mil1tary assist

ance to Iran for over 10 years ana had oeliverea 
' \ equipment valuea at $386.8 million. 1·he results, ·, 

'h-owev·e·i:; were not encouraging. The Iranian Army, 

according to an NSC policy review (!i.SC 6010), was 

capable only of "offering ve·ry limited' Desistence to 

aggression by a major power.'' The Air Force ano Navy 

were "weak and ineffective." Still, Iran remained 

critically important to the United States because of 

its strategic location between the tioviet Union and the I 
Persian Gulf and because of its great oil reserves. 

Military assistance must therefore continue. As in the 

past, it should be directed toward providing Iran a 

capability tor internal security ana for a limited 

L__:ontribution towards regional defense. 37 

Iran's Internal Affairs, 1953-1960 

(U) The key to the success of all the military 

plans for Iran lay in continued internal order and 

36. (~ t·1emo, SecDef to CJCS, 4 Jan 60, Encl 
to JCS 1714/111, 12 Jan 60; (,jj!1f Ltr, Shah to Pres, 
12 Jan 60, Att to JCS 1714/113, 29 Jan 60; ~ 
JCSM-61-60 to SecDef, 19 Feb 60 (deri~d from JCS 
1714/114); JHF 9181/4060 (24 Dec 59). ~ NSC 6010, 8 
Jun 60, Jt~F 9181/9105 (8 Jun 60). 

37. DSP..A, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran.-'.' (:;ilr NSC 
6010, 8 Jun 60, J~iF ':1181/9105 (8 Jun 60). NSC 6010 was 
adopted by the NSC on 30 June 1960 and approved by the 
President on 6 July 1'!60. See (~ N/H of 
JCS 1714/118, 20 Jul 60, same file. 
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orientation towards the West. A period of relative 

calm and stability had followed the overthrow of Dr. 

Mossadegh in 1953. Assisted by the Army, the Shah 

returned to power and internal order was res to red. In 

the following several years, the political importance 

of the Najlis declined while, simultaneously, the 

influence of the Shah, his family, and close associates 

at ;ourt and in the armed forces increased. 38 -.._. 

(~ ceneath the surface calm ana stability, ho\'1-

ever, a number of internal problems had begun to fester 

in Iran. A new NSC statement of policy on Iran (NSC 

5703/1) in 1957, to which the Joint Chiefs of Staff had 

given their concurrence, first pointea out these 

problems and the possible. negative ~11\pact for the 

achievement of US objectives in Iran. While still 

calling for a free and independent Iran with armea 

forces capable of maintaining internal security and 

contributing to ~iiddle East defense, the new policy 

statement added the following objective: 

A government that can and will make maximum 
balanced use of all available resources in 
order to provide early and visible progress 
toward economic improvements that will meet 
rising popular expectations.39 

(~A report to the National Security Council on 

Iran in October 1958 spelled out in considerably more 

detail the internal problems that were endangering 

, political stability there. Lis ted were: the restive-
ij 
~ ness of 
' i ~~litary 

'the middle class, intellectuals, ana Junior 

officers; the restriction on .. political activ

police methods of the Shah and his government; 

\ 
f " 
) 

\ 
' 

~y; the 

---
38. Syth et al., Area Handbook, Iran, pp. 70-72. 
39. (~ NSC 5703/1, 8 Feb 57, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) 

sec 19. (U). ~iemo, JCS to SecDef, 5 Feb 57 (derived. 
from JCS 1714/94), same tile. 
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corruption in the military and civil service; and 

involvement of the Imperial family and high court 

officials in large financial and business operations. 

The report also observed that the necessity of working 

closely with the Shah raised "a problem of possible 

over:-identification of the u.s. with the Shah's poli-

cies' at a 

important 

bility." 40 

time when opposition to 

factor in the growing 

his policies 

political 

is an 

insta-

~ Another potential Iranian trouble spot mentioned 

in the report to the National Security Council was the 

Kurdish problem. The Kurds, a distinct ethnic group in 

the Middle East, inhabited contiguous a~eps of Turkey, 

the Soviet Union, Iran! Iraq, and Syria. About one 

thira of these people lived in Iran along the western 

border in extreme poverty and neglected by the Govern

ment. During the summer of 1958, both the Soviet Union 

and the United Arab Republic began to beam broadcasts 

to the Kurds in Iran promoting the establishment of a 

Free Kurdistan, and the resulting unrest posed a 

further internal threat to the Shah. 41 

{)JIIf!'r As a result of the NSC report in October 1958, 

the United States adopted a new poli~y statement toward 

Iran on 15 November 1958 that called for pressure on 

the Shah to institute political, social, and economic 

reforms. The new policy, NSC 5821/1, arafted by the 

NSC Planning Board and concurred in by the Joint Chiefs 

'of Staff, retained previous us objectives for Iran, but I noted that threats to US interest lay in Iran's vulner-

1 t ability to Soviet influence and '"the widespread dissat
; 

isfaction of many Iranians with domestic conditions. 

4U. OHtJ OCB Report, 9 Oct 58, Att to JCS 1714/101, 
10 Oct 58, CCS 092 Iran ( 4-23-48) sec 21. 

4 1. Ibid, 
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+OP SEE~ET 
'I'he latter, the statement said, was "more immediately 

pressing," The key issue was the extent to which "the 

largely personal regime of the Shah," with which the 

United States was closely identified, could cope with 

Iran's growing internal problems. 

whether the Shah could or would 

A major question was 

t~ke "sufficiently 

drari.atic and effective steps" to insure his position 

, and siphon off growing discontent, To do so the Shah 

I would have the difficult task of satisfying popular 

demands without alienating the conservative elements 

I 
! 

that provided the traditional support for his regime. 

~ Despite the weaknesses of the Shah, NSC 5821/1 

found no "constructive, pro-Western", alternative in 
' I . 

Iran and saw no recourse but continued support for him. 

Hence the United States must influence the Shah to make 

"meaningful'' reforms. Specific goals included: 

appointment of 

and delegation 

honest and competent government leaders 

of administrative responsibilities to i 
them: liberalization of legislative and judicial 

practices: elimination of graft, corruption, and 

conflicts of interest in government circles and the 

Imperial family: improvement of the economic develoF-

ment program: and the adoption of administrative, tax, 

and financial reforms. 42 

r 

j: 

j 

(JII1!1'} T1vo years later, the United States reviewed 1 

but mace no changes in its policy towards Iran. Gnce f 
again, there appeared to be no satisfactory alternative 

to the Shah in spite of continuing and serious internal l 
unrest. The United States should, tti.erefore, continue 1 
to try to convince the Shah t:hat internal instability l 

. h h. . 4 3 was the most irnrned1ate t reat to 1s reg1me. ----
42. ~ NSC 5821/1, 15 t;ov 58, CCS 092 Irar.. 

( 4-2 3-4 8) 
43. ~NSC 6010, 8 Jun 60, JMF 9181/9105 

(8 Jun 60). 
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TOP SECRET 

3 

STRENGTHENING THE ANTI-SOVIET BARRIER 

1961-1968 

(U) In 1960, the United States seemed well on the 

way toward obtaining its policy goals for Iran. As a 

member of CENTO, Iran was actively involved in the 

collective defense of the Middle East, and us military 

assistance was giving Iran growing strength to partici

pate in that defense. Yet, Iranian forces were still 

judged far from what was required, especially if called 

upon to meet a direct Soviet attack. Consequently, the 

1960s would witness expanding us military aid for Iran 

in an effort to strengthen further the barrier against 
I 

Soviet expansion into .the ~ticidle last. In addition, 

internal problems persisted in Iran lvhich, if not 

resolved, could weaken Iran's ability to contribute to 

Middle East defense. 

The Kennedy Adminstration: Growing Assistance for Iran 

r-~ One aspect of the Iranian internal problems 
i was among the first matters· raised by the Joint Chiefs 

I of Staff with the new Kennedy Administration. On 26 

January 1961, they told Secretary of Defense Robert 

McNamara that existing contingency plans for Iran were 

insufficiently wide-ranging to deal with the many 

possible politically-inspired crises that might require 
9 

us military action. They particularly wanted plans to l.i 

assure that the Shah's successor would be pro-~estern. ~ 
•' ,. .. 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) agreed that "a I 
careful review of 

undertaken" and 

.l collaborate.,0 

our national policy • 

asked the De pa rtmen t 

. . should be 

of State to 

1. ¢(JCSN-27-61 to SecDef, 26 Jan 61 (derivea 
trom JCS 1714/123); ~1st 1';/H of JCS 1714/123, 1 Nar 
61; JMF 9181/9105 (1 Dec 60). 
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) ~f.: Pr_E;?~dential 'I'ask Force, chaired by the 
!Assistant Secretary of State for ~ear Eastern and South 

lAs ian Affairs, accomplished the desired review and 

icarried out a far broader study than originally envi
i 

·---rs.ioned by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Task Force 

' 

I 

·submitted its report to the !llational Security Council 

on 1.5 May 1961, stating that "the continuing trend 

toward revolution and chaos in Iran has reached the 

paint where the U.S. must take vigorous action." As 

the Shah's popular support dwindled, "the spectres of a 

r·ecrudescence of irresponsible anti-liestern ~iossadeqism 

or [a] brittle military dictatorship have loomea 

constantly larger." Obviously, therefore, the United 

States must make a "majo( effort" \:o support the 
I 

Shah and his regime and' encourage far-reaching politi-

cal and economic reforms. 2 

ltl1l'f After consideration of the Task Force refort, 

the National Security Council adopted, as a replacement 

for NSC 6010, a set of economic, political, and mili

tary recommendati~ns that addressed not only internal 

insecurity but attempted to deal with Iran's long range 

problems. To respond to the immediate problem the 

National Security Council agreed to support the exist

ing regime as the best attainable, to encourage the 

Shah to make political and social reforms, and to 

oppose military plots against him. The Council also 

sought to provide Iran more substantial assurance of US 

support against Soviet attack and to head off demanas 

for ever increasing military aid. 

included: 

Specific proposals 

a. Urgently examining the desirability of ( 1) 

moving earmarked forces to locations where they 
:..---.- -...,__ 

-2. (JijiFPresidential Task F·orce Study, "A Review of 
Problems in Iran and Recommendations for the National 
Security Council," 15 May 61, Attto JCS 1714/129, 15 
Nay 61, JNF 9181/9105 (9 ~lay 61) sec 1. 
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coL:ld assist Iran rr.ore ra!_:ialy anc ( 21 g iv 1ng :ro,r, 

mere information about CS flans. 

b. Continuing ~iAP support for the Iranian armea 

forces up to a level of about 200,000 rr.en. 

c. Helping to identify the key considerations in 

·aeciding how to react against a Soviet attack, 

developing plans for ( 1) the introduction of up to 

two divisions and (~)fffhe aeployment of nuclear 

forces so that they coLtrid be "brought to bear" 

near the Sovlet boro~r.3~ 
~ 1he Acting Assistant-~retary of Defense (ISA) 

askea the Joint Chiefs of Staff for their views on the 

recomrr.er:dations described. in (a) and \C) above. Their 

answer, although it acknowledged that Iran's importance 

"cannot be over-emphasized,'' stated that the ~nitec 

States lacked enough strength-in-being permanently to 

station sufficient forces in or near Iran. ~re-

positioning of equipment and temporary "show of force" 

or "toi<en" deployments were possible but the aelays 

inherent in obtainlng transit ana base clearances might 

restrict immediate responses to the moverr,ent of na·;al 

forces into adjacent waters. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 

cescribed perioaic disfatcning of L:ni':s tor r..aneuvers 

or exercises as "feasible and aesirable ." 

c~r:oseC the earmarking of units as 11 irr,practical 11 ar.a 

the ir..farting of more information about i..S !_:.lans as 

.. ur.cesirable." And, since existing plans alreaay 

l='::C'lice6 fer possible employ;r.ent ot more :!-:an two 

civlsions, additional planning efforts a2peareu 

unnecessary. In conclusion, the Jo1nt Cl:iets of Statt 

belie•:ec that a commitment of substantial forces to 

q::p-::se "O'!iet aggression might well s!_:ark a general 

~. Cfiiill" •'iemo, uepSecSef to CJCS et al., :~ :•:ay b 1, 
Snc: ':o JCS 1714/131, 1 Jun 61, JrlF 9161;<;t1lJ5 (<; "'"Y 
60) sec 1. 
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war, in which cas.;, no sizeable 

early deployment to the hiddle 

uS units 
4 East. 

were sl3tec for 

(TS) A few rr.onths later, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

raised adciitlOnal doubts about defending Iran against 

Soviet attack. They gave their views in response to 

inquiries by President Kennedy who feared that Soviet

instigated pressures on Berlin ana Laos might presage 

diversionary pressure on Iran. Since no plans dealt 

specifically with a limiteci war confined to Iran, ana 

involving us and Soviet forces, the Deputy Secretary of 

Defense asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 7 October 

1961 to ~ess us capacity for fighting ~mited war 
in Iran, ~ith and without _nuclear· weapons. 'I'he JC~ 

answer o 0 October was deciaedly pessi ·c. They 

held out hope of resisting "limited Soviet intervention 

and probiny aggression," but not of opposing a "sub-

stantial ana determined" incursion. In northeast 

Iran, scanty road and rail facilities would limit u~ 

t'orces to two divisions plus two battle groups. That 

force, together wi~h Iranian units, was simply too 

small to stop a sizeable Soviet attack. Any commit:nent 

of US forces, they continued, must be prececieu by a 

cecision to cio <>hatever was necessary to achieve 

national objectives. In oruer to assure "any chance of 

success," there w-ould have to be im•·r.;-.... 

against air bases in the Soviet union 
'-"""~ 

tional or nuclear weapons as appro~riate. 

attacks 

conven-

4. /.Jii'f l':emo, ~.ctg f>.SD(!Sh) to CJCS, 2 J~El 61, 
Encl to JCS 1714/132, 7 Jun b1, J~lf ~1<!1/9103 (~ hay 
61) sec 1. ~ JCSM-443-61 :o Secuef, 2& Jun 61 
(derived from JCS 1714/133), same file, sec 2. 

5. ~~~erne, GepSecuef to CJCS, 7 Oct b1, Att 
to JCS J.714/134,,; Get 61, J~.F 9181/9105 (9 V:.:;y oi) ~ec 
2. (~ JCSt·l-741-:.i co 5ecuef, 20 uct 61 I.<Je::L·ed trcr.. 
JCS 1714/135), sarr.e tile, sec 3. for SCJi)seqcent discus.:.· 
s ions, see ~ J·:.::co, Ac tg ASL( ISh) to CJCS, ~0 Gc t 6 1, 
Att to JCS 1714/136, ~3 Oct 61; ~ JCSt·l-7&0-61 to 
SecDef, 9 Nov 61 (:':erived from JCS 1,14/137); same 
file. 
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I~ I'Loreover, the Joint Chiefs of staff doubted 

J =hat the Iranian forces, by themselves, could repel a 

/ Sov1et attack. They made this observation in briefing 

{

. pa10e·rs for the Assistant Secretary of Defense ( ISA) in 

~iarch 1962 in preparation for a visit of the Shah to 

has~ington. At that time, they expressed the view that 

l the Iranians could stop an Iraqi or Afghan invasion, 

' 

I • ! 
I 
I 

l 
I 

I 

but lackea "any significant capability" against the; 
i 

Soviets. Concurrently, the Joint Chiefs of Staff; 

supplied Secretary McNamara with appraisals of Depart-~· 
ment of State suggestions to: send a military planning 

group to Tehran; divulge US plans for waging limited/ 

war to the Iranians; and pre~position sdme equipment in 

Iran. They were willing to outline a defense concept 

in general terms and to send, "under cover of thJ 

MAAG," a planning group that would assist in developing/ 

detailed plans. But they were opposed to pre-position~ 

ing equipment for a battle group, on grounds that th, 

Soviets would find such a step provocative and that th~ 

\ small amount of equipment sent would lessen US cred:_.=_j· (' 
1 L a~J_~ity:.::-J · \ , 

;. . ~hhile in hashing ton, the Shah met with Secretary\··,-
~ •· . ! 

. McNamara and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs ot Staff( 

:· on 12 April 1962.· Hr. HcNamara exr:;ressed US willing-\ 
'--···-·-··- .... -· - .,. . .. t 

ness to send a planning team to Iran, and to make a 

"firm undertaking" on ~.AP deliveries during FYs 1963-

1967. 'l'his five-year program for modernization of the 

Iranian armed forces would include: more than 10,000 

--z:6-.-riJ!h"'"'tl" Hemo, ASD(ISA) to CJCS, 21 ~.ar 62, Att 
to JCS 1714/141, 2fi ~1ar 62; ~ JCSH-233-62 to SecDef, 
29 ~iar 62 (derived from JCS 1714/143);_ (U) ~lema, 
i;ASD( ISA) to Actg CJCS, 23 Nar 62,· Enol to. 
JCS 1714/142, 28 Mar 72; ~ JCSI·I-241-62 to SecDet, 31 
Mar 62 (derived from JCS 1714/144); JNF 9181/5420 (21 
~iar62). 
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vehicles; two minesweepers; 16 transport aircraft; 

26-52 supersonic fighter-bombers (2-4 squadrons); 

airfield construction; and an early warning radar 

system. He asserted, however, that the Iranians "basic 

force level" ought to be 150,000 men. The Shah coun

tered by citing CENTO studies that recommended substan

tial. increases rather than force reductions. ~lr. 

NcNamara proposed, and the . Shah quickly agreed, that 

l the US planning team should study deployments and force 
! 7 
I levels. 
I 

' I,JJiilf Accordingly, the Joint Chiefs of Staf.f dis-

160,000 men. 

air base and 

of a main .Second, assist in completion 

construction of a forward airfield. · 

Third, approve an aircraft control 

system and related communications 

and 

plan 

warning ( AC&V.) ~ 
that included 

construction of four radar stations and seek British 

cooperation in building two additional stations. 

Fourth, consider the reinsertion of two frigates in the 

five-year program. Fifth, resolve within the CEN'l:'O 

framework Iranian-US differences over force goals. 'l'he 

Deputy Secretary of Defense approved everything except 

action on the two frigates. 8 ....__ 

1. ~Annexes Band c to SN-514-62 to JCS, 2 
May 62, JMF 9181/3100 (21 Apr 62) sec 2. ~ Aiae 
1·1emoire, 12 Apr 62, Encl 2 to Report- of US Nilitary 
Planning Team, Iran, 20 Jul 62, Encl to JCS 1714/154, 
21 Jul 62, JHF 9181/3100 (21 Apr 62) sec 4A. 

8. (.Jitlr SM-538-62 to BG 'l'witchell, 10 May 62 (derived 
tram JCS 1714/152), J11F 9181/3100 (21 Apr 62) sec 1. 
~ Report of u.s. Military Planning 'I'eam, Iran, 20 
Jul 62, Encl to JCS 1714/154, 21 Jul 62, same file, 
sees 4 and 4A. J.:li'f!"f JCS~!-579-62 to SecDef, 3 Aug 62 
(derived from JCS 1714/156); Hemo, DepSecDef to CJCS, 
31 Aug 62, Att to JCS 1714/158, 6 Sep 62, same file, 
sec 5. -
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~on 19 September 1962, the United States pre

sented the Shah a five-year program of military assist

ance for FYs 1963-1967, revised in light of the find-
. , .. ·~ 

ings. of the Military Planning Team. I The program was 
:--··---

baseti on a concept of defense for Iran against all 

contingencies, . both internal and external, recognizing 

that assistance from the United states and its allies 

would be required to deter and defeat Soviet aggres-

sion. This concept also took into consideration the 

collective security arrangements of CENTO and assumed 

a forward strategy, .;:elying on the mounta~n barriers Oil 
-, ' t 

the northern border~_;' The five-year program supplied 

the means to modernize Iranian forces and included the 

following: 

3.5 inch rocket launchers 
submarine guns 
200 60mm mortars 
ammunition requird for training and for a 30-day 

reserve 
additional communications equipment 
100 M-133 armored personnel carrriers 
5,000 jeeps 
1,500 3/4 to 1 ton trucks 
3,500 2 1/2 ton trucks 
250 5 ton trucks 
combat support equipment 
~minesweepers (inshore) 
2 patrol frigates 
20 helicopters (H43B) 
civic action program support 
45 CESSNA 180 or 185 aircraft 
4 C-130 aircraft 
12 C-47 aircraft 
52 F-5A aircraft (4 squadrons) 
completion of Hamadan airfield as a main opoerating 

base 
construction of Mashed airfield as a foz;ward base 
construction of aircraft control and warn'ing radar 

stations at Hamadan and Dezful 

\ 
l 
I 

··-·--
~----
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I 

I 
I 
I 
i 
! 



I 
l 
' ! 
I 
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' 

'lhe Shah acceptea this program the following oay, :t.O 

September 1962.9 

( S) After coordination with appropriate Executive 

departments and agencies, including the Office of the 

Secretary of ~efense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the 

DeFartment ot State issued "Guioelines" for US policy 

and operations in Iran in September 1962. 10 These 

Guidelines made no changes in US policy towara Iran. 

The goal remained the prevention of communist aomina

tion of this strategically located country. The; 

Guidelines recognized that, while the external threat , 

from the Soviet Union was "unrelenting," Iran's secur- ~ 
ity was still seriously threatened by internal polit- !' 

• I I 

ical discontent and disunity. With respect to military t 
"lines of action," the Guidelines called for mainten- 1 

f; 
ance and improvement of the Iranian armed forces, 

through the military assistance program, and expansion 

of the civic action, counter-guerrilla, vocational 

training, 

military 

and. public relations sectors of the Iranian 

Frog ram. Simultaneously, the United States 

should obtain a reduction in. Iranian forces to a 

level of 150,000. 11 
,, 
;....----" 

9. t;f1f Memo for Shah, 19 Sep 62; (S) Ltr, Nin of 
the Court to us Amb, 20 Sep 62; both Atts to Encl to 
JCS 1714/179-2, 26 Jan 66, JHF 9181 ( 17 Jan 66) sec 1. 
(U) Ltr, USCINCEUR to l>.SD(ISA), 28 Sep 62, Att to JCS 
1714/161, 2 Oct 62, JNF !1181/2100 (21 f.pr 62) sec 5. 
(S) Memo of Conversation, "Five-Year Military i'rogram 
for Iran," 19 Sep 62, CJCS File 091 Iran. 

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

11. ~Dept of State, Draft Guidelines for Policy 
and Operations, Iran, Apr 62, Encl toJCS 17.14/149,26 
hpr 62; ~ J-5M 273-62 to i'.SD( ISA), 7 hay 72, Att to 
1st N/li of JCS 1714/149, 15 l•':ay 62; JNF 9181/9105 (21 
Apr 6 2) sec 1. ~ Dept of State, Guidelines for 
Policy and Operations, ~ran, Sep 62., Att to 
JCS 1714/163, 13 Gee 62, same file, sec 2. 
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(U) In the early 1960s, the Shah finally began to 

address the internal problems confronting his country. 

In 1961, he appointed a new, liberal Prime Ninister, 

Ali Amini, who instituted measures to remove corruption 

in the civil service, to decentralize the government 

administration, to limit luxury imports, and to 

initiate land reform. Then, in January 1963, the Shah 

announced a sweeping program ot reforms. Known as the 

"Revolution of the Shah ana the People" or, more 

commonly, the "White Revolution," the program included 

six major aspects: abolition of the feudal landlord

peasant system, breakup of large estates, and land 

redistribution; nationalization of forests and pas-
' tures; compensation of former landlords kith capital 

shares in government industry; profit sharing in all 

IJroductive enterprises; a new elections law that 

provided votes for women; and creation of a national 

literacy corps, employing educated youths in government 

service to teach the illiterate. Despite the opposi

tion of the Shiite religious leaders, large landowners, 

and some tribal chiefs, who saw their privileged 

posit ions threatened, the Shah's program was endorsed 

overwhe~mingly by a national referendum. In September 

1963, elections were held under the new law with women 

voting for the first time. Ey the end of the year, 

both the Shah and the Prime Ninister had distributed 

their estates. 12 

\ V"f At the same time that the Shah was launching 

threats. In 1963 he was worrying more about Egypt than. 

about the Soviet Union. In June of that year, he had 

I 
advised President Kennedy that Arab agents had begun 

subversive activities in Iran's southern provinces and 

\ argued that pre-positioning of equipment for two to 
I 

\ three US divisions was "a matter of necessity." 
'---.J 

----r-2. Smlth et al., Area Hanabook, Iran, pp. 73-74. 
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--~· "oth ing was cione; 

struck us policy 

able. 13 

Iran's internal security. situat~ 
makers as critical but centro~ 

e Johnson Administration: More of the Same 

(U) The assassination of President Kennedy and the 
succession of Lyndon Johnson to the Presidency in 

Nov(!mber 1963 brought no .changes in US policy toward 

Iran. The United States pressed on with the five-year 

program approved in 1962 despite the Shah's increasing 

desires for additional assistance to meet threats from 

the radical Arab states. --...__._ 
~In January 1964, the Shah{sent the United States 

another ~1arning about t:1e growing dange,r of t.asseri te 
' I 

aggression. ~told I-_resident Johnson that the five-

year plan, approved in 1962, was inadequate for the 

changing situation and warned that, if the United 

States was unwilling to meet additional needs, Iran 

might have to look elsewhere. 'l'he President replied 

that, while he was willing to talk about the full range 

of problems, he did not believe that basic factors 

behind the five-year plan had changed signiticantly.1 4 

!tJllf' 'l'he Shah scheduled a l~ashington visit for June 

1964. His most pressing demand was for modern H-60 

tanks and M-551 Sheridan armored reconnaissance vehi

cles to replace .414 obsolescent M-47 tanks. The Joint 

Chiefs of Staff .advised the Secretary of Defense on 15 

to'lay 1964 that they saw "military justification" - for 
---..: 

13. (Jiii'fLtr, Shah to Pres, 1 Jun 63; (S) SACSA-N 
349-&3 to CJCS, 13 Jun 63; CJCS File 091 Iran. 

14. Vl'f Ltr, Shah to Pres·, 7 Jan 64; (U) Ltr, 
ASD( ISI'.) to CINCSTRIKE/USCINOiEAFSA, 24 Mar 64; J~lF 
91B1 (22 Apr 64). On 1 December 1963, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff had designated CINCS'I'kiKE as the commanoer 
responsible for the ~1iddle East (including Iran), 
Africa south of the Sahara, and South Asia (~1EAFSA) 
undet' the concurrent title of USCINCNEAFSA. At the 
same time, CINCI-<ELM, the commanuer responsible for the 
Middle East area since World war II, was disestab
lished. See·~ JCS Hist. Div., history of the Unified 
Co~mand Plan, Dec 77, p. 23. 
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armor modernization and military and economic reasons 

why the United States should remain Iran's princi!!al 

source of arms. They were willing to supply H-60s, 

provided production was expanded so that the Iranian 

order did not impinge upon other needs, The Sheridan, 

however, "should not be considered for MAP at this time 

beca11se it is still in the development stage and is 

operationally untested." Subsequently, the Secretary 

of Defense approved a sale of M-60s, to be accomplished 

without any expansion of production. 15 

f 
lttfJI'f Final agreement between the 

Iran on the increased assistance 

Memorandum of Understanding of 4 

Memorandum extended and reor'iented 

United States and 

was reached in a 

July 1964. This 

I 
I 
n 

I 

I 
the ~odernization 

begun in 1962 into a program of combined grant aid and 

credit assistance. The United States agreed to 

provide additional grant military assistance during the 

period FY 1967-1969 for delivery by the end of 1970 to 

include: 39 F-4 aircraft to replace outmoaed aircraft, 

110 105mm howitzers, 28 8-inch howitzers, 1,000 

vehicles, 1 airborne battalion, 4 twin-engine command

type aircraft, and a 30-day reserve of ammunition. 

'l'his was additional equipment above that contained in 

the September 1 962 commitment. Moreover, the United 

States would assist Iran in financing the purchase of 

an aaditional $250 million 1vorth of equipment between 

· \ FY 1965 and FY 1969. Of this total, $50 million would 

' be cash purchases, principally for spare parts for 

\ equipment furnished under the grant aid programs. The 

. remaining $200 million would be through creoits and 
' 

\ 
1 
i 

l 

~~ould include 460 M-60 tanks, 6 C-130 ·aircraft,~---

15. (111' Hsg, CINCSTRIKE/USCII<C~1EAFSA to JCS, 221823Z 
Apr 64r (U) JCSM-421-64 to SecDef, 16 May 64 (derived 
from JCS 1714/170-1)1 (U) Memo, DASD(ISA) to SecDef, 3 
Jul 64, Att to Hemo, DASD(ISA) to DJS, 15 Jul 64, Att 
to JCS 1714/170-2, 24 Jul 64t JI1F 9181 (22 Apr 64). 
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163 M-113 armored personnel carriers, hAWK battalion, 

26 F-5 aircraft and 1,610 ~i-1919 A6 machine guns. 16 

(S) The increased US commitment to Iran in 1964 aid 

not satisfy the Shah for long. During 1965, he maoe 

known his desire for still more hardware, citing the 

threat posed to Iran and the Persian Gulf by Iraq, the 

United Arab Republic, and Syria. The Shah wanteo 

antiaircraft weapons, naval ·vessels, Sheridan armored 

reconnaissance vehicles, and aircraft that were suFer

ior to the F-5 interceptor. The Joint Chiefs ot Staff 

supported sales of ( 1) 26 F-4 aircraft, with delivery 

delayed perhaFS until FY 1973, and (2) a second HAvil\ 

surface-to-air 

in 1970. 17 
missile battalion, to become operatinal 

' ' I 
' (II( Rather than accept the JCS recommendations, the 

!
! Johnson Administration offered in early 1966 to send a 

1 

survey team to Iran to assess the "full range" of 

; 

' 
mi 1 i tary requirements. This proved acceptable, and the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff directed the aispatch of a 

tri-service Military Survey Team. The Team was instruc

ted to "center on the objective of maintaining the 

primacy of the u.s. military presence in Iran at a 

moderate cost to Iranian resources." A basic purpose 

was to keep Iranian procurement "at a level consistent 

with legitimate military requirements • while 

minimizing the impact •.• on Iranian economic aevelop

ment."18 

-----16. IJff US-Iranian ~lemorandum of Unoerstanding, 4 
Jul 64, Att to Encl to JCS 1714/179-2, 26 Jan 66, J~,f' 
91&1 (17 Jan 66) sec 1. 

17. ~ ~iemo, DASD(ISA) to CJC,S.Jr 24 Aug 65, Encl 
to JCS 2315/367-1, 2.6 Aug 65; ~~ JCSN-712-b5 to 
SecDef, 23 Sep 65 (oerived trom JCS 2315/367-2); Jl'iF 
4060 (12. Aug 65) sec 1. 

18. IJi!f Nsg, CINCSTRIKE/USCINOtEAFSA to J'CS, 14 Jan 
66, JCS IN 52646. (S) hsg, DEF 1848 to Tehran, 17 Jan ', 
66; IJil"r ~Jemo, DASD(ISA) to ..I,;JCS, 18 Jan b6, Att 
to JCS 1714/179, 19 Jan 66; (~JCSM-67-66 to SecDet, 1 
Feb 66 ana Nsg, JCS 2865 to CINCS'l'RlKE/USCINChEJI.fSA, 
0120002 Feb 66 (both oerived from JCS 1714/179-2); JMF 
9181 (17 Jan. 66) sec 1. 
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l Vt SEE RET • 

(~After touring Iran between 16 February and 

3 March, the Survey 'l'eam, headed by Brigadier General 

C.G. Paterson, USAF, recommended approval of "minimum" 

additional requirements: 
1 9 Army - 209 M-60 tanks, 130 Sheridans, 2 Vulcan , 

air defense battalions, and a 90-day level of 
war reserve materiel 

N.avy - 8 patrol boats, 1 destroyer, and a 30-day 
level of war reserve materiel 

Air Force- 16 F-4s (one squadron), 2 mobile radars, 
2 HAWK battalions, and a 90-day level of war 
reserve materiel 

Costs for the five-year period FY 1967-1971 would come 

to $192 million. The •ream urged that these require

ments be acceptea as "a basis for discussion" during a 

review of Iranian military assistance.' o Also, since 

such acquisition would. generate further training and 

support needs, a Flanned $10 mill ion 1-iAP reduction 

should be studied 1 perhaps the funds withheld from 

warring India and Pakistan should be shifted to Iran. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff concurred with these conclu
sions.20 

~On 23 t'tay 1966, President Johnson approvea a 

$200 million credit sales package, with certain caveats. 

As relayed to the Joint Chiefs of Staff by the \;hite 

House Staff, the President was: 

deeply concerned over Iran's worrisome 
economic forospects. He wants each slice 
of this new program submitted to him tor 
approval only after searching review of 
Iran's economic position. He regards the 
new $200 million as a planning figure 
subject to annual review. He asks that 
JIJnbassador (Armin) Hyer tell the Shah of 

··~ 

-.--

U 19. '!'he 209 11-60 tanks were the number remaining oj·· 
he 460 the United States agreed to sell Iran 1n the 
964 ~oemoranaum of Understanoing. _ .. 

20. ~ "Report of the United States ~illitary Survey 
'l'eam to Iran, 16 Feb-3 Mar 66," JHF 91B1 (17 Jar, 66) 
sec 1A. ~ JCSI~-240-66 to Secuef, 15 Apr 66 (derivea 
from JCS 1714/179-4), same file, sec 1. 
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his concern, while reassuring him ot the 
Presi¢.ent' s full respect for his judg
ment.21 

/J;If Subsequently, however, the Shah began expressing 

his _ais.satisfaction with. some of the numbers, costs,, 

and ael1very aates offerea. He wanted, for example, 3~ 
ratl:Jer than 16 F-4 aircraft. In fact, allegedl~ 

because of high us costs, ·he apr;:roached the Soviet~ 
'·i 

about equipment purchases ana professed interest . I 
11] 

acquiring their surface-to-air missiles. 'l'his develop~ 

ment was worrisome, because Soviet Si'.Ns would be s i teci 

at bases from which F-4 ana F'-5 aircraft would be 

opera.ting. 

elements of 

Soviets to 

ment. 22 

Communications tie-ins 

the air defense· system, 

gain extensive knowledge 

involving all 
I 

coU'ld allow the 

about US equip-

cJI'f How far should the Administration move toward 

meeting the Shah's demands? The Department of Statei 

saw no need to accede completely. Yet, since the Shah 

had publicly committed himself to an independent 

procurement policy, he could not retract without some 

face-saving gesture. "In 

Deputy Under Secretary of 

1 ight of all this," the 

State advised the Deputy 

Secretary of Defense, "we have concluded that present 

political hazards are great enough to call for a little 

'give' in our military proposal." On 8 July, President' 

~hnson offered to "consider" selling 32 F-4 aircraft;· 

.n. <¢J Memo, ExecSecy, NSC to B.H. Read, 10 Jun 
66, Att to JCS 1714/179-5, 20 Jun 66, J~1F 9161 (17 Jan 
66) sec 1· r 22. fJTf JCS 1714/182, 29 Jul 66; (U) Nsg, CINCS'l'RIKE/ 

I USCINCMEAF'SA to JCS, 251911Z Jul 66, JCS IN 15275, JMF 
9181 (17 Jan 66) sec 2. (U) Ltr, Dep USecState to 
IJepSecl.:ief, b Jul 66, Att to JCS 1714/179-6, 8 Jul 66, 
same file, sec 1 ·.:} 
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-
' the Shah replied that he could not reverse his Moscow i 

., 

initiative without being labelled a "U.S, puppet."23 i 
~ The Department of State and some officials in 

the Office of the Secretary of Defense wanted to offer 

the Shah 32 F-4C aircraft at a reduced price of ;>70 

million rather than new F-4D aircraft costing $100 

'million. Secretary of Defense 11cNamara opposed a 

larger F-4 sale, apparently because the Air Force would 

need additional appropriations to replace its F-4Cs 
' with F'-4E aircraft. But on 28 July, the US Ambassado1 

in Tehran appealed a irectly to President Johnson,) 

asking :tor a generous offer in order to forestall a\ 

"triumph for Soviet policy in the Mideast and serious, 
' j I . 

setback for our interests in this area." It was· 

"erroneous," he added, ""to think Persians will not cut 

off their noses to spite their face." On 1 August 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff addressed the Secretary 

of Defense in order to 

rea f firm the i r j u a g men t that it is 
essential to maintain the primacy of u.s. 
military interest in Iran and that every 
effort should be made to prevent the 
Soviets trom gaining a foothold through 
the introduction of military eguiplilent 
and technicians into Iran. · 

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

be offered 32 F-4C aircraft at reduced prices, with 

deliveries beginning in 1968. 24 

-
L.L (OJ Ltr, Dep USecState to DepsecDef, 6 Jul 66, 

Att to JCS 1714/179-6, !! Jul 66, JHF 9181 (17 Jan 66) 
sec 1. Y1fr JCS 1714/182, 29 Jul 66, same tile, sec 2. 

24. ~ JCS 1714/182, 29 Jul 66; (S) DJSN-966-66 to 
CJCS, 29 Jul 66; ~ JCSI•l-498-66 to SecDef,··1 Aug 66, 
?.pp to JCS 1714/182, 29 Jul 66; JMF 9161 (17 Jan 66) 
sec 2. (U) Herr.o, SecAF to DepSecLef, 12 Jul 66, Att to 
JCS 1714/181, 15 Jul 66, J~1F 9181 (12 Jul 66). ~ 
t•1sg, Tehran 451 to Pres, 29 Jul 66, CJCS File 091 
Iran. (The Department of State received this message 
at 1045 on 2~ July.) 
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ftll"f Jl.t a Tuesday Luncheon25 on 2 August,· President 

Johnson decided to: 

(1) haive research and development costs for two 

HAWK bat tal ions and, perhaps, do the same for other 

systems. 

(2) Offer the Shah 32 F-40 aircraft at full cost 

with deliveries commencing in 1968. 

(3) If necessary, take some items out of inventory 

to speed delivery. 

A Deputy Assistant Secretary of 

these decisions to the Shah, 

Defense (ISA) conveyed 

cautioning that F-4 

aircraft and other "sensitive'' items might be withheld 

if Iran acquired "sophisticated" Sovi"lt eguipment. 26 

~In February 1967: the 'shah conclud~d an arrange- j 
1 ment with the Soviet Union whereby Iran exchanged.; 

1 quantities of natural gas for ~ 110 million worth of: 

rl Soviet-made antiaircraft guns, trucks, ana armoreaj' 
j . 

\personnel carriers, United States pressure, apparent-! 

)ly, persuaded the Shah to refrain from buying Soviet l 
1 SAHs, and he had, in fact, already assured the United~ 
lstates that Iran would not ac:quire sophisticatea \ 

J equipment from the Soviet !Jnion. 27 , 

\ ~ A Department of State National Policy l'aper 28 '· 
I 

Jon Iran completed at this same time took note, at the 
., 
\specific request of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, of 

Le Shah's disillusionment with the Unitea States 

~ 25. '.1.'he •ruesday Luncheon was an informal meeting-' 
of advisers that President Johnson relied upon, in lieu 
of formal NSC meetings, in reaching policy aecisions. 

26. f,JI'(" DJSI',-1000-66 to CJCS, 4 Aug 66; ~Memo, 
DepSecDef to CJCS, 23 Aug 66, Att to JCS 1714/162-1, 
JHF 9181 (17 Jan 66) sec 1. /A' Draft Admin History of 
the DOD: !263-1969, Vol I, p. ~5. 

27. IJI'r De~Ct of State, National i"olicy Faper, 
Iran, 2 Feb 67, Att to JCS 1714/1~3-3, 13 Mar 67, J~lF 
9 1 8 1 ( 2 3 Aug 6 6 ) • 

" 

28. The National Policy Papers replaced the Guide
lines Papers in the Johnson Administration as official ''-...... 
US policy statements towards various countries~ 



----. 
ltecause of what he considered a lack of· adequate 

/ responsiveness to his requests for assistance. For 

~ 
t 

I 

I 
J 
l ., 
" ,, 
-~ 

that reason, the 

independent of 

Shah seemed determined to become more 

US military 

arms from other countries, 

Union. The final·version of 

assistance, ordering 

including the Soviet 

the Paper also incor-

porite a JCS suggestion for recognition of the re

lationship between Iran's political and economic ' 

! problems with the questions of security and the 

source and quality of military assistance. 'l'he Paper 

r:-rovided for maintenance of the United States as the 

primary military influence in Iran together with 

continued US advisory services and assist~nce, shifting 

to credit sales of mil~tary equipment "on fairly hard 

terms." 'l'he Paper noted, however, that: 

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

I 

I 
' f 

j,ti!!') •rhe Department of State Policy Paper 

contained no changes in US poli~y toward Iran. It 

acknowledged Iran's importance because of its strategic 

location and the defense facilities and privileges 
extended to the United States both bilaterally and 

through cooperation in the CEN'I'O framework. It called 

for continued us support of· CENTO and the bilateral 

security agreement with Iran of 1959 to provide "a 

security umbrella" for Iran against Soviet .aggression. 

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

concern with radical Arab ex(:ansion, r'raq' s supf-ort 
---

6 1 
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r-;;f the Kurds, and 
~ 

Soviet penetration into the ~lidale ; 

'~9 
1 

East ·· I' !JtL 

- . 'The Shah carne to washington in August 1967, · __ l'' 
I and President Johnson promised him that "we woula ao ·--- · 

~~ everything possible to meet [his] needs" within the ·- . 

~~--i~--~t!l ___ se~ .. _by Congressional action •. The Shah, however, t 

! did not remain convinced- tor long and would soon be I 
asking the Unitd States for further ass1stance. 30 \ 

,,_, , I 
V" :i:n the spring of 1968, the Shah planned another' __ Jt'(,_(tc 

visit to the United States and had indicated a desire I' 

for' an additional $500 million in credits for FYs \ 

1969-1973. He was concerned about the protection ot i 

the Persian Gulf in light of the Britisp decision to ., 

remove their forces from that area by 1971. · 

JJif( 'l'he Secretaries- of State and Defense opposed a 

$500 million five-year commitment to the Shah. They 

recommended instead an offer tor· a FY 1968 sales 

program of $75-$100 million and a promise to seek from 

the Congress the annual credit authorization and 

appropriations to permit orderly achievement of a 

modernization program during the next five years ( FY 

1969-1973). Fresident Johnson accept eo this advice. 

\ ~:e:g;::d P::s~:::~d:e;1:0it;ilt;;onShfaohr 0c:e~~tJ~~:c~:::: <,, ,._,! 
\in FY 1968 and "made it plain in general terms that, ( 

.within the limits of our world-wide arms sales pro

grams, Iran should enjoy high priority and be 

\able to buy high quality modern equipment from us." 
\ 
'----- .. --

' 29. ()lllf" Dept of- State, National Policy Paper, 
Iran, ~ Feb 67, Att to JCS 1714/183-3, 13 Mar 67, JMF 
9181 (23 Aug 66). ~JCSM-588-6b to Secuef, 15 Sep 66 
(derived from JCS 1714/183-1)1 Vl'fLtr, DASD(ISA) to 
Mr. J.A. Yager, 23 Nov 66, Att to JCS 1714/1ti3-2, 30· 
Nov 661 s~e file. __ 

30. !.JI1'f 11emo, w. 1~. Rostow to SecDef and Secstate, 
29 Aug 67, Att to JCS 1714/186, 31 Aug 67, JMF 887 
(CY 1967). 
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As for the Shah's long-term procurement program, 

President Johnson pledged that each year, subject to 

satisfactory annual economic and military reviews, he 

would ask the Congress for appropriate credit author

izations and appropriations. The 5hah, as indicated in 

subsequent statements, considered the President's 

pledge as a cornrni tment for $100 mill ion per year for 

the period FY 1969-1973. 31 

'.Jil'f During his discussion 

the Shah raised the questions 

i 

with President Johnson,! 

of how the Persian Gulfl 

could be protected after the British departed and 

suggested that us surface-to-surface missiles, under 

Iranian control, be stationed on islands ,in the Strait 

of liormuz. The Joint. Staff thought that either F-4 

aircraft or missile boats would be more suitable, but 

advised the Assistant Secretary of Defense ( ISA) that 

Iranian control of the Strait would neither keep peace 

: in the Persian Gulf nor assure its pro-l'<estern orien

tation. After all, if the Soviets decided to move into· 

the Gulf, the· presence of Iranian missiles would not 

d h f 
' . 32 eter t ern rom ao1ng so. 

~on 26 July 1968, President Johnson informed the 

Shah that preliminary assessment indicated that a land

based missile defense of the Strait of Hormuz was not 

feasible. 'lhe President offered, however, 

hensive study of this matter, and the Shah 

a compre

accepted. 

1 Now, once again, the Joint Chiefs ot Staff organized 
1 

L-- -
31. i7J Memo, SecState to Pres, 19 Apr 68, Att 

to JCS 1714/188, 3 May 681 ~ ~1emo, J.P. \'ialsh to COL 
.ii.C. Greenleaf, 2 ~lay 68, Att to JCS 1714/188, 3 May 
6 8 ; J MF 8 8 7/4 9 9 ( CY 1 9 6 8 ) • Jit(l!#) Hemo for Record by 'W. li. 
1\0Etow, 14 Jun 68, Att to JCS 1714/190, 19 Jun b8; (U) 
Tab C to J-5 BP 64-68 for CJCS, 18 Dec 68; JMF 887/081 · 
(CY 1968). 

32. ~ 
(9 Aug ti!J) 
Jun 68, JNF 

JCS 1887/754-1, 19 Aug 
sec 1. ( U) DJSM-790-68 
8 8 7/0 8 1 ( CY 19 6 8 ) • 
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-; ~1 i li tary Survey '!.'earn. This one was headed by [',aj:-1 

General L. h. Richmond, USAF, CINCSTRIKB/USCINCNEAFSA' s I 
ui rector of Plans. 'l'he Team was to examine the sea- j 

- borne threat to Iran through the Persian Gulf and the ~ I Strait of Hormuz, the most feasible arrangement for [ 

; defense of this area, and any necessary military 
! 

l 
l 

equipment augmentation. Also incluaed in the guiciance 

for this Team, as had been the case in the previous J 

teams, was the US objective to restrict the Shah's 

appetite for military weapons to that consistent with I 
legitimate requirements in order to minimize the impact 

of military procurement on Iranian economic cievelop
ment.33 

t I 

J1llf' The Military Survey ~!'earn submitted its report 

on 30 Sepember 1968. It proposed a strategy for the 

Persian Gu 1 f that insured coordinated and rapid re

sponse by Iranian forces by providing overall command i 
! 

ciirection in a single commander. The Team believed' 

that the Iranian armed forces already haa significant; 

military capabilities to be used for this purpose: 

al thoU<; h some additional equipment woula be requi rea.· 

Specifically, the Team recommended the following: two_: 

fast, missile-equippeci patrol ships; four shipboard AS~ 

' sonars; three shorebased radars; aircraft identifica

tion systems aboard four ships; berthing facilitions 

at Lavan Island; and a modest amount of communications 

materiel. Aerial surveillance, the Team believed, 

could be accomplished effectively and economically with 

· C-130s, which Iran already possessed, The Team lacked 

sufficient data to estimate precisely the cost of its 

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

-.. 

equipment, not inclua ing 
...---

the land-based raaars and 
..........-' 

L-: 33. (0) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 9 Aug 61l, Att to 
JCS 1887/754, 12 Aug 68; J,Jillf JCS 1887/754-1, 19 Aug 68; 
(C) JCSM-513-68 to SecDef, 21 Aug 68, and r,,f!f" SM-581-68 
to CINCSTRIKE/USCINCNE:AF'SA, 2 1 Aug b 8 (both aer i v~~~ 
from JCS 1887/754-1); J~•F &87/520 (9 Aug 68) sec~ 

-0 4 



assuming use of the already possessed C-130 aircraft. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff endorsed the Team findings, 

noting that the proposals involved little or no addi

tional cost to the "Five Year Program" for Iran. 

Subsequently, in January 19 69, the Team proposals were 

forw~rded to the Shah. 34 

(U) Late in 1968, the Iranian Prime Minister askea 

that the FY 1969 ceiling on credit sales be raised from 

the $100 million limit, agreed upon earlier by the Shah 

and President Johnson, to $191.2 million. The increase 

would cover, among other things, 32 additional F-4 

aircraft (raising the total supplied by the United 

States to 64) and 100 more Sheridans. 'l'h~ Department 

of Defense opposed such· an increase, feeling that the 

Iranians had overstated foreign threats and lacked the 

technical personnel needed to service additional F-4 

aircraft and Sheridans.35 

34. T;iiif Report of the U.S. Military Survey Team to 
Iran, 30 Sep 68, J~lF 887/520 (9 Aug 68) sec 1A. J.Jl"f' 
Ltr, CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA to JCS, 30 Sep 68, Att to 
JCS 1887/754-2, 1 Oct 68; ~JCSM-615-68 to SecDef, 16 
Oct 68 (derivea from JCS 1887/754-3); J,Ji!1" Herne, CAP'!· 
R, D. Pace to DJS et al., 16 Jan 69; same file, sec 1. 

35. (U) Tab C to J-5 EP 64-66 for CJCS, 18 Dec bB, 
Ji'IF 887/081 (CY 1968). 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

4 

POLICEHAN OF THE GULF 

1969-1974 

The Nixon Administration and Policy Changes toward Iran 

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

1966, the British announced the decision to withdraw 

their forces from the Persian Gulf by the end of 1971. 

The Shah, always concerned with security and external 
threats, now became even more so. Consequently, he 

decided that Iran would, possibly with saud,i AralJia as 

a junior partner, create a military presence to protect 

the oil lifeline of Japan and the western nations that 

lay through the Persian Gulf and the Strait of Hormuz. 

Iran would become the military protector ot the Trucial 

States along the southern rim of the Gulf and the 

Arabian Sea, with or without their request or consent. 

To do this Iran must obtain much larger quantities of 

modern weapons to counter Iraq, Syria and the more 

radical Arab states, all seen by the Shah as potential 

enemy aggresso~es. These nations were· being armea with 

modern weapons, including aircraft, by the· soviet 

Union, itself the ultimate, if not the most likely 

threat to Iran and the Persian Gulf area. 

(U) In January 1969, Richard Nixon became. President 

of the United States and, in July 1969, he announced a 

policy that subsequently received the name "Nixon 
ooctri~e." In essence, the new doctrine held that 

while the United states would continue to provide 

economic and materiel assistance to allies anq frienas, 

it would expect these nations to handle problems of 

87 
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internal security and military aefense, except for 

the threat from a major power involving nuclear 

weapons. 1 Thus the Nixon Doctrine coincided with the 

Shah's determination to build up his forces, and he 

was, in coming years, to cite it as justification for 

his burgeoning military equipment requests to the 

United States. . 

. "r.,t'f Even before the announcement of the Nixon \ 

Doctrin~, the Shah . had fore~haaowed its rat ion~le ___ :_r\ __ _ 
talks w1tl:l. US off1c1als. jwh1le 1n Wash1ngton 1n April ' 

~ 
1969 to attend the fu;;~;al. of former President Eisen- ·! 

\ hower, .. he had told Secretary of .. Defense ·Melvin Lairci J 

l. 

. , th~t Japan was sharing too small a palit, of the Free r. 

ll World defense load_~ _(Later, in October 1969, t-h~ Sh~-h---.L , ·' 

I again visited 1-iashington. where he talked with President :'..__r1ui.l,<e-

ll Nixon, 
';T. 

Secretary of State Rogers and Secretary of 

"iie expressed great. concern over the 

and truculence of his Iraqi neighbors. 

'(__Defense Laird. 

strength 

.J 

I 

growing 

He was convinced that Iran must develop and maintain 

security forces su ff ic iently strong and impressive to 

aiscourage any potential aggressors. He specifically 

asked that the 54 USAF technicians who were presently 

in Iran to assist with training and maintenance in the 

\ F-4 program be kept in Iran for at least 

I Secretary Laird agreed to this request. 2 
another year. 

1 IJII'f Nuch greater requests were in the 

j conversation with US Ambassador Douglas 

~ on 1 8 March 19 70 the Shah expressed his 
~----

offing. In a 

MacArthur II 

determination 
·-~ 

1. (0) ~_Eers of the Presidents of the United 
States, Richara 1'-.ixon, 1969 ( 1971), pp. 544-549. 
Papers of the Presidents of the United States, kichard 
Nixon, 1910, (1971), pp. 118-119. 

2. ()i!'!_ Ltr, secstate to secDef, 19 Nov 70, Att 
to_.;cs ~14/195, ~3 Nov 70, JMF 887/460 (19 Nov 70). 
~ Ltr, ActgSecState to ActgSecDef, 14 Feb 70, Att to 
JCS 1714/193, J~iF 887/460 (CY 1970). 
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to build up his military forces over the next five 

years to a level that would cost far more than the 

United States had agreed to support. The cost of this 

build-up would reach almost ~900 million, whereas the 

United States was willing at this point to offer Iran 

credit under the Foreign ~Jilitary Sales P.ct of only 

$1u0 million per year for the next five years. Because 

of Iran's growing affluence, grant aid to Iran had been 

stopped in the previous year. ~ow the Shah wanted to 

buy four F'-4 squadrons in FY 1973 and an additional 

squadron each year until FY 1976 for a total of 14 

squadrons. He also wanted C-130 transports, M-60 

tanks, CH-47 helicopters, 175mm artillet'y ana radar. 

The Shah asked for $800 million credit over the next 

five years, or an arrangement whereby the United States 

would buy more of his oil. He would use every cent of 

proceeds from these oil sales to pay cash for us arms. 

The Shah was particularly disturbed because the United 

States was charging him almost nine percent interest 

for credit whereas Prance and Great Britain would grant 

him more favorable terms. The soviet Union woulo grant 

him credit over a long term for as low as two and a 

half percent interest. He said that he could not 

understand why the United States refusea to help him 

build up his torces when he was offering to help 

implenoent the Nixon Coctrine in an area where US 

interests and the interests of us allies were threat

ened. The US Ambassador sought to persuade the Shah to 

reexamine his requirements and priorities ana promised 

• to see what could be. done about special oil purchases 

ana the "onerous" credit arrangements. 3 ·---
'-

r J. ltltfl!"f~1sg, Tehran 1019 to State, 19 !'tar 70, Encl 
(_ B to CM-5030-70 to Spec Asst to Pres for NSA, 10 Apr 

70, CJCS File 091 Ira~ 
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1 (,jll{" Ambassador MacArthur cabled Washington that 

/

unless the deadlock on military aia to Iran was broken 

"we are on our way to a crisis with the Shah." The 

! Iranian monarch had an absolute conviction that unless 

he strengthenea his military posture substantially, the 

Arab side of the Gulf would tall before a massive 

radi'cal Arab campaign, sponsored and supported by the 

Soviet Union. "Iran,• he said, "is the key to whether 

the Gulf remains in friendly hands, and I need not 

spell out again its importance to the most basic 

financial, economic and security requirements of 

ourselves, 1·;est E;urope and 

!~"( The Shah was very 

Arthur reported, on the 

Japan. • 

•prickly,• Amb•assador i•lac-

and 

subject of Iran's 

did not 1 ike to be 

min imun1 

second-military requirements 

guessed on the matter by US officials. The Ambassador 

said that unless the United States agreed to amplify 

and extend the 1968 agreement, there would be a major 

crisis and •an end to the special relationship that the 

Shah feels tor us" which had resulted in special 

privileges and facilities. ·~e will only inturiate the 

Shah if we try to tell him bluntly what he does or does 

not need but if we obtain a stretchout we may 

to do something about magnitude.• 4 

I J{_ -Y~Jl'he Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 

visited the Sha~ in Tehran on 

be able 

.. ~, ,\ ·, 

Staff, \I' 
8 April /·General wheeler, 

l1_2?0'.and he~rd essentially the same requests and 

arguments as had the Ambassador several weeks earlier. 

In reporting this meeting to the President, the Chair

man said, "My overall impression is this: His Imperial 

Majesty is aetermined to create the military forces 

which t;e is convinced the security of Iran -requires, 

/~ ·-··-·-
r- 4. r,;tl( ~tsg, Tehran 1247 to State, 1 Apr 70, Tab 
~ to CM-5038-70 to ~pee Asst to Pres for NSA, 10 Apr 70, 

CJCS File 09l IranJ 
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he wants to buy the necessary equipment from the us, 

but he will get it elsewhere reluctantly, if ·he has to 

do so." 5 

( S) Mean time, the rev arnpeci tlSC erg ani za t ion es tab

lished by President Nixon had been reviewing us policy 

toward the Persian Gulf in light of the pending British 

wi thcir.awal. Dr. Henry Kissinger, the President's 

Assistant for National Security Affairs, initiated the 

review in July 1969, and a final draft was submitted to 

the NSC Review Group in March 1970. Includea were the 

following six options for US action: (1) us assumption 

of the former British role, maintaining a "meaningful 

naval presence" in the Gulf area and establishing a 

position of special infl uen.ce; ( 2) po~~t leal support 

tor Iran to make it responsible for preserving security 

and stability in the area; (3) promotion of 5audi-

Iranian cooperation in the hope of insulating the Gulf 

states from outside pressures; (4) development of 

I significant bilateral US contacts and presence in the 

J new Arab states of the lower Gulf without taking on the 

( · specific responsibilities of which the British were· i 

t aivesting themselves; ( 5) continuation of the status 

'\ quo with respect to the small Arab states; (6) sponsor-

, ship of a regional security pact in which Iran, Saudi 

Arabia, Kuwait. and the Trucial States collectively or 

singly would become responsible for regional security. 6 

J,llf After studying these options, President Nixon, 

. on 7 November 1970, decided that the Unitea States 
\....--. --

5. ¢ Cl'•-5037-70 to Pres, 10 Apr 70, CJCS File 
091 Iran. 

6. ;;,;~( NSSN 66, 16 Jul 69, Att to JCS 1887/768, 1!> 
I Jul 69; IJI'f ~~erne, NSC Staff Secy to Dir, J-5 et al., 12 

l1ar 70, Att t0.,JCS 1887/768-1, 17 Mar 70; JMF ~89/532 
(12 Jul .... Ei.9l •. ).Although the Joint Chiefs of.staff_did 

/not comment on the study, a jCS representat1ve partlcl
; pated in the interaepartrnental gtoup that conciuctea the 
reviel~, and the CJCS, as a member of the NSC Review 
Group, had an opportunity to comment on the study when 

., it was considered- by that Group. 
!6.-----· 
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)response to the withdrawal of British forces. from th~~, 
; Gulf would be to follow "a general strategy of promot- ! 
l ing cooperation between Iran and Saudi Arabia" and f 
I I "recognizing the preponderance of Iranian power and 

j 
developing a direct U.S. relationship with the special ! 
political entities of the area." There would be no 

reduction of US Naval presence in the Gulf, the 

~liDEASTFOR, consisting of a converted seaplane tender 

and two destroyers, homeported in the Bahrein Islands. 

He instructed the NSC Under Secretaries Committee to 

review plans "consistent with the strategy of promoting 

orderly development of local responsibility for 

maintaining stability." This decision, of course, was 
' I I 

the logical application of the Nixon Doctrine and 

fitted well with the Shah's plans and philosophy. 7 

(6'f' At about the time this new policy toward Iran 

was being promulgated, the Secretary of State cautioned 

Secretary of Defense Laird that the United States, 

while concerned about the magnitude of the Shah's 

requests and how "costly" his present plans were, must 

not give the impression that it was a better judge of 

Iran's military needs than were the Iranians them

selves. 'l'o do so might lead the Shah to make "a direct 

linkage between the amount of assistance he expects 

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

some instances, unique intelligence and security 

facilities Iran now provides us, a notion the Shah has 

_!;_':rupulously avoided heretofore.• 8 ·-·-

(U) Another key factor in the US relationship with 

Iran, and one that enabled the Shah to realize his 

ambitions to build up his forces, was the dramatic 

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

7. ¢_ NSDH 92, 7 Nov 70, JHF 001 NSDMs (CY 1970). 
8. f;;,;r Ltr, SecState to SecDef, 19 Nov 70, Att 

to JCS 1714/195, 23 Nov 70, JHF 887/460 ( 19 NOV 70). 
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whereas in 1970 Iran had been judged too poor to afford 

the $6 million annual costs of the us military mis

sions, by 1972 Iran was well on its way to becoming an 

extremely weal thy country. All of this was owing, of 

course, to the spiralling price of oil and to the 

acquiescence of major oil countries in the area to the 

growing demands of OPEC nations, including Iran. In 

1969 Iran had received $1 billion from nine major 

western oil companies known as Iranian Oil Partici

pants. This figure had increased to approximately $2 

billion by 1971 and increased still further in 1972, 

allowing the Shah to pay for almost anything he felt 

his military forces required. 9 
. ' 

( U) A watershed in US policy toward It an occurred 

in 1972. Going beyond his 1970 decision to foster 

regional cooperation in the Persian Gulf area to 

replace the strength of the departing British, Presi

dent Nixon decided to rely on a strong Iran as the main 

stabilizing influence in the Gulf area. To carry out 

this policy, the United States would sell Iran large 

quantities of its most modern and sophisticated weap

ons. or. Kissinger explained President Nixon's ration

ale in his memoirs: 

The real issue in 1972 was that the 
required balance within an area essen
tial for the security, and even more 
the prosperity, of all industrial 
democracies appeared in grave jeopardy. 
More than 15,000 Soviet troops were 
still in Egypt, with which we had as 
yet no diplomatic relations and which 
was tied to the Soviet Union by a 
Friendship 'l'reaty signed a year 
earlier. Just seven weeks before, on 
April 9, the Soviet Union had con
cluded a similar Friendship Treaty 
with Iraq, followed by massive de
liveries of the most advanced weapons. 
Syria haci long since been a major 
recipient of soviet arms--and had 

9 • K e e s i ng s 1 .:::C.:::o:.:.n:..;to;eo;m::Jp.::o=r.:::a.::.r..~,y __ _,A;.:r;..c:;,;h;;,;;.i .:..v..:;e..:;s_.l __ 1~9 72 1 p • 
251153. 
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invaded moderate Jordan twelve months 
earlier. Britain at the end of 1971 had 
just completed the historic withdrawal of 
its forces and military protection from 
the Persian Gulf at the precise moment 
when radical Iraq was being put into a 
position by Soviet arms to assert tradi
tional hegemonic aims. Our friends--5audi 
Arabia, Jordan, and the Emirates--were 

,being encircled. 

It was imperative for our interests 
and those of the western v1orld that the 
regional balance of power be maintainea 
so that moderate forces would not be 
engulfed nor Europe's and Japan's (and 
as it later turned out, our) economic 
lifeline fall into hosti_le hands. we 
could either provide the balancing 
force ourselves or enable a resional 
power to do so. There was no pos!libil
ity of assigning .any American military 
forces to the Indian Ocean in the midst 
of the Vietnam war and its attendant 
trauma. Congress would have tolerated 
no such commitment; the public would 
not have supported it. Fortunately, 
Iran was willing to play the role. 'I'he 
vacuum left by British withdrawal, now 
menaced by Soviet intrusion and radical 
momentum, would be filled by a local 
power friendly to us. Iraq would be 
discouraged from adventures against the 
Emirates in the lower Gulf, and against 
Jordan and Saudi Arabia. A. strong Iran 
could help damp India's temptations to 
conclude its conquest of Pakistan. And 
all of this was achievable without any 
American resources, since the Shah was 
willing to pay ffcf the equipment out of 
his oil revenues. 

(U) President Nixon implemented this new policy· 

during a visit to Iran in mid-1972. Returning from 

the Moscow summit conference, he arrived in Tehran on 

30 May. In conversations with the Shah, President 

Nixon responded to requests for continued -US support 

10. Henry Kissinger, The white House Years (1979), 
pp. 1263-1264. 
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of Iran's military equipment needs by: ( 1) promising 

the Shah that as soon as the United States was sat is

fied with the operational effectiveness of the F-14 and 

F-15 aircraft it would be willing "in principle" to 

sell them to Iran; (2) agreeing that, if desired, Iran 

could buy laser-guided bombs from the United States; 

(3) ,deciding that the United States would assign 

uniformed military technicians from the various ser

vices to Iran to provide assistance to the Iranian 

services. The commitment for F-14 and F-15 aircraft 

and laser-guided bombs was made despite the reluctance 

of the Department of Cefense to part with advance 

technology and Department of State fears that these 

sales might be provocative to neighbori'ng countries. 

According to Dr. Kissinger, the President not only 

overrode these objections but added a proviso that in 

the future the Iranians were not to be second guessed 

on their arms requests. 11 

1 ·fl·-·VJI"f On the heels of his significant decisions with 

respect to the sale of military weapons and services 

to Iran and, perhaps, in implementation of it, the 

President promulgated a further significant US policy 

towards the states of the Lower Persian Gulf and Oman. J 
On 18 August 1972, he decided tha_t the primary respon

sibility for the stability of that region should fall 

upon the states of the region and that the United 
' .---.......: 

11, Klssinger, White House Years, pp. 1262-1265. 
According to a congressional report on this decision, 
President Nixon's actions "eftectively exempted Iran 
from arms sales review processes in the State ana 
Defense Departments. 'I'his lack of policy review on 
individual sales requests inhibited any inclinations in 
the Embassy, the U.S. military mission in Iran ••• or 
desk officers in State and DOD to assert control over 
day-to-day events; it created a bonanza- for U.S. 
weapons manufacturers, the procurement branches of the 
three Services and the Defense Security Assistance 
Agency." "U.S. Military Sales in Iran," Staff Report 
to Subcom on Foreign Assistance of S. Com on Foreign 
Relations, 1976·, 94th Cong, 2d sess. 
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States should encourage cooperation among them to that 

end. A cant inuing Brit ish role would be encouraged and 

the United States, within that context, would play an 

"imaginative and active direct role." To maintain such 

' a US posture would call 
I 

for continuing consultation 

friendly states that were 

\ 
l 
·, 

I 
I 

with the Brit ish and the 

prim~rily involved in f-romoting the stability of the 

Gulf area. President Nixon avoided any direct mention 

of Iran in this ciecision. 

~At the same time, the President directed that 

private American companies would be supported in selling 

reasonable amounts of weapons and services to these 

states. If commercial sales were inadequate, these states 
' ' i should be made eligible to receive US mi itary equipment 

1 and services under the HIS. Act, if this action were , 

consistent with the objective of 

'among the regional states. While 

furthering cooi;-eration 

us companies should not 

·be discouraged from operating in the region, "every effort 

should be made not to undermine the ongoing British 

advisory role there.• 12 

bcs Influence on the Nixon Policy 

) 
' I 

~ The Joint Chiefs of Staff had little apparent 
'influence during the Nixon Administration with regard 

to policy toward Iran. Although they participated in 

the ~SC review resulting in the President's decision in 

\970 to rely on Iran as the guardian of the Persian 

Gulf, there is no evidence that the President consulted 

them on the decision to sell Iran large quantities of 

sophisticated weapons. ~or did the President ask them, 

prior t.o his visit to Iran in May 1972, for recommenaa-, 

tions on the specific types or numbers of weapons to b1 

offered the Shah. Nevertheless, in "pro· forma" a'!9 -
12. 'JI1 NSDN 186, 18 Aug 72, JMF 001 NSDMs (CY 1972). 
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routine annual appraisals of Iran's military status 

and requirements contained in the Joint Strategic 

Objectives Plan (JSOP), the Joint Chiefs of Staff did 

forward recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. 

Examination of these recommendations against the 

backgrout<d· of pol icy dec is ions made by the President 

would indicate that the Joint Chiefs of Staff were 

influenced by the decisions rather than the decisions 

being influenced by their recommendations. On one 

occasion in 1970 the Assistant Secretary of Defense 

( ISA) called for comments by the Joint Staff on the 

requirements and capabilities of the Iranian armed I 
.
/ forces for use in evaluating the Foreign ~~litary sales 

I program for Iran. These were prepared and furnished by I 
' the Joint Staff based on the current JSOP but were not , 

formally considered by the Joint Chiefs of Staf£. 13 ! 
~In late 1969 the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in JSOP 

FY 1972-1979, had assessed the strategic importance of i 

Iran as lying in the capabilities of its armed forces, f 
its location, [ihe defense facilities and privileges '; 

allowed the United Stat:i"J and the "increasing import

ance" of its oil production to the !'<estern World. I 
I 

Iranian armed forces consisted of Ground Forces number-) 

ing 151,900, a Navy of 9,300 whose largest vessel was a I 
patrol boat, and an Air Force of 21,700 equipped with:· 

one squadron 

squadron of 

forces for 

of F-86s, four squadrons of F-5s and one i 
. I 

F-4s. The JCS guidelines for Iraniani 

the mid-range period, FY 1972-FY 1979, · 

called for Ground Forces nwubering 188,000; a Navy of 

15,000 possessing one destroyer, 8 hovercraft and four 

corvettes; and an Air Force of :i9,000 having six 

squadrons of F-Ss and four squadrons of F-4s. 14 
~_.--:. --..., 

---ri~J-.~~~ DJSM-1314-70 to ASD(ISA), 12 Sep 70, Att 
to N/ll of JCS 1714/194, 23 Sep 70, JNF ll87/460 ( 13 Aug 
70). . ~ 

14. J.111n Vol III, Book II, JSOP BY 19.72-FY 1979, 
JMF 511 (10 Dec 69), sec lC. 97 
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~The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended that Iran 

be allowed to purchase in FY 1972 the following: 2 

GCA; 12 transport aircraft; 12 special operations 

aircraft; 4 PGM/missile systems; 4 PG 84 missiles; 200 

106mm-recoilless rifles with vehicles; 12 troop trans

port helicopters; 6 8-inch SP howitzers; 84 tracked 

recovery vehicles; 98 h-578 vehicles; 68 CP carrier 1 

M577A1; plus some port equipment and an oil tanker. 15 

( s) By late 1972, against the background of the 

! new policies that had evolved on Iran, the Joint Chiefs 

their evaluation of the strategic ' ; of Staff had reworded 
:. 
' importance of Iran to include "its key location boroer

ing on the soviet Union, its emerging role of leader-
• I I 

ship in the Persian Gulf area, the strength ot its 

; armed forces, and its.position as one of the major 

world oil producers." They also noted that Iran 

was "stable and 1\estern-oriented,"Uhat it extended 

military rights and facility arrangements to the United 

State_0and that Iranian oil would be of increasing· 

importance to the Free 1\orld in the mid-range period. 

Jtllf'f At that time, the Iranian Ground Forces totaled 

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

36,000. The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended increas

ing the strength of these forces in the perioa FY 

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

21,000 and an Air Force of 58,000. 16 

(S) Obviously influenced by the President's deci

sions in mid-year, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recom

mended that Iran be.authorized to purchase the follow

ing: three 707/320C aircraft; three improved HAwK 
' battalions; 41 F-4E aircraft; 27 F-15 aircraft; 68 

attack helicopters; 84 utility helicopters; 39 

1~ ~Vol III, Book I, JSOP FY 
(10 Dec~· ), sec 1A 

16. Vol II, Book VII, JSOP 
511 (2 Nov 72) sec 1A. 

_. .·--

·-
1972-FY 1979, JMF 511 

1975-1982, Sec 2; JMF 



observation helicopters; 200 155mm SP howitzers; 200 

M-548 cargo carriers; 176 ~1-BB recovery vehicles; 400 

laser-guided bombs; and six P-3C aircraft. The Joint 

Chiefs of Staff readily admitted that they had no 

control, or even forewarning, of Iran's purchase of 

military equipment. Because of its special status and 

great wealth, Iran could choose to buy through HoS or 

commercial sources and to pay cash or use credit, 

either through the us Export-Import Bank or through 
. 1 7 pr1vate sources. 

~In the matter of the US advisory support for 

Iran, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommenaations did 

have some effect. Consisting of 272 US•personnel and\ 

153 foreign nationals, the ARMISH/~JAAG, Iran ·cost 

~6,000,000 annually to maintain. The Assistant Secre- 1 

' tary of Defense (ISA) asked the Joint Staff on 29 July\ 

1970 for plans to reduce the advisory groups, eliminat-! 

ing non-NAP and non-FMS functions, and reducing by July I 
1973 to 115 US and 65 foreign personnel. The Joint 1 

Chiefs of Staff informed the Secretary of Defense on 10 i 
November 1970 that such a reduction would damage US i 

I 
relations with the Shah and have a "debilitating" [ 

effect on modernization of Iran's ·forces. They sug- ; 

gested a reorganization to separate 

from the DOD support role, with a 

the acvisory role 

performing the latter function. 

Deputy Secretary of Defense 

ARMISH/NAAG, Iran providing for 

separate element 

On 18 December, the 

approved a JTD for 

187 US. and 24 foreign 

personnel as of FY 1973. An interim, separate "support 

element" was authorized effective 1 July 1971. He also 

approve<i a JCS suggestion for a stuay of administra

tive and support requirements of DOD activiti~s in Iran 

11. Ibid., Part I, same file, sec 1A. 
frame was prescribed for these purchases. 

!:19 
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and a plan to reduce manpower substantially by 1 July 

1972 18 

~Early in 1972, Iran had asked the united states 

to determine the feasibility of a naval base and air 

facilities at Chah Bahar on the Gulf of Oman. In 

response, the Joint Chiefs of Staff directed USCINCEUR 

to send experts to Iran and to forward the resulting 

report to them. USCINCEUR furnished the report to the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff on 19 June 1972. The study I showed that a naval base with full support facilities 

I and repair capabilities would cost $77 million. An air 

I base complex, HAWK installations,. and a radar instal-

1 lation would require an additional ~95 million. 
I · t t 

\ Facilities for an armored brigade, 2,800 men and 
' 
\ officers, would add another $48 million. 'Ihe complex 

I could be built in three years. 19 

\ 
~The Joint Chiefs of Staff sent the stuoy to 

l the Secretary of Defense on 2 August 1972, recommending 

\

that it go to the Chief, ARMIS!l/MAAG for further 

transmit tal to the Government of Iran. Subsequently, 

the Assistant Secretary of Defense ( ISA) approved the 

I study, notifying the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 15 August 

\that it ~ould be forwarded as requested by them. 20 

, ~he Shah had 1 on several occasions, asked for 

:us military personnel to furnish much-needed technical i 
~support to his growing air forces. Following l 

16. illiiW)Memo, ASD(ISA) to DJS, 29 Jul 70, Att to 
JCS 2315/498, 4 Aug 70; (S) JCSN-525-70 to SecDef, 10 
li<ov 70, Encl A to JCS 2315/498-2, 30 Oct 70; ltli1'f Hemo, 
SecDef to CJCS, 1B Dec 70, Att to JCS 2315/498-3, 22 
Dec 70; JMF 037 (29 Jul 70) sec 1. 

19. (...,-~1emo, ASD(ISA) to CJCS, 17 Mar 72, Att 
to JCS 1714/200; JCS 1714/200-2, 25 Jul 72; ~Study, 
"Iran Naval Air Facilities," App A to JCSM-359-72 to 
SecDef, 2 Aug 72 (derived from JCS 1714/200-2); J~Jf -· 
887/052 ( 1] l·iar 72). . 

20. (;') JCS~l-359-72 t~ SecDef, 2 Aug 72 (derived 
from JCS 1714/200-2); ~ ~1emo, DASD( ISA) to PJS, 15 
Aug 72, Att to JCS 1714/200-3, 16 Aug 72; JMF 887/052 
( 17 l•iar 72). 

·.· .. 1 OQ,_,., 
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President Nixon's assurances of almost !lnlimited 

support in mid-1972, he called for even greater numbers 

of these US personnel. On 13 August 1972, the Chief 

ARMISH/MAAG passed on a request for 873 technicians to 

support the F-4, the F-5, the C-130, a logistics 

command, and a communications/electronics program. 

Thi& did not include 59 US military technicians already I 
in Iran. 21 I 
~The Assistant Secretary of Defense ( ISA) asked 1 

for preliminary views on this request. 

Joint Staff made several observations 

In reply, the 

that rr.ilitated 
I 

against such action. Not only did the Foreign Assist

ance Act of 1971 place a strict ceiling on the number 

of US military personel assigned to MAAGs, Missions, 

and Military Groups around the world, the Joint Staff 

said, but meeting the Iranian request would result in : 

adverse impacts on current Service programs and cause 

personnel management problems. As an alternative, the 

Staff suggested that civilian technicians be sent to. 

Iran, noting that many former military technicians were· 

currently working in Iran for civilian contractors.~ 
(U) In the end, us military technicians were sent 

to Iran, but not in the numbers requested by the Shah. 

By the beginning of 1975, there were some 550 of these 

technicians in Iran organized in "Technical Assistance 

Field Teams" paid for by the Iranian Government. 23 

The Problems of Partnership, 1973-1974 

(U) The US decision in May 1972 to sell Iran advanced 

weapons, combined with the rapidly expanding Iranian oil 

revenues, enabled the Shah to proceed full-speed with 

21. JJjif"r-:sg, ARMISH/~IAAG Iran 1375 to JCS"and SecDef, 
13 Aug 72, JHF 887/145 (15 Sep 72). .. 

22. ~MJCS 311-72 to ASD(ISA), 15 Sep 72, Att to 
JCS 1714/202, 20 Sep 72, JMF BB7/145 (15 Sep 72). 

2 3. NY 'l' imes, 2 Jan 7 5, 18. 
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the modernization and expansion of his forces. Even 

his purchases of older weapons systems rose sharply. 

Our ing the last months of 1972 and the first of 1973, 

Iran contracted to buy almost $2 billion worth of 

helicopters, F-4 fighter-bombers, F-4 interceptors, and 

C-120 cargo aircraft, in what US officials described as 

"the' biggest single arms deal ever arranged by the 

Department of Defense." 24 Significantly, the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff played little role in these sales to 

Iran. Their advice was limited solely to yearly 

recommendations contained in the JSOP and·, once Admin

istration decisions were reached, implementation was 

supervised by the Defense Security Assis~apce Agency in 

the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 

(U) With the great expansion of Iranian forces, 

came a change in Iran's relationship with the United 

States, evolving from one of dependence to more nearly 

a partnership. The Shah grew increasingly more 

independent and self-reliant. In add it ion, the United 

States now had to address such new questions as the 

interoperability of US and Iranian forces and equip

ment, increased Iranian participation in Persian Gulf 

exercises, and Iranian production of sophisticated 

weapons. 
-~In view of the changing situation, President 

Nixon, in May 1973, requested another review of US 

policy toward the Arabian Peninsula and the Persian 

Gulf states. He was also concerned with the growing US 

dependence on Persian Gulf oil; Iran, for example, 

provided 10 percent of America's oil an~ 5might be I 
supplying as much as 25 percent by 1980.. In the 

-~2"4'.-.,.,D"'S""AA, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran.•• NY 
Times, 22 Feb 73, 2. 

25. NY Times, 20 ~1ay 73, 3. 
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(-:-nsuing 

{ observed 

__ _.-· 

considerations, the Department of State 

that seeking closer relations with Tehran at 

this time seemed unrealistic, because doing so would 

require: more binding security commitments; a "special 

relationship" over sales of Iranian oil; a "virtual 

blank check" for Iranian military purchases; ana 

supP,ort for the Shah's hegemonic ambitions, which 

i 
I 

"could unhinge" us relation's with Saudi Arabia. Yet, 

on the other hand, to loosen ties with the Shah presup

posed that the us relationship with Iran was losing 

its importance. The Department of State discerned two 1

1 

broad policy options that did not involve any drastic \ 

changes: 

(a) Urging Iran to give "highest' !?riority" to 

coordinating its efforts with those of Saudi Arabia and 

other friendly Arab states. 

(b) supportng the Shah as the regional arbiter of 

power, since Iran alone possessed enough military 

strength to perform this task. 

In the end, the President took no action to change the 

US policy.~ 
(J1'( In August, the Joint Chiefs of Staff sought 

permission to expand exercises involving the US MIDEAST

F·OR and the Imperial Iranian Navy. Guidelines issued 

in 1970 forbade local commanders from scheduling 

exercises involving more than one ship, and then only 

under restrictive conditions, because the Department of 

State believed the political situation in the Persian 

Gulf to be extremely sensitive. But, the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff now argued that the diplomats' concern 

I about exacerbating the political climate remained 

unjustified. Since US arms were flowing to Iran, 

Kuwait, and saudi Arabia, those nations presumably 

would be seeking joint training exercises. They 
~-

~ 
26. C#f NSSM 181, 10 t1ay 73, Att to JCS 1887/798, 

14 May 73; (S) Dept of State Draft, Tab A to "~SSM 181" 
TP, n.a. [Jul 73]; JHF 898/530 (10 May 73). 



. 
1 

' 

therefore proposed new guidelines allowing a wider 

scope (e.g., an upper limit of 5 ships and/or 12 

aircraft in one exercise) for bilateral exercises that 

could be coordinated directly between COMMICEASTFOR ana 

the Iranian Navy. The Department of State and the· 

. Assistant Secretary of Defense (I SA) agreed, provided I 
that. one week's advance notice was given.2 7 

r~ In October 1973, during the Arab-Israeli war, [ 

the Shah's actions were unmistakeably pro-Western., 

lie secretly supplied Israel with ammunition, rejected 1 
Soviet requests ta overfly Iranian territory, and[ 

refused to join the Arab oil embargo. Early in Novem-) 
i 

ber, as an American carrier task group temporarily took~ 

up station in the Arabian Sea', the US Go~~rnment sought~ 
the Shah's permission to use Bandar Abbas airfield, by: 

the Strait of Hormuz, for anti-submarine patrols ana' 

logistic support flights. 'I'he Shah approved P-3 ASW 

and C-130/C-141 transport operations, under cover of a· 

story that the planes hac come (1) to familiarize

Iranians with the aircraft and (2) to participate in 

joint naval exercises. Flights occurred at a rate of 3 

to 4 per week. In August 1974, when the Assistant 

Secretary of Defense ( ISA) asked whether the P-3 

operations should continue, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

replied that they were of "high military value" in 

collecting acoustic and oceanographic data, and in 

developing accurate ·shipping and environmental fore-

casts.J .. -

27. NY Times, 26 Jul 73, 13. (S) JCSM-376-73 
• to SecDef, 23 Aug 73, Encl to JCS 1714/203-1, 13 Aug 

731 Jli!1 ~1emo, ASD( ISA) to DJS, 4 Oct 73 1 Att to JCS 
1714/203-2, 9 Oct 731 JMF 867/385 (29 May 73). 
/28. J,M'T Memo, Dir CIA to SecDef, "Special Re
~ationship Between Iran and Israel," 5 Mar 74; (S) Msg, 

CINCPACFLT to CINCPAC, 032114Z Nov 73, JCS IN 92445; 
(S) Msg, Tehran 7860 to SecState, 8 Nov 73, JCS IN 
106661 CJCS File 091 Iran. ~JCS~J-363-74 to SecDef, 
29 Aug 74 (derived from JCS 2294/87-1) 1 JMF 982/332 (8 
Jul 74).~. 
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( u) But the Shah also was instrumental in bringing 

about a sharp rise in oil prices. Late in December 
1 9 7 3 1 ministers from the six Persian Gulf states, 
including Iran, that supplied almost half of the 

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

prices. 29 

Sifl!'f As the Shah's coffers swelled, so dia his 

ambition. In January 1974, for example, Iran con

tracted for 30 F-14s; in June 1 the number rose to 80. 

Early in August, Assistant Secretary of Defense ( ISA) 

IRobert Ellsworth asked for military advice on how, 

/organizationally, Iran might best meet its naval air 

f needs. The Chief, ARNISH/MAAG advised t\JC~t, although a 
! ! naval air arm could be created by careful deliberate 

steps, the Iranian Navy's manpower and infrastructure 

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

would not be a issuaded from moving forward rapidly. 

General Andrew Goodpaster, USCINCEUR,30 gave his 

opinion that the Iranian Air Force should continue to 

exercise 

aircraft. 

operational 

The Joint 

control over all fixed-wing 

Chiefs of Staff, finally, pre-

' sented Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger with four 

organizational options: continuing the Iranian Air 

Force's control of fixed-wing aircraft; placing all 

rotary-wing aircraft under the Navy; expanaing naval 

air organization to include direction of naval air 

operations, command and control, aircraft inventory, 

and planned procurements; and assigning all naval 

air matters to the Air Force. The Joint Chiefs of 

' Staff did not try to evaluate these options, 
' ,______ 

29. l'lrTimes, 24 Dec 73, 1. 
30. On 1 January 1972, the Joint Chiet·s· of Staff 

reassigned command responsibility for the Middle East, 
including Iran, from CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA to USCINC
EUR. At that time, CINCSTRIKE became Commander in 
Chief, US Readiness Command (USCINCRED) and the titles 
CINCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA lapsed. See (,/i!'f JCS Hist Div, 
Historv of the Unified Command Plan, 1977, pp. 29-30. 
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they did not know enough about the Shah's l/ because 

long-range plans. They did, however, agree with 
' USCINCEUR that no organizational changes should be made 

at this time, and with ARMISH/MAAG that a deliberate 

approach to the problem appeared best. They proposed 

forwarding their four alternatives to the Iranian 

Govetnment, together with the caution that any changes 

should be made in a prudent, "phased" manner. 31 

(S) The Shah's interest in acquiring sophisticated 

weaponry did not slacken. In July 1974, Iran contrac

ted for six SPRUANCE-class destroyers. In october, the 

Iranian Government wanted to purchase 36 more F-4Es; 

in December, it proposed to pay for reopening Lock

heed's C-5A production line and to b'uy ten cargo 

planes. The utility of·these advanced weapons systems 

depended upon computers and rapid communication. That, 

in turn, raised the problems of interoperability among 

Iranian units and between US and Iranian forces. The 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) requested JCS 

advice in formulating an appropriate policy. In reply, 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff characterized US-Iranian 

compatibility and interoperability as "fundamental" toj 

enhancing the security of both countries againsti 

communist or communist-inspired aggression. Conse-l 

quently, whatever equipment was sold to Iran "should be\ 

inherently compatible and interoperable .• {jhe Secre-1 

tary of Defense concurred, but added that attainment of; 

this objective should be limited to "the extent reason-( 

I able," and did not justify broadening the current~ 

.~xchanges of intelligence. 3~ ~---

31. NY Times, 11 Jan 74, 1, 6. ~emo, ASD(ISA) to 
DJS, ~ Aug 74, Att to JCS 1714/208, 14 Aug . 74; (C) 
JCS 1714/208-2, 7 Oct 74; ~JCSM-410-74 to .. 
SecDef, 11 Oct 74, Encl to JCS 1714/208-2, 7 Oct 
7 4 ; J MF 8 8 7/4 9 5 ( 9 Aug 74 ) • 

32. NY Times, 3 Oct 74, 68; 
Memo, Actg DASD(ISA) to DJS, 
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~~~~-r • r r ""'lo '""' 1974,e::;::icm•n of tho Joint Chid~ 
i 

1 
of Staff, Admiral Moorer, suggested and the Secretary \ 

,! ' of Defense agreea that the Shah and senior Iranian 1 

,i j 
I, 

officials should be briefed on intelligence derived 

from satellite photography. The Chairman believed that 

this would create closer US-Iranian military ties, 

expand military 

help develop a 

intelligence exchange agreements, and 

common base of knowledge about the t i\ 
I I 

threats to Iran. Additionally, periodic updates might 

dampen the Shah's enthusiasm for obtaining SR-71 

reconnaissance aircraft, which Admiral Moorer thought 

were "too rich for his blood.• 33 

\ 
i , 
! 

l ., 
\ !JII('rran, 
\critical part 

by virtue of. its 

in us intelligence 

r 
location, played 

I 
a t 

' ana communications 

1 activities. There were two electronic in te 11 igence 

~sites near the Soviet border, an Atomic Energy Detec

~tion System station near Tehran, and a special communi

\cations site within the US Embassy compound. 34 In i: 
' :1974, US Ambassador Richard Helms--who significantly, 

··had been CIA Director from 1967 until 1973--expressed ·I 
i •concern about the increasing US presence, and sought " 

·some measure of consolidation. Consequently, the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff were asked by the Office of 

:the Secretary of Defense on 3 May 1974 to prepare 

. a plan outlining 

. facilities. The 

the requirements for 

Joint Chiefs of Staff 

communications 

labeled Tehran 

;"the most economically and politically aesirable -~· 

r.lil"f" Memo, ASD(PA&E) to SecDef, "The Growing 
US Involvement in Iran," 23 Jan 75, CJCS File 820 
Iran, 1 Jul 74-31 Jul 76. 
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which at the same time provides t~chnically \ 

.,._eptable radio coverage for the entire area." This, 

then, should be the site tor a communications-electron

ics complex serving the Hiddle East, Bast Africa, and 

South Asia. They worried that repercussions from the If\ 

Arab-Israeli war, the Greek-Turkish conflict over ,, 

Cypr~s, and Haile Selassie' s ouster 

immobilize or seriously degrade us 
in Ethiopia would 1' 

'; 
telecommunications :1 

f! 
1 south of the Alps and east of Italy. I Joint Chiefs of Staff recommenced 

Consequently, the 

rapid approval of 

~ ! 
; I 

'i '. i 
'· 

their 

ment. 

plan and an early approach to the Iranian Govern

But, in April 1975, the Secretary of Defense 
q J. :: 
" ' 

decided to defer action until the latest ~•iddle E.ast •·, 
'1: f policy review had been compl~ted. The Jdint Chiefs of !i 

Staff had also urged adoption of a more forthcoming ::! 
policy for providing Iran with electronic warfare (EW) p 

I 
' ' capability. But Assistant Secretary Ellsworth ruled H 

against the· drafting of a separate policy for Iran !j 
'l 1 .. alone, saying that Iranian requests must continue to be 

consioered on a case-by-case basis. Neither aid he 

believe that the Department of Defense was obligated to 

develop a comprehensive EW assistance program; tech-

I 
' 

' " ! 
f 

I 
;~ ,, 
I 

nology, he asserted, should n:!t · ctate r:-ol icy dec i- '! f 

sions in such a sensitive area. 35 .";i'B';•,./ 
'1--4..;;.,;;;.;.., 

.!. ... : .,, ··~The Shah wanted to buil ell as buy advance 

i weapons. During 1973-1974, he pressed for permission 
·' -\ to assemble or co-produce utility and attack helicop-

t_:ers, air-to-ground rockets and missiles, anti-t~nkJ 

--J~::.~.~II'f--~ .. Memo, Dir, Tele Com Systems, OSD to DJS et 
al., 3 May 74, Att to JCS 1714/205, 7 May 74; /tlf!/1' 
JCSM-459-74 to SecDef, 3 Dec 74, Encl A to 
JCS 1714/205-1, 20 Nov 74; J,Jillf Memo, DepiJir, Tele Com 
Systems OSD to DJS, 15 Apr 75, Att to JCS 1714/205-2, 
17 Apr 75; JMF 887/630 (3 May 74). J,Wif JCSN-67-75 to 
SecDef, 20 Feb 75, Encl A to JCS 2010/496-1, 6 Feb 75; 
~Memo, ASD( ISA) to DJS, 7 Nov 75, Att to 
~cs 2010/496-2, 12 Nov 75; J~lF tl06/652 (19 Nov 74). f1nl 

ay 1975, the Iranian Government contrc.cctectWith'~ 
ockwell International to buil~and maQan intelligence• 
ommunicati~ns facility. {BY Times, 1 Jun 75, 1. 
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missile systems, and a lightweight fighte~. On 8 l 
October 1974, Dr. Kissinger ordered the NSC Under i 
Secretaries Committee to study the long-range implica- I 
tions of large-scale co-production. The Committee 

! 

reported, in November 1974, that co-production could 

1
1 

I
I bolster US "pre-eminence" in Iranian security affairs ! 

and ,"give us increased influence--and potentially 

' 

longer-term leverage--should the Shah or his successors 

embark on policies contrary to u.s. interests." A 

"forthcoming" policy on limited co-production would be 

"politically advantageous in the near term," although 

technical and managerial problems on the Iranian side 

would have to be resolved. Beyond that time, issues 

seemed more complex and benefits less' 'clear. The 

Committee proposed ( 1 ) approving a 1 im ited number of 

projects for the next 1-3 years and (2) considering 

requests that would stretch over the next 4-10 years on 

a case-by-case basis. 36 

~The new Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 

General George s. Brown, and the Secretary of Defense 

endorsed the recommendations of the Under Secretaries 

Committee. Dr. Kissinger, however, directed that the 

study be revised ( 1) to show the relationship of 

co-production to overall US-Iranian dealings, ( 2) to 

estimate the potential growth of co-production proj

ects, and (3) to devise guidelines for assessing 

·! co-production proposals. The Committee did draft more 

detailed guidelines, and recommended that written US 

approval be required for Iranian sales of co-produced 

items to third countries. But it decided not to address 

(1) whether: the United States should use arms supply as ----- --......: 
36. (4ll'f" Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA to· ·Chm, NSC 

l.iSecys Cmte, 8 Oct 74, Att to JCS 1714/210, 10 Oct 74; 
~Memo, Staff Dir, USecys Cmte to CJCS et al., 7 Nov 
74, Att to JCS 1714/:!10-3, 8 Nov 74; ltlil'f ~1emo, SecDef 
to chm, use~s Cmte, 3 Dec 74, Att to JCS 1714/210-4, 6 
Dec 74; J,o8'T_~iemo, Staff Dir, usecys Cmte to CJCS et 
al., 3 Jan 75, Att to JCS 1714/210-5, lu Jan 75; JNF 
887/415 ( 1 o Oct 74) sec 1. 

i 



a lever to change Iran's oil pricing policy and ( 2) 

whether creation of an arms industry would foster 

Iranian adventurism. General Brown and Secretary 

Schlesinger accepted these slightly revised conclusions 

/ and recommendations; President Gerald Foro approved 

th~ro in May 1975.3 7 ..:::t::' 
I, ..... ,.,, ... ~ In April 1974, meanwhile, the US Government·) 1l 
, proposed to "broaden and deepen" relations with Iran. 1 1 
~ 1'he Shah reacte.d favorably. Secretary Kissinger t ) 
' thereupon told Ambassador Helms to set the stage for 
,, !' ,, 
/ 

II 
!· 1 

discussions that would be "very much an equal partner-

ship exchange." 

stated, "we are 

on political 

prepared to 

·~ ., 
·~ :; 

J.i 

I 
consultations and close ties 

and security matters, he 

continue and expand the 

which already mark our 

relations and which we value greatly. . . he contem-

plate remaining in the closest touch," the Secretary 

Shah's concerns regarding Iran's 

l • 
·. ~ 

·. 
.. l ' i 

I 

t i \ 

continued, ••on the 

security and on how we can continue to cooperate 

through our sales and training programs in helping to 

build up Iran's defensive capability." In the economic 

field, the Secretary suggested establishment of a joint 

cabinet level commission, in which the first working 

group might deal with ways of developing energy produc

tion. The Atomic Energy Commission wanted to negotiate 

an agreement, similar to those concluded with Egypt 

and Israel, for supplying Iran with enriched uranium 

and nuclear reactors. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 

J 
' l 

I I 7 i agreed on 29 June 19 4 
I 

but • f' 
-~-· 

to a negotiating effort, 
I 

'i.--. :; - •. ,;} 
•: ~ 

j/, l)l'f ~lemo, Asst to Pres for NSA to Chm, USe~~ 
Cmte, 8 Feb 75, Att .to JCS 1714/210-6, 13 Feb 75; !.111n 
Memo, Staff Dir, usecys Cmte to CJCS et al., 6 Mar 75, 
Att to JCS 1714/210-7, 7 Mar 75; ~Memo, ASD(ISA) to 
SecDef, 13 Mar 75, Att to JCS 1714/210-8, ;20 1'1ar 75; 
(S) Nemo, Chm, DSecys Cmte to Pres, 22 Har 75, Att to 
JCS 1714/210-9, 26 ~lar 75; JI1F 887/415 (10 Qc,t 74) sec 
2. ~Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA to Chm, USecys Cmte, 
2 May 75, Att to JCS 1714/210-10, 8 May 75; same file, 
sec 1 • 

11 0 -!""···:o . ~ ·, ' 

~ 
1 

' 

c 



... 
.,, 

for an opportunity to review the resulting 

safeguard provisions. The Chief of Naval Operations, 

Admiral ~lmo Zumwalt, after initial opposit1on because 
\ 
\ 

of the risk he saw in the introduction of nuclear. t 
reactors and fuels into the Middle East, acquiesced 

solely because of the Egypt-Israel pr~cedent. 38 

..... •' ~In March 1975, President Ford requested··"' a f. 
review of the issues involved in reaching a US-Iranian~ 

' 
nuclear sales agreement. By this time, negotiations j 
revolved around the issue of reprocessing weapons-grade; 

plutonium. The United States sought to retain a right! 

to determine where plutonium could be reprocessed,1 

fabricated, and stored. This was strtcter than pastt 

' agreements, in which reprocessing had been subject only·' 
' 

to a US determination fhat the facility was adequately~ 

safeguarded, but more liberal than the recent Israeli-: 

Egyptian formulation. General Brown and Secretary.' 

Schlesinger wanted to delay reprocessing as long as 

possible and, in particular, to avoid any stockpiling 

of pl utoni urn in such sensitive reg ions as the Middle 

East until adequate bilateral or international control 

measures existed. They urged that us negotiators (1): 

insist upon multinational participation in any Iranian: 

reprocessing facility but (2) allow that reprocessing: 

; probably would be approved when needed in the mid
I 
; 1980s. In April, President Ford selected a nego~iating · 

j stance that would either require American approval for,__ 

\- 38. /A ~lsg, secState 48689 to Tehran, 11 Apr 74, 
!_ JCS IN 50659; (C) DASD(ISA) to CJCS et al., 21 Jun 74, 

Att to JCS 1714/207, 24 Jun 74; (S) JCSM-270-74 to 
SecDef, 29 Jun 74, Encl to JCS 1714/207-1, 29 Jun 74; 
JMF 887/704 (21 Jun 74). s,w''"J5~~-375-75. to CJCS, 10 
Mar 75, CJCS File 820 Iran, 1 Jul 74-31 Jul 76. In 
June 1974 France agreed to sell Iran five .,1 ,000-mega.:. 
watt reactors. NY Times, 28 Jun 74, 1) 
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eprocessing US-supplied fuel or, as a fallback posi

wn, accept reprocessing in a mul tin at ional plant. 39 

, Wlll'f Iranians strongly criticized the US desire to 

! retain a veto over reprocessing. When new negotiating 

options came under consideration, the Chairman of the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff and the new secretary of Defense, 

Donald Rumsfeld, opposed making any concessions at this 

point about US control over reprocessing. Early in 

1976, President Ford sent Energy Research and Develop

ment Administration (ERDA) Administrator Robert Seamans 

' 1 

and Under Secretary of State Carlyle 

the purpose of clarifying Iran's 

Maw to Tehran for 

position. They 

reported that the Shah would· never accept a US veto, 

and suggested that us negotiators might (if strenuous 

efforts to create a bi- or multinational facility 

failed) allow reprocessing in an Iranian facility under 

International Atomic Energy Agency standards. The 

Chairman and the Secretary disagreed, insisting that 

the reprocessing· center must be multinational.40 

Here the negotiations stuck. When President Ford left 

r office, no agreement had been achieved. -

~ 39. /.li'f NSSM 219, 14 Mar 75, Att to JCS 1714/213, 
( 17 Mar 7 5; (.e') Hemo, Staff secy, NSC to Secllef et 

al., 15 Apr 75, Att to JCS 1714/213-3, 16 Apr 75; ~ 
Memo, SecDef to Asst to Pres for NSA, 25 Apr 75, Att to 

> JCS 1714/213-4, 30 Apr 75; JHF 887/704 (14 Mar 75). 
f,iilf' NSDM~92, 22 Apr 75, JNF 001 NSDMs (CY 1975). 

40. ~ Nemo, Staff Secy, NSC to Secllef et al., 
20 Nov 75, Att to JCS 1714/216, 21 Nov 75; . . l.lil'f' Nemo, 
SecDef to Asst to Pres for NSA, 4 Dec 75, Att to JCS 
1714/216-1, 10 Dec 75; '-i'r Memo, Asst to Pres for t.SA 
to SecDef et al., 4 Feb 76, Att to JCS 1714/216-2, 24 
~.ar 76; !X Nemo, Admin, ERDA to Pres, 15 Mar 76, Att 
to JCS 1714/216-2, 24 Mar 76; ~Memo, secDef to Asst 
to Pres for NSA, 7 Apr 76, Att to JCS 1714/216-3, 8 Apr 
76; JMF 887/704 (20 Nov 75)~ 
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THE END OF AN EMPIRE 

1975-1579 

Doubts Begin to Arise 

';--··~· ~By early 1975; the spreading us involvement 

./ with. Iran was beg inning to cause some apprehension 

among US policymakers. Military sales agreements, for 

'i·-example, had snowballed from $458 million in FY 1972 

to $2.158 billion in FY 1973 and to $3.966 billion 

auring FY 1974.1 The American community in Iran 

numbered about 17,000 of whom 11,400 worked in defense~ 
i : 
' related jobs.' In January 1975, Assistant •Secretary of 

--. ·-··.. ·' 

Defense (PA&E) saw fit to warn the secretary of Detense 

'i of the risks thus raised: that the United States might 

\ become enmeshea in "Iranian military adventures"; that 

the US influx would create serious social, legal, and 

political problems, making Americans the target for 

expressions of xenophobic feeling or political dissent; 

and that Iran's failure to meet its modernization goals 

would lead to a mutual loss of confidence that could 

seriously undermine US influence. 2 

j,/1( Concurrently, the Joint Staff prepared a brief

ing paper for the Chairman that noted how the Shah, who· 

hoped to make Iran a great economic power, had become, 

"extremely protective" about the Strait of Hormuz, "a· 

highly vulnerable choke point" and one through which, 

Iran's oil exports must pass. 

view of the British withdrawal 

For this reason, and in 

from the Persian Gulf, l 
1. \U) DSAA, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran~ 

Delivery schedules for major items ran as follow: 491 
helicopters during 1974-1977; 169 F-5s and· ·176 F-4s 
over 1973-1977; 80 F-14s in 1976-1978; ana 32 HAWK 
batteries~uring 1974-1978. 

2. f,i!J!] Memo, ASD( PA&E) to Sec!Jef, "The Growing US 
Involvement in Iran," 23 Jan 75, CJCS File 820 Iran, 1 
Jul 74-31 Jul 76. 
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he.Shah had reoriented his forces away from the Soviet 

order and toward the Gulf and was intent upon creating 

I "an overwhelming Iranian military superiority" there. 

, "On balance," the paper stated, "Iranian actions over 

the near term should contribute to regional stability"; 

its support of conservative. regimes and isolation of 

radical ones was "compatible with US interests." But 

the long-range implications of Iranian ambitions were 

harder to fathom; the Shah would not hesitate to oppose 

us efforts when he deemed it necessary. 3 

(U) General Brown apparently saw the Shah in a 

similar light. During a 1976 interview with a free-

lance reporter, the Chairman raised 

' ' 
the puzzling question of why [Iran] is 
buildi~g such a tremendous military 
force. She couldn't with her popu
lation do anything that would provide 
protection. from the Soviet Union. 
She's got adequate power now to handle 
Afghanistan and Pakistan. • She's a 
little better than a match for Iraq now. 

3 • C r J- 5 B P 8 -7 5 , 2 2 Jan 7 5 , CJ C S f· i 1 e 8 2 0 
Iran, 1 Jul 74-31 Jul 76. 

4. (U) Iran's armea forces in 1976 totaled ar::r-roxi
mately 300,000 personnel consisting of: an Army of 
200,000, including 3 armorea aiv is ions, 4. infantry 
divisions, 4 brigades (2 infantry, 1 airborne, and 1 
special forces), and 1 HAWK battalion; a Navy of 
18,500, comprising 3 destroyers, 4 frigates, 4 cor
vettes, 25 patrol boats, 5 minesweepers, 2 landing 
ships, 2 landing craft, 2 logistic support ships, 1 
maritime reconnaissance squadron with 6 P-3F aircraft, 
1 antisubmarine warfare helicopter squadron with 6 
helicopters, 1 transport battalion with 35 helicopters, 
and 3 Marine battalions; and an Air Force of ~1,500 men 
and 317 combat aircraft, including 10 fighter-bomb
er squadrons, 11 fighter squadrons, 1 reconnais
sance squadron, 1 tanke~ squadron, 4 medical transport 
squadrons, and 4 light transport squadrons. Int' 1 
Institute of &trateg:.c Studies, The l'!ilitary Balance, 
1976-1977 (1976), pp. 33-34. 
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And, my gosh, the programs the 
Shah has corning up. It makes you 
wonder whether he doesn't some day 
have visions of the Persian Empire. 
They don't c~ll that the Persian Gulf 
for nothing. 

~ ftl!l'f' Despite the reservations of both the Assistant 
. Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff, the buildup of Iranian forces con

tinued. The Shah visited the United States again in 

May 1975 and showed particular interest in Boeing 707s 

equipped with airborne warning and control systems! 

(AWACS). In June, Iran arranged to buy three diesel- f 

powered submarines--further evidence that the Shah's I 
' I I 

interest extended into the Indian Ocean. By Septern~er 

1975, the problems of contracting and co-production had l 
I 

grown as great and gone so far beyond the MAAG's scope j 
that the Secretary of Defense appointed a special US: 

J 

Defense Representative, Iran. Hr. Eric von Harbod i 
! 

received a one-year appointment as the new representa- · 

tive and would work in Tehran under the US Ambassador • 

to: supervise and coordinate defense activities\ 

(excluding the Defense Attache Office), implement and! 

coordinate DOD positions in Iran within "the framework i 

i of overall US Government policy, and monitor arms sales': 

1 and related activities. 6 

5. Us News and 1-iorlo Report, 1 Nov 76, p. 63. 
After these remarks became public, GEN Brown issued a 
clarifying statement: "I have no reason to believe 
that [Shah] has any aspirations beyond continuing to 
ably lead his nation and contribute to stability in 
that part of the world." 

6. NY Times, 17 ~oay 75, 2; 10 Jun 75, 1. ,¢"' 
hsg, JCS 9747 to USCINCEUR, 051926Z Sep 75; Jt!f'j Msg, 
JCS 10347 to Dep USCINCEUH, 221b37Z Sep 75. In JCS 
9747, GEN Brown told USCINCEUR that he had "talked with 
von Marbod at length and his view of his role and 
responsibilities I found completely acceptable." 
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r itll!'f'In November 1975, the Assistant Secretary of 

I Defense ( ISA} circulated a study suggesting that the 
i 

. 
' I 

1 Administration carefully review its "virtually open-

ended commitment" to Iran's military build-uf-. He 

listed a number of potentially serious problems: lack 

of trained (or even trainable} Iranian manr-ower; the 

growi'ng number of DOD and civilian contractor personnel 

I 
in Iran on defense-related projects; delays in the !I 
construction of supporting tacilities; suspicions among 

Iran's neighbors about the Shah's intentions; Iran's 

inclination to transfer its older arms to third coun-

I 

tries; Congressional criticism that the United States 

was fueling a destabilizing a.rms race; ap~ a prospect 

of differing perceptions between Washington and Tehran 

in the years ahead. Just such a problem arose in 

January 1976 when the Iranian Vice Minister of War 

warned the Secretary of Defense that reduced oil 1 

revenues combined with "the unreasonable increase in US 

military equipment prices" and the flourishing "profi

teering and agent fees" allowed under the DOD Foreign 

Military Sales program might compel Iran to reconsider 

certain programs. Specifically, he mentionea cancel

lation of plans to purchase 6 AWACS aircraft, 300 F-16 

aircraft, and 6 SPRUANCE-class destroyers as well as 

reduction of the HAWK program and restriction of 

construction at Chah Bahar. Iran might, he said, 

"shrink toward the defense of only our geographical 

boundaries." 7 

'· 
~Soon afterward, on 24 February 1976, the Deputy 

secretary of Defense issued new guidance concerning DOD 

activities and interests in Iran. After outlining the 

. problem, he wrote: 
~ 

I. l,il( Nemo, ASD(ISA} to CJCS et al., 7 Nov 75, 
Att to JCS 1714/215, 12 Nov 75, JMF 887/534 (7 Nov 75}. 
~Memo, Dir, DSAA to SecDef, "General 'l'oufanian's 
Comments," 20 Jan 76, CJCS f'ile 820 Iran, 1 Jul 74-31 
Jul 76. 

, 1 ,; 
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Nothing 
a shift 

.. 
Under these circumstances, it is 

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

~.l in this new guidance was intenped to suggest 
l 

in the basic US or DOD policy toward Iran, the-~ 

Deputy Secretary said, and "Iran continues to be viewed, 
! 

as a valued friend with whom the u.s. shares many J 

common interests and with whom we wish to maintain! 

f=.~;;;,~ations and strong ties .•
8 't 

r,' .. '':"""""Late in 1975, secretary of Defense Rumsfeld' ~ j t ~~ ·~ 
,<~commended a review of· US-Iranian defense relations.l } 

0 ~resident Ford, however, deferred initiation of this-; • 

\.( jeffort until February 1976, after American-Israeli ties/ f 
' . l ihad been reassessed, and broadened .its scope to emi::;race! ' 
I i f. 

~S goals and alternatives toward the Persia~ Gulf areaj 

!over the near and medium term~ An Interdepartmental; 

1Pol i tical-Military Group undertook this task, complet-l 

~ng a draft response in May, but no further action was 

l )ta'ken at that time. 9 

' ' ~··----·' ' . ·. ·~. 

B. ~Memo, DepSecDef to CJCS et al., 24 Feb 76, 
Att to JCS 1714/215-1, 2 Mar 76, JMF 887/534 (7 Nov 
75). 

9. <.il'f Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA to SecDef, 10 
Oct 75, Att to JCS 1714/214, 14 Oct 74, JMF 887/532 (10 
Oct 75). ~NSSM 238, 13 Feb 76, Att to JCS-1887/828, 
1 7 Feb 7 6; fttlil"f "Response to NSSM 238: US Pol icy 'l'oward 
the Persian Gulf," May 76, Att to Memo, Chm, InterDept 
Pol-Mil Gro~p to Asst to Pres for NSA, 21 May 76; JMF 
898/532 (13 Feb 76) sec 1. 
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(U) Subsequently, early in August 1976, -Secretary 

of State Kissinger visited Tehran. During the visit, 

the United States and Iran concluded a wide-ranging 

series of agreements, one of which projected $10-15 

billion worth of Iranian military purchases during the 

next five years. The United States agreed to sell 160 

F-16 · 1 ightweight fighters, deliveries of which would 

occur over 1979-1983. 10 

\ .. -- r.lllf' In November 1976, the Interdepartmental Group's 

f paper on the Persian Gulf was circulated to the senior 

Review Group, An "Executive Summary" noted that, since 

the end of 1973, the Persian Gulf's importance had been 

"greatly increased" by the Free \'lorld's growing need 
• I t 

for its oil (10 percent of US, 61 percent of Western,_ 
i 

European, ana 75 percent of Japanese consumption) and· 
i 

-~the economic impact of quadrupled oil prices. The\ 
Administration's objectives, evolved over the last two i 
years incluae<i: i 

(a) maintaining access to adequate oil supplies! 

at reasonable prices; 

(b) sustaining a "vigorous" level of exports to' 

and imports from the Gulf states; 

f( c) satisfying requirements for. military communica

tlons and intelligence facilities, landing ·and over

flight rights, port facilities, and unobstructed sea 

lane:] 
(d) denying the USSR a predominant regional role; 

(e) obtaining Iranian and Saudi support on such 

key political issues as Arab-Israeli negotiations. 

'l'hese policies, said the Summary, had proved "quite 

successful." Nevertheless 1 the accelerating pace of 

change compel lea a "fresh look." In the area of • 

security assistance, for instance, it was becoming i· 
·-..--·"" I 

.-----~ £ 
10. Dept of State Bulletin, 6 Sep 76, pp. 503-510. 

NY Times, 2B Aug 76, 1. 
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~lear that programs which overtaxed the capacities 

r of recipients would weaken their relations with the 

' United States and "eventually" could undermine their 

internal stability. These problems were "real," but 

not so great as to require a "fundamental shift" in us 

policy. Still, systematic guidelines were needea to 

insu're that forthcoming arms .decisions reflected 

recent lessons, and that programs were managed so as to 

hola to a minimum the difficulties inherent in any 

extensive and complex relationship. (The Summary also 

observed that a policy decision about the US military 

presence in the Gulf area soon would be necessary. 

Basically, there seemed to be.two options:, 

I (1) Maintain a modes~ presence (which meant, primar

ily, periodic naval and air deployments). 

(2) Put greater emphasis on preparations for contin

\ gency support and seek Iranian approval for all pro-

1 posed projects, recognizing that a substantial quid pro 

:1 quo might be requested. If Iran refused US requests, 

consider placing some or all of these facilities on 

Hasirah Island, Oman_:] 

The Joint Staff pronounced this Summary acceptable, 

subject to minor revisions. 11 

~~Ultimately, on 17 January 1977, General Scow

croft approved a Summary of the Persian Gulf Study. 

The section treating access to Iranian facilities had 

been somewhat sharpened, so that it read as follows: 

Option I: Attempt to maintain existing facilities. 

Option II: Concomitant with a reduction in regional 

arms sales, retain access to intelligence facilities, 

recognizing that arms sales restrictions may affect 

! " 

I 
' ~ 
; 

' 

l 
! 

' j 
il 

) 
; Iran's continued willingness to host them. ...___ ---·· 

11. ~Memo, Staff Secy, NSC to CJCS et al., 19 Nov 
76, Att to JCS 1887/828-1 1 22 NOV 76; ili1'f DJS~i-2098-76 
to ASD(ISA), 14 Dec 76; JMF· 889/532 (13 F·eb 76) 
sec 1 • 
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Option III: Augment communications and intelligence 

capabilities, "recognizing that these requests would 

render restrictions on arms sales to Iran exceedingly 

difficult if not impossible to apply ••• ,u12 

.! The Joint Staff again endorsed the Summary 1 but sug

\ gested that it be retitled and passed to the Carter 

Administration as a "synoposis" of current policy and 

a "vehicle" for identifying. broad postures and immedi

ate issues. 13 

yl'( In the years 1973 through 1976, the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff continued to emphasize the strategic 1 

\ importance of Iran, and the statements of this impor

tance in the Joint Strategic Objectives Plans (JSOPs) 

remainea virtually unchanged from ear~~er years.1 4 

The JSOPs involved gave Iran a "General Strategic 

Priority" rating of "2," except for JSOP FY 1977-1984, 

published in December 1974, where Iran received a 

rating of 

over, the 

"1 ," like Western Europe and Japan. More

JSOPs in this period now cited Iran's arms 

I 

I 
l 

purchases from the United States as a reason for its 

strategic importance, and comparison of pertinent 1 

portions of the JSOPs in 1973 and 1976 shows how 

Iranian force goals grew along with the Shah's oil 

revenues. JSOP FY 1976-1983, appearing in December 

1973, recommended the following major mid-range objec-! 

tives: 2 infantry and 4 armorea divisions, 3 destroy-\ 

ers, ana 21 tactical fighter squadrons (8 F-5, 10 F-4, · 

and 3 F-14/F-15). Three years later, in December 1976, 

JSOP FY 1979-1986 described objectives of 4 armored 

and 4 infantry divisions, 7 destroyers (4 of them 

SFRUANCE-class), 3 submarines, ana 37 tactical fighter .·;;I 
.. , 1 5 II' ~ 

--=-.quadrons (8 F-14, 16 F-16, ana 13 E-18L). '}1"" ,\•>,. 

E 12. Fending or anticipated requests included'-·7J~':c,,.• 
wACS, 140 f-16, and 250 F-18 aucraft. . - · · ... · 

13. ~"E-xecutive Summary, NSSM 238: US Polley 
owarci the Persian Gulf," pp. 38-3!1, 17 Jan 77, Att to 

JCS 1887/!:l28-3, 10 Feb 77; ~DJSM-101-77 to ASD(IS'\), 
17 Jan 77; same file, sec 2. 

14. See above, pp. 97-99. 
15. (Jill{' JSOP FY 1976-1983, Vol 

sec 2, J~tF 511 (11 Dec 73) sec 1C. 
II, Bk VII, pt II,_] 

(S) JSOP FY 1977-
·-··4 . 

;: 
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I 
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The Carter Administration and a New Approach to Arms 
Sales 

· ~-~'n the period FY 1973 through FY 1977, the 

United States agreed to sell Iran $12.263 billion in 

weapons and actually delivered equipment in the amount 

_C>_L~_6 ._2~0 bill ion • 16 .· President Jimmy carter, how

ever,· had a vastly different view of arms sales from 

that of his two predecessors. On 13 May 1977, the new 

President declared that arms transfers were "an e>tce~

tional policy instrument, to be used only in instances 

where it can be clearly demonstrated that the transfers 

contribute to our national interests." So, save in 

e>ttraordinary circumstances ·and in ins•tances where 

friendly countries neede~ advanced weapons in order to 

maintain a regional balance, 

(a) the dollar volume of new commitments in FY 

from that of F'Y 1977, and cut ·11978 would be reduced 

'I again if possible in each succeeding year; 

. (b) commitments to sell or co-produce new advanced 

wea~ons systems would 

operationally deployed 

be prohibited until these were 

with US forces. Additionally, 

' Secretary of state Cyrus Vance would develop more 

extensive guidelines by which to assess requests for 

advanced weapons, including requirements (1) that they 

must uniquely strengthen recipients' ability to 

perform the des ired functions 1 ( 2) that less advanced 

alternatives were not available, and (3) that provid-

advanced weapons would not generate requirements 

a prolonged US presence in recipient countries. 17 

! 
~ 

l 

ing 

! for 
:....------ -

[}984, Vol II, Bk VII, pt II, sec 2, JMF 511 (5 Dec 74) 
sec 2A. (S) JSOP FY 1978-1985, Vol II, Bk III, Pt II, 
sec 2, Jt:F 511 (4 Dec 75) sec 1A. ~ JSOP FY 1979--, .. 
1986, Vol II, Bk III, sec 3, JMF 511 (3 Dec 76):_j 

16. DSA!i, "DSAA F-iscal Year Series: Iran." 
17. J,Jil"r PD/NSC-13, 13 l1ay 77, JMF 001 (CY 1977). 
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(U) Thereafter, US sales agreements with Iran 
dropped accordingly. They fell from $3.236 billion in 

FY 1977 to $764 million in FY 1978, the first full year 

of the Carter Administration; the following year, FY 

1979, they amounted to only $42 million.18 
')-- . 
' J,tf/lf In actual practice, as will appear, this new 

policy proved less restrictive than the above figures 

would suggest. The President had already made his 

! first Iranian decisions in March 1977, approving the 

I annual Air Force supply agreement as well as personnel 

I 
support for F-14s but "holdirig" decisions about selling 

5· RF-4Es and 7 E-3 Al'iACS aricraft. 19 Iran would be 

receiving 160 F-16 fighters during 198071~83; the Shah 

wanted as replacements for his F-4s, another 140 F-16s 

! and 250 F-18s during 1982-1986. In November 1976, the 

i 
' ' 

\ 

Assistant Secretary of De tense (!SA) had asked the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff to assess the· Iranian fighter 

force's capability over the next fifteen years. Their 

reply, sent to secretary of Defense Harold Brown in May 

1977 in. JCSM-218-77, predicted that the Imperial 

Iranian Air Force (IIAF) could not absorb so many F-16s 

and F-18s without implementing planned personnel, 

training, logistic, and facility-building programs. 

These, in turn, would require "substantial" contractor 

ana "some" increased technical military assistance. 

\ Although the IIAF would be only "marginally prepared" 

\ 
I 

for sustained combat during the next five years, 

capability should increase "substantially" during 

following ten. The Joint Chiefs' J;Jrojection of 

IIAF inventory read as follows: 

its 

the 

the 

:...--

18. tsA~ "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran." 
19. j,#!) Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA to SecDef, 29 · 

Mar 77, Att to JCS 2315/626, 8 Apr 77, JMF 499 (29 Mar 
7 7) 
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i 
' 

I F-4 
F-5 
F-14 
F-16 
F-18 
Total 

1977 

195 
163 

56 

1982 

17 5 
148 

71 
113 

1992 I 
' 

I ' 

414 507 

119 
61 

246 
215 
64120 I 

In s·ummary, they urged that .the United States "continue 
i 

to support modernization of the IIAF fighter force 

through the provision of advanced fighter aircraft."21 

(,jill{" The Administration ordered an Ad Hoc Group (of 

which the Director, J-5 was a member) to study the 

Shah's request for 250 F-18L light-weight fighters. 22 

The Group saw several option~: provide,~-18Ls, begin

ning in 1982 and 1983; offer F-18As instead of F-18Ls; 

make available F-16s rather than F-18s; disapprove an 

F-18L sale and offer no substitutes. Assistant secre

tary of Defense (!SA) David McGiffert argued that, 

since replacements for Iranian F-4s woula not be 

needed until the mid-1980s, a decision could be post

poned until 1979-1980. The Joint Chiefs of Staff urged 

an earlier, favorable response; the Navy, in particu

lar, believed that delay would preclude the attainment 

of objectives set forth in JSOP.· FY 1979-19b6 and 

\ 
\ 

1 
i 
) 

r 
JCSM-218-7 7. But President Carter decided not to ! 

; 

' 20. As for f'Otential adversaries, Iraq at thiJ 
point possessed 405 combat planes while the USSR 

~ployed 1,076 aircraft near Iran. 
21. t,Jillf Memo, ASD(ISA) to CJCS, 5 Nov 76, Att to 

JCS 1714/221, 8 Nov 76; (S) JCSM-218-77 to SecDef, 16 
May 77, Encl to J~ 1714/221-1, 14 Dec 76; JMF 887/53 
.L?.tj9v 76). s~g ___ !_:...l J-5' s draft specifically recommended 
" rovi~rio-n···of the F-16 and F-18L fighter ircraft.,:: 

JCS 1714/221-1, 14 Dec 76, same fil The De~uty 
USCINCEUR (General Robert Huyser, USAF) visited Iran in 
July and reported that the IIAF "has maae some very 
real pro ess, particularly in tactical air op~_?,;:-. 

. ns." (S) Rpt, Dep USCINCEUR to CJCS, "Report on 
5-19 July 1977 Trip to Iran," 2 Aug 77; CJCS File 82(J 
Iran. 

22. The F-18L would be a land-based version of the 
Navy's F-18A.-
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Japprove the sale, because policy now requirea that 

! advanced weapons systems be operationally deployed 

I with US forces prior to any sales commitment. 2 3 

I 
\ 
I 

~The Shah in 1974, had approved an ambitious 

program, SEEK SENTRY, for placing several dozen radars 

on mountain-top locations. Later, with US encourage

ment, Iranian military men began looking to AwACS 

aircraft as substitutes. On 22 April 1977, Presiaent 

Carter approved the sale of 5 E-3s. here he was making 

an exception to his arms tansfer policy, since AwACS 

aircraft (like the F-18) still had not entered into 

service with US forces. On 24 April, the Shah cancel

led SEEK SENTRY, thereby re'ducing his • ground radar 

requirements from 44 to 20. Three days later, he asked 

the President for four more AWACS aircraft. General 

Brown and Secretary Brown supported a sale of nine 

E-3s, noting in justification that the planes and their 

support would cost only one-fifth as much as the ground 

radars ($2.6 versus $10-15 billion) and require 2,500 

\
' ~:~::: 

later, 

than 62,500 personnel. On 26 May, President 

agreed to sell a total of seven E-3s. One month 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff endorsed a nine-plane 
I 
; sale, but advisea Secretary Brown that questions 

concerning the releasability of cryptographic devices 

first required resolution. Crytographic capability, 

they said, would be needed to protect data trar•smittea 

:between E-3s and other ships and aircraft. 24 

y- -

l.L U#'f DASD(ISA) to F-18L Ad Hoc Group, 3 May 
77, Att to JCS 1714/224, 10 May 77; (S) hemo, ASD(ISA) 
to Actg Dir, J-5, 7 Jun 77, Att to JCS 1714/224-1, same 
date; (Ji1'J MJCS-172-77 to ASD(ISA), 9 Jun 77, Att to N/h 
of JCS 1714/224, 16 Jun 77; Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA 
to SecDef, 20 Jun 77, Att. to JCS 1714/224-2, ·2·2 Jun 77; 
JMF 887/460 (3 May 77). 

24. t.J1'r Memo, SecDef to Asst to Pres for NSA, 3 1'1ay 
77, Att to JCS 1714/225, 19 May 77; (S) JCSM-275-77 to 
SecDef, 27 Jun 77, Encl A to JCS 1714/225-1, 27 May 77; 
JMF 887/653 (3 May 77). 

124 
.. -·· - ... -~ .. 

. I 



' l 
! 

• 

~ 7 July, President Carter notified Congress ~;''"') 
\ =~e $1.2 billion, seven-plane sale. Congressional 

1 opposition against selling Iran such sophisticated, i 
i 
; sensitive equipment forced the President to delay his 
1 
offer until September. But, finally, in early October, 

' ' ( 
! 
~ 

the arrangement cleared Congress. 25 

(TS) In mid-October 1977 President Carter reiterated 

his determination to reduce world-wide arms sales. If 

Secretary Vance did not "hole down" such recommenda

tions, he promised to do so himself. But the Shah's 

hopes remained high. When the Chief of Naval Opera

tions, Admiral James Holloway, visited him in October, 

the Shah asked about the possibility of acquiring six 

PERRY-class frigates and said that, beca11se the F-14 

had proved so successful,, he was interested in buying 

the Navy F-18A. In mid-November, the Shah came to the j 

hhite House. President Carter related how he had to I 
"go to the mat" with the 

approved, and predicted 

Congress to get the AwACS sale 

that the problem would become 

,; 
; 
I 

easier if Iranian requests were moderate and more 

predictable. what, he asked, woula be Iran's needs 

over the next 5-6 years? The Shah cited air defense as I 
I 

his primary concern. He wanted a total of 150 F-14s; 
' 

and 300 F-16s, which woulci mean aaditional purchases of\ 

70 F-14s and 140 F-16s.26 

lttllf Early in December 1977, the Iranian Government 

formally requested: 11 RF-4Es, 31 F-4Gs with wiLD 

ViEASEL SAH radiation suppression equipment; 70 F-14s, 

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

Joint 

added 

Chiefs of Staff concurrea "in principle," but 

that availability and releasability "must be 
L---

25. NY Times, 29 Jul 77, 1; 8 Oct 77, 6. 
26. Qiilf Memo, Asst to Pres for NSA to SecDef, 20 

Oct 77, Att to JCS 2315/644, 26 Oct 77, JMF 499 (29 Mar 
77). 'wfiJif "CNO Audience with the Shah of Iran, 1 Oct 
77," 12 Oct 77; (TS) MemoCon, "Presiaent's Neeting 
with the Shah of Iran, Nov 16, 1977"; CJCS File 820 
Iran. 
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\addressed on an item-by-item basis I :f request.• \•hen the Department 

,. more detailed justification of the 

at the actual time 

of State sought a 

howitzer request, 

I 
i 
I 

I 
\ 

they characterized it as "militarily reasonable and 

justified," and stated that Iran could absorb the 

artillery over a period of "about 10 years"--and even 

less. time, if the personnel situation improvea.27 

( S) Iran also intenaed to buy twelve Dutch and 

West German frigates, but wanted to arm them with us 
weapons systems so as to allow interoperability with 

American ships. Assistant Secretary McGiffert asked 

for JCS views. Answering on 10 July 1978, they des

cribed the Imperial Iranian Navy's mission as being 
' I I 

development at a force that could defend the sea .lanes 

to the Persian Gulf, assist in assuring the oil flow, 

and (in cooperation with air and ground forces) counter 

invasion attempts by any potential adversary. such a 

force, containing four guideci-missile cruisers, nine I 
diesel submarines, and twelve frigates, would serve US 

strategic interests. The Joint Chiefs of Staff con

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

I 

al." Sales of us weapons and electronics would bestow 

"significant" advantages upon the Iranian Navy by 

permitting interchangeability of personnel among 

American, Dutch, and ~est German warships. Conversely,: 
'L-- --.l 

27. lVLtr, Vice Hin of War to MIB Sullivan, 7 Dec 
77, Att to JCS 1714/231, 12 Jan 78; Memo, Cir, DSAA to 
CJCS, 3 Jan 7&, Att to JCS 1714/231, 12 Jan 78; ~ 
JCSM-39-78 to SecDef, 3 Feb 78, •Encl to JCS 1714/231-1, 
30 Jan 78; l,liJI(' Memo, Actg Dir, DSAA to CJCS, 20 Apr 78, 
Att to JCS 1714/231-2, 24 Apr 78; !.If" JCSM-193-78 to 
secDef, 30 Hay 78, Encl to JCS 1714/231-3, 23 May.7!4-, 
J M F _,!!§]L~ 9.L_J 7 Dec 77) • .Jii1 m id-19 7 8 .th.e.....J_r an1 a ~.~U, 

r::duced their fi0w1tzer request to 29S.,,_,J(s) ~Jemo-;-Bfaff 
y, NSC to CJCS et al., 27 Jun 78, Att to 

JCS 1714/233, 18 Jun 7B, JMF 887/499 (27 Jun 78). 

1 26 
. '':"=1'·- - ····:·-'1 

··I -~ -· : j 



• 

the NSC Policy Review Committee 

which Iranian requests should be 

submitted for Congressional approval during the 1978 

sess,ion. A talking paper approved by the Director, 

Joint Staff asserted that, save for "certain exceptions 

having to do with releasability policy," Iranian 

requests were "in consonance with the US military 

objectives for Iran." A greater capability for force 

projection seemed worthy of support. In justification, 

the paper noted: that Iran faced several threats from 

different directions; that tHere was "a 6toad mutuality 

of interests" between· Washington and Tehran; that 

Iranian ability to use US equipment was "improving 

markedly"; and that prospects for Iranian military 

adventurism or expansionism were "not high" (because, 

among other reasons, her logistical dependency upon the 

United States could be cast aside "for more than a week 

or two at most"). 

favor of the United 

source" of military 

political leverage; 

ment; and benefit 

therefore, sales of 

Furthermore, the paper argued in 

States remaining Iran's "primary 

equipment in order to: maintain 

promote standarization . of equip

the US economy. Specifically, 

31 F-4Es (in lieu of F-4Gs), 70 

F-14s, 298 howitzers, and combat systems for European

built frigates should be approvea. 29 
.... ___ ~ 

28. ~~lema, ASD(ISA) to CJCS, 29 Jun 78, Att 
to JCS 1714/234, same date; (S) MJCS-198-78 to 
ASD(ISA), 10 Jul 78, Att to N/Hof JCS 1714/234, 11 Jul 
78; JNF 88ij475 (29 Jun 78). 

29. ~Memo, Staff secy, NSC to CJCS et al., 27 
Jun 78; lj;f' f',emo, Leslie Gelb to Dir, J-5 -~~al., 29 
Jun 78, Att to JCS 1714/233-1, 3 Jul 7B; Jl"'l TP for 
CJCS and SecDef at PRC Mtg 1 5 Jul 78, Att to JCS 
1714/233-2, 11 Jul 78; JHF 887/499 (27 Jun 76). 

ls used this TP at the PR.C meeting, _accor~~ 
Memo COL Raines to Actton Man. Dtv., PRC 

e g, 5 J;ly 1978," 6 Jul 78, same fils 

1 2 7 
.·, ,··~ 
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~Soon afterward, the Assistant Secretary of 
fense (!SA) asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff to 

ppraise Iranian military forces and capabilities, the 

threats they faced, and the force structure appropriate 

from the mid-1980s through the early 1990s. On 5 

September 1978, the Joint Chiefs of Staff advised that 

the ·forces projected for 1980-1985 would be adequate 

for every situation except a Soviet attack. Road and 

railway systems were inadequate, however, and airlift 

capacities could rapidly become overtaxea. Thus 

Iranian efforts to build repair ~nd maintenance facili

ties. and to establish an effective logistics system 

appeared "paramount" in creating a sound military 
' I I 

force. Moreover, Iran would continue to need US 

technical and training ·assistance for anything other I 
than a "short, low-intensity operation." Consequently, 1 
US aid beyond 1980 should "continue to concentrate on I 
the clear deficiencies in command and control of, 

Iranian forces, air defense, anti-submarine warfare,! 

and SAM suppression capability." 30 . 

J,Jtlf In August 1978, President Carter had disapproved i 

the sale of 31 F-4Gs as recommended earlier by the 

Joint Staff. In mid-September, the. Department of 5tate• 

requested Defense views on whether to sell the 70; 

additional F-14s sought by the Shah. The Joint Chiefs' 

of Staff characterized such a sale as being "prucient', 
. I 

and in the best interest of the United States." Theiri 

\~. calculation of Iran's requirements took 

forces needed to maintain air superiority 
I 

' account of\ 

over Iraq. • 
I . 

~nee ' her oil fields and facilities lay so near to , -
30. Jlil'{" Memo, Actg ASD( ISA) to DJS, ~4 Jul 78, 

Att to JCS 1714/236, 26 Jul 78; ~ MJCS 243-78 to 
ASD(ISA), 5 Sep 78, Att to N/H of JCS 1714/236, 8 Sep 
78; JMF 887/292 (24 Jul 78). The Joint Staff and the 
Services, in consultation with USCINCEUR and the 
Chief, ARNISH/HAAG, prepared a lengthy analysis from 
which the Joint Chiefs' conclusions were drawn. 
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Iran needed a 

strengthen its 

Joint Chiefs 

formidable 

deterrent. 

of Staff, 

offensive 

In the 

force that would 

judgment of the 

a "reasonable" force level 

for 1981-1988 would include 174 F-4s, 148 F-14s, and 

2 7 5 'F- 1 6 s • 3 1 

The Unraveling 

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

opposed his westernizing reforms; liberals disliked his 

authoritarianism; businessmen resented the corruFtion 
I I 

that centered around the Pahlevi family; and Iranians 

of all persuasions feared and detested his secret 

police, or SAVAK. During 1978, these factions coa

lesced to create a nationwide revolt. on 8 September, 

in the face of growing disorders, the Shah imposed 

martial law upon major cities; next day, bloody riots 

convulsed Tehran. 32 

ftlll'(' In October, amid spreading strikes and economi:l 
dislocations, the Shah cancelled requests for 70 F-14s 

and 140 F-16s. At this point, the Defense Intelligence 

Agency (DIAl did not deem the Shah's predicament 1 
hopeless. Late in October, DIA forecast that the 

1
1 

Iranian military "almost certainly" would remain loyal 

if the Shah exerted strong leadership. So, if he made j 
' proper gestures toward Islamic conservatives and began j 

to share power, "the Shah should survive the political 
; 
ferment." On 31 October, J-5 drafted a Chairman's 

!Memorandum recommend·fng that the Administration express 
\ 
\its support for the Shah through (1) a personal 

Wter from the President and (2) public st·a·tements b~. 

31. NY Times, 18 Aug 78, 48. tA' Memo, Dir DSAA to 
DJS, 15 Sep 78, Att to JCS 1714/238, same date; Slit'( 
MJCS 266-78 to Dir, DSAA, 26 Sep 78, Att to~/H of JCS 
1714/238, 4 Oct 78; JMF 887/460 (15 Sep 78). 

32. Washington Post, 9 Sep 78, 1. 
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--. 
~ther the Chief Executive or high officials. General 

/ Jones never signed this draft because, on 1 November, 
•I 

. President Carter publicly aid defend the Shah.33 

~On 6 November, with US backing, the Shah put 

Iran under military rule, but disoroers grew even 

greater. Early in December, the US Ambassador forwarded 

a request for assistance . in moving five water-cannon 

trucks from Europe to Tehran; Secretary Brown approved 

using us military aircraft for this purpose. On 7 

December, the Administration authorized evacuation a.f 

DOD depenoents. Four days later, several million 

anti-Shah demonstrators marched through major cities 

and towns. 3 4 • , 

~ A denouement began on 27 IJecember, "a day of 

wild lawlessness and shooting in the capital and a 

strike that effectively shut down the oil industry." 35 

On that same day, Admiral Holloway informed the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff that the Soviets' Indian Ocean task 

\ group was about to be relieved by a slightly larger 

force that included a KRESTA-class guided missile 

\ 

\ 
I 
' 

cruiser. "More than ever," he told his JCS colleagues, ' 

It is crucial that an:.;- government of 
Iran continue its secur1ty co-operation 
with the u.s. The u.s. therefore 
needs to provide clear signals that it 
appreciates the new situation in Iran, 
retains a firm interest in the region, 
and intends to support its friends. 

I 
i I ,; 

I 
I 

--- --
:-=- 3 3. w( Memo, Di r, DIA to CJCS, "Appraisal on the 

!___ current Sit~tion in Iran," n.d •. [receiveo by JCS on 25 
' Oct 78]; (1/!f JSM-1718-78 thru DJS to CJCS, "Support for 

the Shah of Iran," 31 Oct 78; Memo, DJS to CJCS, 1 Nov 
i8; CJCS File 820 Ira~ hashington Post, 1 Nov 78, 

~ 34. ~ Msg, JCS 3096 to USCINCEUR, 5 Dec 76; ~ 
'-f.iemo, SecState to SecDef, 7 Dec 78; CJCS File 820 

rran:-?NY_Ti!]eS, 7 Nov 78, 1; 12 Dec 78, 1. 
~ I'<Y Times, 28 Dec 78, 1. 

130 
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rA~cordingly, he recommended sending a Carrier Battle 

Group to the Indian Ocean "in the immediate future," so 

that it could reach the Arabian Sea sometime after 

mid-January. On 28 December, with Secretary Brown's 

approval, the Joint Chiefs of Staff ordered CINC~ to 

position a carrier force near Singapore, and to prepare 

for a possible mission in the Arabian Sea. 36 

U) By this time, the Shah's nerve had cracked. 

Some of his generals, apparently, planned to seize 

power and resort to harsh repression. On 2-3 January 

19 79, Deputy USCINCEUR, General Robert Huyser, USAF, 

arrived in l'ehran. His miss ion, reportedly, was 

two-fold: to make the Shah depart Iran immediately, 

and to forestall any pro-Shah generals' coup by 

threatening a complete cut-off of US aid. The generals 

were tamed and the Shah was persuaded. On 16 January, 

the Shah put himself in the pilot's seat of his Boeing 

707 and flew into exile. 37 ' ' 

( U) The departure of the Shah marked the complete 

failure of 

had backed 

creating a 

a bulwark 

US policy toward Iran. The United. States 

the Iranian ruler for 33 years in hopes of 

stabilizing influence in the Middle East and 

against Soviet expansion there. Tremendous 

amounts of military assistance had been both given and 

sold to him to that end. Now he was gone, leaving 

behind near chaos and great popular resentment of and 

hatred for the United States. 

36. IIJ CNOM 166-78 to JCS, 27 Dec 78, Att to 
JCS 1714/240, same date; (S) Msg, JCS 768 to Cll:iCPAC, 
28 Dec 78; J~lF 898/378 ( 19 Dec 78). This movement was 
made public on 29 December. NY Times, 30 Dec 78, 1. 

37. washington Post, 13 Jan 80, B1. NY Times, 
17 Jan 79, 1. 
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YEAR FHS FHS 
AGREEMENTS DELIVERIES 

00 .. 
02 
03 
04 
00 
OG 
07 
00 
09 g. G 
GO 779 02 

r Gl 116 107 
62 122 680 

•• 150 60 
64 24 191 
65 60,858 12,896 
GG 137,949 33,18:.\o 
67 145,933 38,866 

•• 66,904 56,717 

•• 235,813 94,881 
70 133,703 127,717 
71 355,174 78,566 
72 457,088 214,807 
73 2,158,~02 245,293 
74 3,9G6,3Z2 648,641 
75 '· 313,812 1,006,131 
76 I, 508,970 I, 924, 064 
77 3,236,145 2,424,669 
78 763,590 1, 907.362 
79 41,520 924,:ill 

TOTAL 14,672,347 9, 740,337 
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APPE;NOIX 1 

US MILI'l'ARY ASSIS'I'A~CE '1'0 IRAN 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

FHS FHS 
FINANCINO FINANCINO 

WAIVED DIRECT 

23, 167 
36,06.4 
41,454 
75,000 

175,705 

~ . 

FHS COMMERCIAL 
,:.r NANC I NO EXPORTS 
GUARANTY DELIVERIES 

40,774 
66,82:5 

124. 47ft 
58, 127 
22,1500 

28,304 
42,415 
19,466 
35,322 
49,410 

107,943 
138,432 
132,651 

02,248 

320,701 636,192 
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HAP 
PROGRAM 

II. 690 
21$. 4182 
20,843 
19, 135 
13,685 
10,821 
21, 189 
7~.622 
fUS, 210 
72,261 
76,052 
46,829 
33,634 
50,059 
30,326 
28,638 
57,439 
31,621 
10,990 
1_8,847 

339 
2 

766,733 

HAP HASF ttASF 
DELIVERIES PROORAP1 DELIVERIES 

10,6!:14 
:1,367 

26,417 
25,434 
16,974 
22,401 
36,843 
69,276 
89,772 
03,6:18 
41,469 
27.011 
63,9:50 
22,931 
45,600 
36,353 
37,124 
33,968 
45,343 
12,791 
4,290 
6,277 
2,621 

191 
2 

766,733 



APPENDIX 2 
STRENGTH OF THE IRANIAN ARMED 

FORCES, 1961-1978 

1961 

Army 
12 ·divisions 

6 independent (indep) brigades (bdes) 

Navy 
2 corvettes 
3 minesweepers 
5 small ships 

Air Force 
fighters (F-84, F-86) 
transports (C-47) 

TOTAL ARNED FORCES 

Army 

1965 

7 inf divisions (12,00 men each) 
1 armored division 
1 indep armored bde 

Navy 
4 escort vessels 
6 minesweepers 

24 small patrol craft 
2 landing craft 
5 other ships 

Air Force ( 130 acft) 
4 fighter sqns (F-86F Sabres) 
1 fighter sqn (F-5) 
1 tactical recce sqn (RT-33) 
2 transport sqns (C-130B) 

'I"OTAL ARMED FORCES 

135 

I I 

196,000 

6,000 

8,000 

210,000 

164,000 

6,000 

10,000 

180,000 

:I 



UNCLASSIFIED 

STRENGTH OF THE IRANIAN ARMED 
FORCES, 1961-1978 

Army 
2 armored divisions 
1 indep armored bde 
5 inf divisions 
1 indep inf bde 
1 SAM bn (HAW!<) 

Navy 
1 destroyer 

( CON'l'INUED) 

1970 

5 frigates (4 with SAMs) 
5 corvettes 
4 patrol boats 
6 minesweepers 
8 SRN-6 hovercraft 
4 landing craft 

12 patrol vessels 

Air Force (175 combat aircraft) 
2 sqns (32 acft) all-weather fighter

bomber (F-4D) 
5 sqns tactical fighter-bomber (F-5) 

20 F-86 all-weather interceptors 
16 RT-33 tactical recce acft 
33 transport acft 
helicopters 

TOTAL ARMED FORCES 

136 

I I 

-· 

135,000 

9,000 

17,000 

161,000 

.. 

, I 



Uf:~CUSS!FIED 

STRENGTH OF THE IRANIAN ARMED 
FORCES, 1961-1978 

(CONTINUED) 

armored divisions 
inf divisions 

1975 

Arm~ 

4 
2 indep bdes (1 airborne, 1 special 

forces) 
SAM bn (HAWK) 

Navy 
3 destroyers 
4 frigates 
4 corvettes 

25 patrol boats 
6 minesweepers 
2 landing craft 

10 hovercraft 
3 Marine bns 

Air Force (238 combat acft) 
6 fighter-bomber sqns (32 F-40, 

64 F-4E) 
10 fighter-bomber sqns (80 F-5A, 

45 F-5E) 
1 recce sqn 
4 medium transport sqns 
2 light transport sqns 
1 tanker sqn 
helicopters 

TOTAL ARMED FORCES 

137 

-~''~·lf'l t:~:~~;:-~rT\ 
I. / , 1 , J "-· •• '·' I_ . , , •. ; 1 

I I 

175,000 

15,000 

60,000 

250,000 

'l 

' 

I 
I 
I 
I 
i 

I 
I 
I 
I 
' 
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STRENGTH OF THE IRANIAN ARMED 
FORCES, 1961-1978 

(CONTINUED) 

armored divisions 
inf divisions 

1978 

indep bdes (l airborne, 1 inf, 
1 airborne,1 special forces) 

4 SAM bn ( HAillK) 

Navy 
3 destroyers , • 
4 frigates 
4 corvettes 
7 large patrol craft 
5 fast patrol craft, guided missile 
2 landing ships logistic 
2 landing craft utility 
2 logistic support ships· 

14 hovercraft 
Naval Air 

1 maritime recce sqn (6 P-3F Orion) 
1 ASW sqn (12 SH-30) 
1 transport sqn 
helicopters 
3 Marine bns 

Air Force (459 combat acft) 
10 fighter-bomber sqns (32 F-40, 

177 F-4E) 
10 fighter, ground attack sqns, 

12 F-5A, 1.40 F-5E) 
3 fighter sqns (56 F-14A tomcat) 
1 recce sqn (16 RF-4E) 
1 tanker sqn (13 Boeing 707-320L) 
4 medium transport sqns 
4 light transport sqns 
helicopters 
5 SAM sqns 

TOTAL ARI>IE.D FORCES 

285,000 

28,000 

100,()00 

·413,000 

All tnformation in this Appendix is from the London 
Institute for Strategic Studies, Military Balance, 
1961-962, 1965-1966, 1970-1971, 1976-1977, and 1978-1979. 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

OVERVIEw 

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

world. Situated on the border of the Soviet Union and 

including vast quantities of oil, Iran's geographical 

location became even more important in the post-'liorld 

War II era. 

(U) The United States first became involved in 

Iran during World War II when it stationed troops there 

to assist in moving military equipment and materiel to 

the Soviet Union. Immediately following the war, Iran 

was caught up in one of the first Cold war confronta

tions between the United States and the Soviet Union. 

At that time, Soviet troops refused to evacuate the 

northernmost Iranian province of Azerbaijan as previ

ously agreed and the United States pressured the soviet 

Union to remove its forces. The US efforts succeeded 
. \ - ·" 

and the Soviets did withdraw.' This experience, how-

ever, demonstrated to the United States the importance 

of Iran and the need for a stable, friendly regime 

there. To that end, the United States began to provide 

the Shah and his government military aid. Limited at 

first to the sale of military equipment, a forrr:al 

program of grant assistance was initiated in 1949. 

( U) Rising nationalism in Iran and growing resent

ment of the British oil concession brought Dr. hoharr:med 

Kossadegh, a rabid patriot, to the forefront of Irani~n 

politics in 1950. He became prime minister in 1951 and 

proceeded to nationalize the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company. 

The accompanying public fervor and the ensuing economic 

chaos threatened Iran, for a time, with anarchy ar.c the 

f-OSSibility of an internal communist takeover. Cnce 

again, the United States saw the need for a strong and 

stable Iran. 



UNCLASSIFIED 

( U) Following the overthrow of Dr. Mossadegh and 

the return of the Shah to full power, the United States 

·stepped up its military assistance to Iran. This 

aid was designed to build a modern armed force capable 

of maintaining internal security and providing some 

defense against external aggression. Simultaneously, 

the United States sought to create a collective defense 

arrangement in the Middle East, including Iran, to 

block soviet expansion into the area. The US efforts 

culminated with the establishment of the Baghaaa Pact, 

which subsequently evolved into CE~:TO, in 1955 with 

Iran as a member. Although the United States aid not 

join this new organization, it did participate in the 

Pact's military planning. Throughout the remainder of 

the 1950s, the United States supplied military aid to 

the Shah to enable Iran to contr·ibute to the Pact's 

defense efforts. 

(U) By the early 1960s,_~he Iranian armed forces 
' . I 

seemed launched on the way to becoming a modern fight-

ing force. Moreover, during this period, the Shah 

finally began to address the nagging internal ~roblems 

that had long plagued his country. He instituted a 

wide ranging program of reform, known as the "V.hite 

Revolution," ·including land refor:n and distribution, 

economic modernization, and political enfranchisement. 

'therefore Presidents Kennedy and Johnson gave the Shah 

their full backing. They ·continued and expanded 

military assistance in a further effort to strengthen 

the Iranian forces. It was in this period that the US 

military assistance program was convertec from one of 

grant aid to creo it sales. Simultaneously, with its 

increasing strength, Iran had become more indepencient, 

pursuing its own ambitions. 

( U) After assuming the !'residency i!'l 1969, Richard 

Nixon fiited Iran into his new "Nixcn Doctrine"--a 

2 



policy whereby the United States, while continuing 

economic and military assistance, would look to friends 

and allies to handle their own internal security and 

military defense. In the case of Iran, the United 

States turned to a willing Shah and his armed forces to 

assume the defense of the Persian Gulf area in place of 

the departing British presence. The vastly expanding 

Iranian revenues resulting from spiralling increases in 

the price of oil would allow Iran to build the military 

establishment necessary for this task. Accordingly, 

the United States began to sell Iran large quantities 

of its newest and most sophisticated weapons, and us 
arms sales to Iran rose from $458 million in FY 1972 to 

approximately $4 billion by FY 1974. 

</J President Carter, while convinced of the impor

tance of Iran to the Western powers, did not believe 

such· massive arms sales to the Shah were necessary. 
\ ...... 

Therefore he reduced the volume of new commitments and . . 

prohibited the sale of new weapons until they were 

operationally deployed with us forces. As a result, us 
arms sales to Iran fell from $3.2 billion in FY 1977 to 

$763 million in FY 1978.;7. 

(U) Meanwhile, opposition to the Shah in Iran, which 

had gradually develo~ed over the years but remained 

relatively quiescent and divided, now coalesced. 

Opposing the Shah were all elements of the political 

spectrum in Iran. Conservatives, both clergy and lay, 

feared the loss of Frivileged positions in the Shah's 

modernization programs while the liberals, the expand

ing middle class, and the working people disliked the 

Shah's authoritarian rcethods and the corruption sur

rounding his regime. The resblt was growing revolution 

and spreading anarcny during the latter part of 1978. 

After several months of indecision, the Shah abdicated 

3 



U~ICLASSIFIED 

on 16 January 1979 and left the country. The US 

policy, now over 30 years old, of support tor the Shah 

had failed and Iran teetered on the brink at chaos. 

( U) Throughout the United States involvement in 

Iran, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have participated in 

the development of the national policy toward that 

country. Their role, however, had been largely one of 

supporting the government-wide consensus rather than 

launching new intitiatives. In October 1946, during 

the Azerbaijan crisis, the Joint Chie.fs of Staff 

provided the Department of State their first appraisal 

of Iran. Both. oil resources and a strategic location, 

affording a base for both defensive and counteroffen

sive operations against the Soviet Union, gave Iran a 

major strategic importance. The Joint Chiefs ot Staff 

have consistently and repeatedly maintained this 

position since that time. 
\ - . ' 

(U). From.1946 through 1 9 7'6 , the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff urged anci supported military assistance for 

the Shah and his forces in order to insure a stable, 

hestern-oriented Iran. In the 1950s, JCS recommenda

tions for increased support for the Iranian forces to 

enable them to contribute to ~tiddle East defense and 

JCS support for a Middle E.ast collective aefense 

arrangement, which included Iran, became US pol icy. 

During the 1960s, the Joint Chiefs of Staff continueo 

to advocate military support of Iran. They sent 

several special missions there to survey the require

ments. They carefully reviewed the resulting fincings 

and submitted detailed recommendations to the Secretary 

of Defense. These .;cs recommendations formeCi the basis 

for expanded US programs for Iran. Presidents Nixor. 

and Ford did not rely on the Joint Chieis of Staff as 

closely as their predecessors for advice on Iran. 

4 



UNCLASSIFIED 

Decisions were made to sell vast amounts of new ana 

sophisticated 

formal review 

military equipment to Iran 

by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

without any 

Still, the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff did supply recommendations on 

Iran and its armed forces in the annual Joint Strategic 

Objectives Plan (JSOP) submissions, but these recom

mendations usually merely reflected Presidential 

decisions. President Carter cut back military sales to 

Iran ·and once again turned to the Joint Chiefs or Staff 

for advice on provision of new weapons systems to the 

_Shah. Yet neither the Joint Chiefs of Staff nor most 

of the President's civilian advisers foresaw the 

deteriorating internal situation in Iran that culmin

ated in the fall of the Shah. 

·- . ~ 
I 
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Historical Background 

1 
WHICH WAY IRAN? 

1946-1953 

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

the consolidated empire of the Medes and Persians, 

which at its height encompassed all the territories 

between what is today India and the Mediterranean Sea. 

The Persian Empire was the greatest power the world had 

known to that time. 

(U) Succeeding centuries witnessed alternating 

periods of foreign conquest and native rule. Then, in 

the period A.D. 6 3 7-650, Arab Moslems from the Arabian 

Peninsula subdued all the territory that is modern 

Iran. Gradually the conquered inhabitan.ts were con

verted to Islam, embracing' th~ Shiite branch while the 

majority of the Moslem worla adhered to the Sunni 

branch. Other conquerors followed the Arabs--the 

and Tammerlane. The arise Seljuk Turks, the Mongols, 

of the Safavid aynasty in 1502 returned native rulers 

for the first time in 600 years. 

(U) In 1795, a Qajar prince subaued all rivals and 

established a aynasty ·that ruled Iran, or Persia as 

it was then known, until 1925. Throughout the 19th 

Century, Iran was subjected to increasing pressures by 

the European powers, especially Russia and Britain, for 

economic and terri tor ial con cess ions. Over the same 

period, growing nationalist sentiment led to a' 

strengthening and modernization of Iranian institutions, 

culminating in a series of reforms in the years 1906-

1908, including adoption of a constitution and estab

lishment of a parliament, the Majlis. These events, 

7 
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coupled with the discovery of oil in large amounts in 

1908, brought Iran into the modern age. B~i ~~estern 

standaras, however, Iran remained an extremely back.,;ard 

country. 
I 

(U) E~en though Iran declared its neutrality in 

World war I, both Russia and Britain placed troops 

there. Following. the eruption -of the revolution at 

home in 1917, the Russians withdrew, and Britain became 

the dominant foreign power in Iran. 'fhereupon, the 

British attempted to force a treaty upon Iran official

ly recognizing this influence, but the Majlis refusea 

to accept the treaty. Subsequently, Iran became a 

member of the League of Nations in 192.0 ana Br.itain 

began withdrawal of its troops in 1921.· That same 

year, Iran and the Soviet Union signed a treaty of 

friendship. Among other provisions, Iran agreed not to 

permit its territory to be used by anti-soviet groups. 

(U) That same year a li~tle known Iranian officer, 
I 

Brigadier General Reza Khan, Commander of the Persian 

Cossack Brigade, staged a coup anc took control of 

Tehran. He forced the Shah to appoint him both comman-

der in chief of the armed forces anc war minister. From 

these posit1ons, he consolidated ana expancea his Fower. 

In 1923 he became Premier and, in 1925, the ~:aJlis enced 

the Qajar rule, proclaiming F;eza Khan the new ruler as 

Reza Shah Pahlevi. 

(U) Reza Shah, who ruled Iran as a military dicta

tor, was deter:r:ined to rid Iran ·ot foreign ir.fluence 

and centralize the government. He launched a vigorous 

program of moaernization, instituting a universal con

scription law, organizing a standing army .ora'Nn from 

the peasantry, and establishing his authority through

out the country. He encouraged industrialization anc 

renegotiated the Anglo-Iranian oil concession agreement 

of 1919 to obtain more favorable terms for Iran. !!e 

6 
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outlawed the veil, introduced civil marriage and 

divorce, expropriated the ~roperty of the Islamic 

clergy, and organized secular schools. In 1935, the 

name of the country was changed from Persia to Iran. 

(U) When ~orld ~ar· II broke out, Iran again triea 

to remain neutral. Reza Shah, however, held some 

pro-German views and, in June 1941, refused a joint 

British-Soviet request to permit transit of war sup

plies across Iran. Consequently, both Britain and the 

soviet Union moved troops into Iran. The Soviets 

occupied five northern provinces, including Gilan, 

Mazandaran, and traditionally aissident Azerbaijan, 

while the British took over the southwestern part of 

the country and the Persian Gulf in order to protect 

Allied oil supplies. This occupation was regularized 

by the Tripartite Treaty of Alliance signed by Britain, 

th.e Soviet Union, and Iran in January 1942. The treaty 

not· only gave formal sanction to the occupying forces, 
I 

but also g·uaranteed their res~ect for the territorial 

integrity, sovereignty, and political independence of 

Iran and provided for withdrawal of the occupying 

troops within six months of the end of hostilities. 

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

movement of materiel and supplies to the Soviet Union, 

but their presence was never recognized by a treaty. 

(U) With the entry of the British and Soviet· troops, 

Reza Shah had abcicatea in favor of his 22-year ole 

son, Mohammed Reza Pahlevi and, subsequently, on 1 

September 1943, Iran declared war on Germany. During 

the course of a conference of the Allied leaders in 

'l'ehran in late ~;ovember and early December 1943, 

Franklin Roosevelt, 1-;inston Churchill, ana Jose1-·h 

Stalin issued tt:e "Declaration on Iran," in which they 
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acknowledged Iran's assistance in the war, reaffirmed 

the commitment to Iran's independence, and pledged 

economic assistance at the close of the hostilities.. 1 

The Azerbaijan Crisis 

(U) In the years following i'iorld ~lar II, Iran 
was confronted with two major crises that threatened 

its existence as an independent, Western-oriented 

nation~ In the first, the Azerbaijan crisis, the 

Soviet Union not only refused to evacuate the Province, 

as provided in the terms ot the Tripartite Treaty, but 

also pressureu Iran. for oil rights.· The Unitea States 

opposed these moves and the resulting dispute vitiated 

much of the good-will remaining among the wartime 

allies. 

(U) Even during world War II, the soviet Union 

had· closed its zone of· occupation to all foreign 

travelers, thereby preven·tin'g allied diplomats and 

newsmen from reporting on conditions in northern Iran. 

A ban was imposed on the export of staple foodst-uffs 

from the Soviet. zone, one of the major food producing 

areas of Iran. As a result, fami.ne occurred iri other 

parts of the country, including Tehran. As one author

ity has noted, ''The Iron Curtain was thus hung in Iran 

long before the English speaking democracies learned of 

its existence." 2 

(U) The Soviet Union haa also demanded that lran 

grant it oil concessions that would cover the five 

provinces bordering on Russia. Iran, however, flatly 

1. For the historical background on Iran prior to 
1~46, see harvey h • .Srr,ith et al., Area Eancccc:.: fer 
Iran (1971), pp. 39-64. 

2. George Lenczowski, Russia and the \\est 1r. Iran, 
19~&-1948 (1949), pp. 193~215. 
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rejected all oil concessions, not only to the Soviet 

Union but to the United Kingdom and the United States. 

On 19 May 1945, following Germany's surrenaer, Iran 

demanded that both of the occupying nations withdraw 

their forces. In reply both the United Kingdom and the 

USSR made it clear that they would not withdraw before 

the agreed deadline of six months after the ena of 

hostilities. In August 1945, both nations removed 

their uniformed forces, mainly service troops, from the 

area of Tehran, but the Soviet Union left thousanas of 

-men in plain clothes in. the area. These included 

members of the Soviet secret police, the NKVD. 3 

(U) Perhaps the most serious of the transgressions 

during Soviei occupation occurred in late 1945. 

Against the will of the Iranian Government, the Soviet 

Union aided and abetted a- change in the form of 

government in AzerbaiJan Province. Soviet forces 

supported a seizure of. goverqment power in Azerbaijan 

by the communist "Tudeh" party. When the Iranian. 

Government attempted to send military forces to rein-

force their garrison in Azerbaijan, 

authorities prevented Iranian troops 

province. The Iranian Government 

prevented by the Soviet Union from 

Soviet military 

from entering the 

was effectively 

applying Iranian 

laws in the area. As a result of an uprising of 

Kurdish tribesmen in the northern area, an utrising 

openly encouraged by the soviet Union in December 

1945, the entire province of Azerbaijan was set-aratea 

from the control of the Iranian Government. 4 

(0) 1-Hth the sJ:;:>port 

appealed to the :-:ewly 

of the United States, Iran 

established United Nations 

3 • 
1948, 

4. 

Lenczowski, Russian and the hest in !ran, 1918-
pp. 216-220. 
Ibid., pp. 284-289. 
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Security council on 19 January 1946, asking that it. 

investigate the situation and recommend apj::rot=-riate 

action. The Soviet Union aenounced Iran's action ana 

denied all its allegations. The Security Council, in 

its first real test, was unable to act, since the 

Soviet. Union took the position that the council was not 

competent to handle the dispute. 'l'he Security Council 

then agreed to let the two countries try to settle 

their differences by direct negotiations. 5 

(U) Meanwhile the situation in Iran had grown more 

tense. Soviet activities there "threatened the peace 

of the world" as President Truman described the crisis. 

In a speech obviously intended as a warning to the 

Soviet Union over Iran, 

Byrnes 

States 

in late February 

Secretary of State James F. 

pointed out that the Uni tea 

had "apj::roved many 

many disputes" in favor of 

the United States welcomed 

of the united Nations. 

adjustments" and 

the Soviet Union. 

"resolved 

He said 

th~;soviet Union as a member 

He pointed out that great 

powers as well as small ones had "agreed unaer the 

United Nations Charter not to use force or the threat 

of force except in aefense of law and in the purposes 

of the Charter." He emphasized that the United 

States "will not and cannot stand aloof if force is 

used contrary to 

the Charter.• 6 
the purposes anci principles of 

(U) Admiral l'iillian D. Leahy, US~, the Chief of 

Staff to the Commander in Chief and the presiding 

member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, found Secre

tary Byrnes' speech "of superlative value." He only 

regretted that it had not been aelivered earlier. 7 

::>.harry s. Tru:nan, Years cf Trial ana !:i££.!:: (1956), 
p. 9 4. 

6. State Dept Bulletin, 10 ~tar 46, p. 358. 
7. ADM William D. Leahy, Diarv, 3 :•!ar 46, copy ln 

~ational Archives. 
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(U) British forces withdre~ from Iran on 2 March 

1946, six months after the Japanese surrender as agreed 

in the Anglo-Iranian-soviet treaty. us forces had 

alreaay been evacuated by the end of 1945. The soviet 

Union, however, gave no sign of keeping its pledge of 

withdrawal. Three days after the. deadline date, Secre

tary of State Byrnes addressed a note to Soviet Foreign 

Minister Molotov asking that Soviet forces be withdrawn 

as agreed and warning that the United States could not 

remain "indifferent" to the situation. Intelligence 

indicated that soviet t~nks were moving into Iran, 

aeploying toward the Turkish border and the Iraqi 

frontier and the US Air Attache personnally observed 

Soviet tanks only 25 miles from Tehran. secretary 

byrnes' reaction upon learning of this was to observe 

that the Soviet forces were adding military invasion to 

political subversion. Reportedly he reacted with some 

heat and stated "Now we'll ·give it to them with both 
\ ... ' 

barrels."8 ' 

( U) "Both barrels" took the form of a second note 

to Foreign Minister Molotov on 8 March saying that 

it appeared Soviet forces in Iran were being reinforced 

and asking for an explanation if that were the case. 

~o official Soviet reply was received to either of Mr. 

brynes' notes, but on 15 March the Soviet news agency, 

'!'ass, denied that any reinforcement or redeployme!'lt was 

taking place in Iran. 9 

tj. hsgs, State 385 to ~loscow, 5 ~1ar 46, ~ioscow 682 
to State, 6 Har 46, Foreign Relations of the United 
States, 1946, vol. VII (1969), pp. 340-342, 348. 
Herbert Fe is, Fror., Trust to Terror ( 1970), p. 81-87. 
Truman, Years of Trial and Hooe, pp. 94-96. 
Lenczowski, Russia anb tne hest in Iran, !,';;. 296-302. 
Smith et al., Area Hanabook, Iran, p. 65. 

9. ~Jl>g, State 425 to ~1oscow, 8 ~>ar 46, foreign f<e
latins of the Unitea States, 1946, vol. VII, p. 348. 
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(U) When Iran again went to the Security Council, 

accusing the Soviet Union of failure to withdraw from 

its territory, Soviet diplomats protested sharply. At 

one point during a Security Council meeting on the 

subject, soviet Ambassador Andrei Gromyko stalked out 

of the meeting. On the other hand, the United States 

supported Iran more strongly than on the first occa

sion, with Secretary of State Byrnes personally appear

ing before the Council. It was apparent that the 

soviet Union was bothered by the unfavorable publicity 

emanating from these meetings, and on 26 March the 

soviet representative announ.ced suddenly that the 

soviet forces would be removed from Iran within six 

weeks after March 24, 1946 • if no unforeseen circum-

stances occur." On 4 April Iran announcea that an 

agreement had been reached with the Soviet Union 

confirming th'!! soviet witharawal and establishing 

an tranian-Soviet oil company, to· be ratified by the 

Iranian Parliament ( Hajlis)' wi'thin seven months of that 

date. The Soviet Government woula hold 51. percent of 

the stock and the Iranian Government the remaining 49 

percent. The soviet Union subsequently evacuated its 

forces on schedule, leaving behind a strong communist 

revolutionary regime in Azerbaijan. 10 

(U) To this point in the crisis, the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff had not been askea to provide opinions on mil i

tary options with respect to the situation in Iran or 

to prepare any plans for military actions. Rather CS 

actions remained within the diplomatic realm. The US 

strategy appeared to be to leave the matter within the 

purview of the UN security Council as long as it was 

safe to do so. 

IU. ~enczowski, Russia and the hes: in lran, pp. 
298-299. Nesrallah Fatemi, "Oll Dlplomacy" (1Y54), pp. 
3 15-316. The agreement establishing an Iranian-Soviet 
oil cor..pany never took effect, since the Iranian 
Parliament refused to ratify it. 
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(U) By the fall of 1946, the Shah and his government 

had begun plans to reassert control over Azerbaijan, 

raising the possibility of a confrontation with ,the 

Soviet Union, and now the advice of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff was sought. In September, the Department of 

State asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff for their views 

on the strategic importance of Iran to the United 

States. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were also asked in 

what ways US . interest in Iran was linked to the ~ear 

and Middle East as a whole and how that interest would 

be affected by Soviet domination of all or part of 

Iran. Finally, the Department of State asked: " ••• 

does the JCS consider that a program of assistance by 

the US to the Iranian military establishment would 

contribute to the defense of· United States strategic 

interest in the Near and Middle Eastern area?" 11 

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff, in their reply of 11 

October, began by observin·g·; that the Department of 

State's questions were based on an assumption of 

possible war between the United States and the Soviet 

Union and that their answer relied on the same assump-

t ion. Iran, as a major source of oil supply, was 

militarily of "major strategic interest" to the United 

States. Noreover, "from the stanapoint of aefensive 

purposes," the area offered "opportunities to conauct 

delaying operations and/or operations to protect United 

States-controlled oil resources in Saudi Arabia." In 

adcition, Iran offered, as did all the Middle t.ast, a 

base for counteroffensive operations againt the Soviet 

en ion. 

( U) The Joint Chiefs· of Staff then evaluatea four 

possibilities that had been put forth by the Cepartment 

of State: (1) aivision of Iran into British ana Scviet 

"Pheres of influence would advance the Soviet union's 

1 ]. Foreign Relations of the United States, 1946, 
vol. VII, pp. 515-516. 



political and strategic 

encirclement of Turkey, 

defend the Iraqi oil 

objectives, contribute to the 

and aestroy British ability to 

fields; (2) control of the 

northern province of Azerbaijan by the USS!i., although 

undesirable, would be the least objectionable of the 

situations listed; (3) creation of a soviet-dominated 

autonomous il.urdish state would probably cause the 

dissolution 

possibly lead 

regime the're; 

would greatly 

above. 12 

of the present Iraqi Government and 

to the installation of a Soviet-oriented 

(4) domination of all Iran by the USSR 

intensify all the adverse effects listed 

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff made clear their 

support for military aid to Iran. Token assistance to 

Iran's military forces, they said, could create confi

dence and good will toward the United States within the 

Iranian Government and thus contribute to the us 

strategic posture in· the area. To asEist Iran in 

pre·venting civil disturbances, which could attract 

interventiol'1 by "powerful' ne'i.ghbors" and involve the 

United States, the Joint Chiefs of Staff favored giving· 

Iran reasonable amounts of military material to be 

used only for internal security. They considered "such 

non-aggression items" as small arms, light artillery, 

ammunition, small canks, transportation and communica

tion equipment, quartermaster supplies, and ~:=ossibly 

short range aircraft and naval patrol craft to be 

appropriate for Iran in reasonable quantities if 

requested. The United States must be satisfied, " c. 

course, that Iran wanted to maintain its independence 

within the "community of nations." 

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff also believed it 

would be appropriate for the United States·to sive 

cechnical advice, !:Jut it must be done without fanfare 

and upon request only. Such a step would contribute to 

12. ( U) SM-6874-46 to SwNCC, 11 Oct t.6 (derived from 
JCS 1714/3), CCS 092 (6-22-46) sec 1. Printed in Memo, 
Sl'iXCC to MGEN J. N. Hillcring, 12 Or;t 46, SWN-4816, 
Foreign Relations of th~ United Staces, 1946, val. VII, 
!:'i-· 529-532. 
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"the defense of United States strategic interest in 

Iran and the Near and Midle East area." In 1943 the 

United States had, as a matter of course, establishea 

two small military missions in Iran. Une of these 

missions advised the Iranian Army, the secono advised 

the Imperial Gendarmerie. 13 The Joint Chiefs of 

Staff recommended that these missions not be removed 

but that, conversely, no new missions. be establishea at 

this time. 

(U) Subsequently, on 29 October 1946, the Secretary 

of State made a decision that marked the beginning of 

an aid program for Iran. He decided to support a 

program under which the United States would sell Iran 

armaments worth not more than $10 million. 14 

(U) In Iran, meantime, the crisis had worsened. 

According to diplomatic reports from Tehran, Prime 

Minister Qavam was retreating before Soviet pressure 

and Iran was daily losing what. remained of its indepen-· 

dence. Mr-. Loy Henderson,.,Director of the Office of 

' Near Eastern and African Affairs, in the Department of 

State considered the situation to be so critical that 

~wift action by the United States might be required. 

An Iranian military mission in Washington to purchase 

the already approveo $10 million worth of military 

equipment was running into a stone wall. Mr. Henderson 

warnea that the United States could no longer delay and 

13. (0) JCS 557,30 Oct 43, · CCS 530 Persia· (9-2-42) 
sec 2. For further informatin of the US wartime 
missions to Iran see T. f:i. Motter, 'l'he Persian Corriaor 
ana Aid to Russia (1952), pp. 473-477. The US mlssion 
to the Gendarmerie, subsequently known as GEI:o<MISf:i, was 
sanctioned by an agreement between the Unitea States 
and Iran on 27 November 1943. The mission to the 
Iranian Army, subsequently known as AR!1ISH, was not 
recognized by a formal agreement until 6 October 1947. 
See EAS no. 361, 27 Nov 43 and TIAS 1666,16 Oct 47, 
both in Treaties anc Other Int'l Acreements of the 
USA, 1776-1949, vol 8, pp. 1285-1290, 1295-1301. 

14. ( U) Memo, AsstSecState for Occupiea Areas to 
USecState, 29 Oct 46, printed in Foreicn .kelations of 
the United States, 1946, vol. VII, p. ~55. 
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should sell this "nonaggression" equipment to Iran 

quickly. He quoted tte JCS statements of 11 October in 

support of his posit 10n. he also favored increasing 

the strengths of the military missions in Iran ana 

keeping them there so long as they were neeaea. 

Secretary of State Byrnes approved Mr. Henderson's 
- t. 15 recommenaa 1ons. 

(U) The immediate crisis in Iran subsideo as 1946 

drew to a close. On 24 November, the Iranian Govern-

ment ordered its forces to march into Azerbaijan to 

supervise parliamentary elections. The Soviet Govern

ment protested this move·, warning of possible "dis

turbances" should Iranian troops enter Azerbaijan. ~he 

US Ambassador to Iran, George v. Allen, lauded the 

move, publicly announcing that it was "quite normal 

and appropriate." In this statement, he was backed lip 

by Under Secretary of State Cean Acheson in washington. 

The Iranian Army marched into Azerbaijan with only a 

few· minor skirmishes taking place. On 4 December the 

rebel .regime collapsed. 16 

The Mossadegh Crisis 

(U) The second threat to Iran's independence and 
~estern orientation in the years following horld har II 

was the "Mossadegh crisis" of 1951-1953. In this 

instance the danger came not from external sources but, 

rather, from internal dissension. Dr. Mohamrr.ed 

Mossadegh, a determined nationalist, led a v·igorous 

move:r.ent to gain complete co:1trol of Iranian. oil 

resources. The res~lting unrest an~ chaos ic Iran 

seemed for some men t!':s to ce opening the way for the 

communist-controllea Tudeh Party to seize control of 

the government. 

15. (U) l•iemc, D!r. Office of I:;ear f.astern ana 
?_fircan Affairs (Henderson) to USecState, 18 Oct 46, 
w/att Memo, "Implementation of United States Policy 
toward Iran," sarr.e date, Foreion Rf~lations of the 
United States, 1946, vol. VII, pp. 533-536, and. fn 1, 
p. 5 35. 

16. Lenczowski, Russia ana the ~est in Iran, 
p. 302. 
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(U) The crisis arose over the status of· the Eritish 

oil concession. Under the agreement negotiated be tween 

Reza Shah and the British in 1933, the Anglo-Iranian Oil 

Company extracted and marketed Iranian oil, giving the 

Iranian Government 25-30 percent of the net profits. ~:ore 

national is tic members of the Maj lis, however, wanted a 

·larger and more equitable share of the revenue. Dr. 

Mossadegh, the most vocal of these members, became chair

man of the Majlis oil committee in 1950 and formed a 

coalition, the United Front, to press for nationalization 

of the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company. The more moderate 

Premier; General Ali Ra zmara, attempted to obtain more 

favorable terms from the Company, but was not successful. 

Meantime, in Saudi Arabia, the Arabian-American Oil 

Company accepted an arrangement that gave the government 

there 50 percent of its profits, and this development 

increased Iran's demands for a larger share of the profits 

of the Anglo-Iranian. 17 
\ , -~ 

~ Against this background, the Truman Ad~inistration 

began drafting· a formal statement of US objectives and 

policy for Iran in March 1951. Adapting a Department of 

State study, the NSC Staff drafted and circulated a policy 

paper (NSC 107~ for the Council's consideration. Accord

ing to this statement, Iran's absorption within the 

communist orbit would damage oil-dependent \•iestern E.uro

pean economies, impair US prestige, and "seriou.sly weaken, 

if not destroy" resolution among adjacent 11iddle Eastern 

countries. For these reasons,. the United States should 

take "all feasible steps" to insure that Iran escaped 

Soviet domination. Although the initiative for any 

military action in support of Iran rested with Great 

Britain, the United States and United Kingdom jointly 

s:1ould "give early consideration to measures designed to 

II. Smith et al., Area Handbook, Iran, pp. 66-67. 
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strengthen the general area." Also, the United States 

should (1) strengthen its current assistance programs 

(especially economic aia) as much as possible and (2) 

press the British to "effect an early and equitable 

settlement" of the oil dispute. If an Iranian govern-

ment took actions that foreshadowed communist control, 

[

t-he United States should be prepared to undertake 

] _to reverse this trend. 

Finally, in the event of an overt attack by the Soviet 

Union against Iran, the United States "in common 

prudence would have to proceed on the assumption that 

global war is probably imminent.• 18 

~ The Joint Chiefs of Staff aavised the Secretary 

of Defense· that they considered l>lSC 107 acceptable as 

"an interim working guide." They asked, however, that 

this policy ~aper be reviewed as soon as the situation 

had clarified. When the National Security Council 

discussed NSC 107 on 21 March, the Service Secretaries 

recommended that it be rejected in toto. In their 

opinion, 

internal 

\ ·- '.. . 
the courses of action designed to meet either 

subversion of 

innocuous statements 

external aggression "are 

of generalities which Cio 

safe 

not 

indicate anything except watchful waiting If 

we cannot do anything we should say so. If we can take 

concrete steps in either contingency we shoula so 

state." Overruling these objections, the council 

adopted NSC 107: President Truman approved it en 24 

t1arch. 19 ~ 

18. ('2$) NSC 10i, 14 Mar 51, CCS 092 In.n (4-23-48) 
sec 2. Qhe Joir:t Intelligence Committee reported that, 
under current circumstances, "It is not considered 
probable" that the Soviets could achieve total domin
ation of Iran without overt use cf their armed torces. 
However, "it is becoming ir:creasingly evider:t" that 
they might· ·win control of northern seg;r.o:nts through 
economic and political ~ress:1re, Fossibly acccr.•Fanied 
by subversive activities. The JCS notec these conclu
sions on 9 Harch • .J (~ Rpt, J IC tc J CS, "I:. te 11 ig ence 
Estimates on the Situation in Iran," 1 fi.ar 51, Encl to 
JCS 1924/51, 1 Mar 51, same file. 

19. (~) /i,emc, JCS to secDef, 19 !>'.ar 51 (derived 
from JCS 1714/17), same file. (.:»6) NSC Action No. 451, 
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(0) The tempo of events in Iran suddenly accelerated. 

General Razmara was assassinated on 7 March 1951; Dr. 

Mossadegh assumed the Premiership; and nationalization was 

promulgated on 2 May. Thereafter, the focal point of 

crisis centered on Dr. Mossadegh, who now roused popular 

emotions to fever pitch.20 

(U) The British, as was to be expected, reactea with 

considerable concern, fearing that acquiesence in the 

nationalization could jeopardize al.l their overseas 

investments. Accordingly, Britain reinforcea its Middle 

Eastern garrisons and dispatched warships to Abadan, the 

site of the Anglo-Iranian refinery. The United States, 

however, opposed the use of force to resolve the matter, 

and Secretary of State Acheson advised the British Ambas

sador in Washington on 17 May 1951 that.the United States 

could support a resort to force only under one of the 

following conditions: Iranian Government invitation; 

Soviet military interventiqn; .-a communist coup in Tehran; 
I 

or- evacuation of endangered E>ritish nationals. A wiae 

Anglo-American policy cleavage new ensueo. 21 

(,ll5") Since the inadequacies of NSC 107 now were mar.i

fest, the NSC Staff circulated a revised policy paper (NSC 

107/1) on 6 June 1951. The immediate situation in Iran, 

according to this statement, made that country's loss to 

the free world through internal communist uprising "a dis

tinct possibility." The United States should ·theret:ore 

(1) continue to extend political support, primarily to the 

Shah as the only source of continuity of leadership; ( 2) 

accelerate ana expand military,. economic and technical 

~.ar 51. (M') N/H of JCS 1714/16, 28 ~:ar 51, same file 

G
s the JCS wished, ~r. Truman oraered the State Lepartmenj 
o submit monthly progress reports until conaitions ·..;ere 
~rther clarified. 

20. Dean Jl.cheson, Present at the Creat1on ( 196~), pp. 
503-504. 

21. Ibid., p. 506. 

2 1 

---



J~~p SESRET 

assistance; and (3) attempt an early settlement of the 

oil controversy, recognizing both the rights of sover

eign states and the importance of international con

tractual relationships. Considerable attention was 

devoted to contingency planning. If the central 

government requested dispatch of British troops to 

~outhern Iran in oraer to defeat a communist coup, the 

United States should offer the United Kingdom full 

political and perhaps military support. However, entry 

of Br.itish troops without Iranian consent could only be 

justified if necessary to save the lives of British 

subjects. Under any c ther circumstances, intervention 

would sunder the free world, create chaos in Iran, and 

possibly cause Tehran to- request Soviet assistance. 

Should the United Kingaom resort to military action 

against t::S advice, therefore, "the situation would be 

so critical that the position of the United States 

would have to be determined in-the light of the situa

tion at that time."22 

(..:1:8'1 The Joint Strategic Survey Corr.:r.i ttee, the 

senior policy review element of the Joint Staff, 

adjudged NSC 107/1 acceptable as written. The Chiet of 

Naval Operations, Admiral Forrest Sher:nan, however, 

felt the paper failec to reflect (1) growing petroleum 

needs of NATO nations, (2) declining British ability to 

provide military power and political leadership in the. 

~!iddle East, and (3) increasing uS capabilities and 

!equirements in that area. Ee recomruenaec several 

revisions along tr,ese lines, .:Jut the Joir.t Chiefs of 

Staff accepted only one, which stated that "increazing 

US influence in the Middle East" should be a governing 

factor in the continuing ~olicy review. After· approv

ing other editorial modifications, they transmitted 

comments to Secretary of Cefense ?.obert Lovett on i 9 

June 1951. E.ight days later, the National Security 

2-o. (TS) NSC 107/1, 6 Jun 51, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) 
sec 3. 
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Council slightly amended this paper and then adopted it 

as NSC 107/2; the final paper incorporated Admiral 

Sherman's addition. On 28 June, President 'l·ruman 

accorded NSC 107/2 his approval. 23 

(U) Meanwhile, matters grew steadily worse. At

tempting to adjudicate the controversy, the Inter

national Court of Justice recommenced reversion to the 

status quo ante and joint British-Iranian operation of 

the oil industry; Dr. Mossadegh categorically rejected 

this ruling. Iran and the United Kingdom seemed on the 

brink of hostilities; it ·was understood in Washington 

that the British Chiefs of Staff had recommended, anti 

the Attlee Government rejected, military interven

tion.24 At this point, President Truman aispatchea 

Ambassador Averell Harriman to. London and then to 

Tehran to urge resumption of negotiations. !>.either 

side would make major concessions and, after initial 

progress, the talks collapsed later in August.2 5 

·. (~ Secretary of State Acheson and British Foreign 

Secretary Morrison discussed the Iranian situation 

during a washington Foreign Ministers' Meeting in 

September 1951. The United States still coula not 

support employment of British troops in connection with 

the oil controversy, except for the purpose of ~vacuat-

ing endangered nations, 

achievea. 26 
and no consensus was 

.. u. (:!P'!5i Memo, SecDef toJCS, 7 Jun 51, Encl to 
JCS 1714/20, 7 Jun 51; (TS) JCS 1714/22, 16 Jun 51; 
(TS) ~.emo, JCS to SecDef, 19 Jun 51 (derived from Dec 
On JCS 1714/21); (TS) Memo, ExecSecy to NSC, 28 Jun 51, 
Encl to JCS 1714/23, 2 Jul 51; CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) 
sec 3. 

24. 
Aug 51, 
sec 4. 

(~ Memo, Dep usecState to ExecSecy, NSC, 6 
Encl to JCS 1714/24, 13 Aug 51, sarr.e file, 

25. Acheson, Present at the Creation, pp. 507-509. 
26. (.ll-87 WP:.I B-2/2a, "Iran," 22 Aug 51, Encl to 

JCS 1714/25, 24 Aug 51; (TS) WFN B-2/2b, "Iran," 24 Aug 
51, Encl to JCS 1714/27, 29 Aug 51; CCS 092 Iran 
(4-23-48) sec 4. For DOD concurrence, see (~ ~:emo, 
JCS to SecDef, 29 Aug 51 (derived frcm JCS 1714/26); 
(TS) Ltr, SecDef to SecState, 4 Sep 51, sarr.e file. 
Acheson, Present at the Creation, p. 510. 
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(U) Unhappily, the Anglo-Iranian controversy esca
lated further in the following weeks. Iran seized the 

Abadan refinery and expelled British technicians. 

Since the Iranians lacked technical skills needed 'to 

operate the facility, Abadan ceased operation and Iran 

lost its chief source of income. The British, mean-· 

while, reinforced their Persian Gulf squadron to 14 

warships and filed a condemnatory resolution in the UN 

Security Council. In October 1951, ·or .• M.ossadegh 

arrived in New York to plead his country's case before 

the United Nations. Thinking that the opportunity for 

an offer of "good offices" might arise, the Secretary 

of Defense felt it would be "of the greatest import

ance" to possess an estimate of the increase in Soviet 

military potential that ~ould occur if Iran and her oil 

fell under communist control. he therefore directed 

the· Joint Chiefs of Staff quickly to survey this 

question. 
\ ...... 

~ Replying 
I . 

on 10 October, the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff predicted the following consequences: 

Economic--Probable eventual loss of 
all hldcle Eastern oil, creating a 
possibly intolerable deficiency in 
oil resources. 
Political--Major threat of communist 
domination curing peacetime of Iraq, 
Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, and Inciia. 
Mil i t~--Pr ior cevelopment by the 
USSR of bases, facilities and stock
piles, g rea tl y increasing the chances 
of Soviet success in opera~ions against 
the Middle East and/or Pakistan-India. 

If the Soviet Union achieved control of Iran curing 
peacetime, they contended, her ];Ower position "woulci be 

so improved that, in all ;:::robability, an increase in 

the level of the military establishments 6f the ~estern 

~orlci would be requirec." Under such circUJr.stances, 

24 
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·the Joint Chiefs of Staff would be compellec "immedi

ately to re-examine their global strategy " 

Therefore, from a strictly military standpoint, preser

vation of Iran's orientation toward the United States 

and protection of the United Kingdom's general position 

in the Hiddle East "now transcend in importance the 

desirability of· supporting British oil interests in 
' 

Irim." In reply to a specific Secretary of Defense 

question about the effect of Soviet acquisition of 

Iranian oil resources, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

predicted that such a development would. enhance Soviet 

capabilities and require "a longer effort" by the 

Western powers to defeat the Soviet Union and its 

satellites. 27 

(:p.e"j The Administration did offer its "good offices" 

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

When Winston Churchill succeeded Clement Attlee as 

Prime Minister on 25 October 1951, British distaste for 
\ ·- . " 

Mossadegh d i_d not abate. Early in November, Secretary 

Acheson gave the new British Foreign Secretary, Anthony' 

Eden, the substance of the JCS memorandum of 10 Octo

ber. The British Chiefs of Staff promptly challenged 

the JCS conclusion regarding the accretion of war 

potential if the Soviets acquired Iranian oil. They 

said that Soviet petroleum production already was 

sufficient for both civilian and military requirements, 

that importation of Iranian oil would exceed Soviet 

transport capacity, and that refineries and transJ=ort 

would be highly vulnerable to air attack. 28 In 

27. (!~~'in Memo, SecDef to JCS, 8 Oct 51, Encl to 
JCS 1714/28, 8 Oct 51; (TS) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 10 Oct 
51 (derived fro~ :ec Gn JCS 1714/29); CCS 092 Iran 
(4-23-48) sec 4. Although this memorandum was suor..it
ted to the ~sc, recoras do not inaicate whether it was 
actually considered by the Council. (TS) N/H of JCS 
1714/29, 23 Oct 51, same file. 

28. (~) Ltr, BJSM to SJCS, 28 Nov 51, Encl to 
JCS 1714/33, 30 Nov 71, same file, sec 5. 
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further Acheson-Eden discussions, the secrtary of 

State argued that, if Dr. Mossadegh was not financially 

supported, Iran would fall into chaos and communism. 

The Foreign Secretary retorted that the Iranian economy 

was too primitive and too flexible to collapse, and 

contended that noncommunist alternatives to Mossadegh 

could be found. 29 

~ In succeeding months, the United States and 

Britain remained divided on the question of Iran. In 

anticipation of a meeting between President Truman and 

Prime- Minister Churchill, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

told the secretary of Defense on 2 January 1952 that 

the "military urgency" of the situation in Iran, with 

its "explosive implications," was such that the US 

position should be expressed "in more concrete terms." 

Precision of expression, they believed, would avoid 

possible pre-commitment to cour.ses of action not 

encompassed within NSC 107/2. In particular, US 

opposition . to the use of 'foree by Britain shoula be 

plainly stated. The President and Prime 1-:inister met 

on 5 January 1952 and continued their talks for several 

days but, again, no agreement on Iran was reached. 30 ..___ 
(U) The United States continued to furnish Iran 

with a marginal amount of economic aid. ~rhe worla E:.ank 

attempted to negotiate an oil settlement but finally 

failed. Iran itself remained relatively quiescent 

until July 1952, when the Shah tried to appoint, a 

a new Premier. At once, riots convulsed Tehran: 

29. Anthony Eden, Full Circle ( 196G), p. ~22. 
30. (~ TCT D-4/46, "Iran," 30 Dec 51, Encl B to 

JCS 1714/35, 31 Dec 51; (TS) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 2 
Jan 52 (derived from JCS 1714/35); (TS) N/H of JCS 
1714/35, 16 Jan 52: CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 5. The 
JCS Memorandum was transmitted informally prior to the 
l'ruman-Churchill talks. Acheson, Present at the 
Creation, pp. 599-600. For discussions on tJ and 9 
January, see (~) TCT 11in-3, "Truman-Cl:".urchill Talks," 
9 Jan 52 and ('PI!/ TCTConv-10, " ••• Iran," 11 Jan 52, 
CCS 33i (4-19-50) sec 9. 



T9PSEORET-
supported by street mobs, Dr. l'iossadegh remainea 

supreme. Alarmed by these events, the United States 

pressed the United Kingdom to accept "simple, tempor

ary, and easily understood proposals ·to get oil flowing 

to the British and funds flowing to Iran without 

prejudice to the bargaining position of either side." 

on 30 August, President Truman and Prime Minister 

Churchill jointly proposed that, if Iran a9reed to 

refer all claims and ·counter-claims to the Inter

national Court of Justice, the Anglo-Iranian Oil 

Company would pay for and market oil stored at Abadan, 

the United Kingdom would relax export restrictions, and 

the United States would make an immediate grant of $10 

million to the Iranian Government. Dr. Mossadegh 

spurned this offer, presented extreme counterproposals, 

and finally severed diplomatic relations with the 

United Kingdom on 22 October 1952. 31 

(g) As a corollary to its diplomatic efforts, the 

oep~rtment of State asked what military courses of 

action_ would be feasible fn .. the event of a successful 

communist coup. The Deputy 

requested a response from the 

On 5 September, they replied 

Secretary of Defense 

Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

that appropriate plans 

were under preparation; However, they notea that, 

since current global commitments precluded dispatch at 

substantial US forces, intervention would require 

"political ciecisions of great import." This beir.g so, 

they recommended that an all encompassing revie~ of the 

situation be undertaken. 32 

(TS) On 31 October 1952, the Joint Chiefs of Staft 

submitted "tentative conclusions" concerning feasible 

military responses to rebellion or invasion. Unless 

current deployments were to be upset, they said, an 

31. Acheson, Present at the Creation, p. 680. 
F.ichard P. Stebblns, The un1tea States 1n 1-iorld 
Affairs, 1952 (1953), pp~.~2~3~3~-~2~3~5~.~~~~~~~~~~ 

32. {~Memo, DepsecDef ta JCS, 
to JCS 1714/40, 29 Aug 52; {~) Memo, 
Sep 52 (derived from JCS 1714/41); 
( 4-23-48) sec 6. 

2 8 Aug 52, En c 1 
JCS to SecDef, 5 

CCS 092 Iran 



appeal by Tehran, for direct assistance could only be 

answered by (1) conducting a show of force by periodic 

aircraft flights over key centers and (2) providing the 

loyal Iranian Army with logistical support. '!'hey then 

described various conditions under which us forces 

might be committed under conditions short of war. If 

overt communist aggression occurred, however, the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff warned that "the resultant sit~ation 

would be not unlike that [which] we face in Korea." 

The Secretary of Defense passed this paper to Secretary 

Acheson and to the Director of Central Intelligence. 33 

(.IPS") In their memorandum of 5 September, the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff expressed the view that NSC 107/2 had 

been overtaken by events. Accepting this conclusion, 

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

member, Mr. Frank Nash, proposed two major mod if ica

tions. First, the United States should offer to extend 

"substantial immediate economic assistance" if Iran 

provided reasonable assuran~e~·~of satisfactory compen-: 

sation to Anglo-Iranian. 

the joint proposal of 30 

Essentially, this repeatea 

August. Second, in light of 

"the failure of British policy," declining UK capa

bilities, and increasing American strength and inf 1 u

ence, "the United States should take act ion necessary 

to prevent Iran from falling to communism, even if 

this involves acting independently of the UK and the 

risk of damaging our close relations with the UK." 

Concomitantly, the United States also should be 

prepared to take the military initiative in support of 

Iran. The Department of State submitted a much milder 

revision,. softening the first of Mr. Nash's proposals 

and discarding the second. After lengthy disc~ssions, 

""· (:zB1 /~e:no, JCS to SecDef, 31 Oct 52 (derived 
from JCS 1714/42); (TS) Ltr, SecDef to SecState, 10 Nov 
52; CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 7. 
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the NSC: Staff approved this State submission (now 

designated NSC 136) as "a short-term policy.• 34 

(~) '!'he Staff aebate reflected opposing views 

of the respective Department heads. while NSC 136 was 

under preparation, the Secretaries ot State and Detense 

debated the efficacy of continued close US-UK coopera

tion •. ~riting to Mr. Acheson on 24 October, Secretary 

Lovett contended that the rupture of diplomatic rela

tions between London and Tehran "has brought us to the 

end of the road we have been travelling." Because 

British policy had tailed, the ~nited States must chart 

a new course: 

The strategic necessities of the 
situation, in my opinion, require that 
we accept our responsibilities and act 
promptly and, if necessary, i ndepend
ently of the British in an effort to 
save Iran • • • [This] will involve 
the provision of immediate economi~ 
assistance, and measures to help Iran 
stari up her oil industry and secure 
markets for her oil. It will also 
involve additional-political, economic 
and probably military commitments 
. • • . The actions now open to us to 
save Iran may appear painful, costly 
and dangerous, but they involve, in my 
judgment, only a small traction of the 
money, material, manpower and anguish 
that will have to expended to hold 
Iran by military action or to hold the 
remainder of the Hiddle East if 
Iran should be seized and consolidated 
by the Communists.35 

~) On 4 November 1952, Secretary Acheson answerea 

that the objective on GS policy "must be to save Iran 

without unnecessarily damaging our relations with the 

United Ringdom." The British believed that extensive 

concessions on their part had only encouraged Cr. 

Hossadegh to become increasingly unreasonable. In 

J4. l~'") 1-lemo, ::xecSecy to Senior NSC Staff, 1 Oct 
52; (~) Nemo, ExecSecy to Senior NSC Staff, 7 Oct 52;. 
sarr.e file, sec 6. (~) Nemo, ExecSec•; to Senior NSC 
Staff, 5 Nov 52; (~) NSC 136, 6 Nov 52, Encl B to JCS 
1714/43, 23 Oct 52; same file, sec 7. 

35. (.liS) Ltr, SecDef to SecState, 24 Oct 52, CCS U~2 
Iran (4-23-48) sec 7. 
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these circumstances, Mr. Acheson argued that ~nilateral 

and uncoordinated action could 1nflict "deep and 

lasting harm upon the Anglo-American alliance." 36 

~ Submitted to the National Security Council on 

6 November 1952, NSC 136 generally reflected Secretary 

Acheson's philosophy. Replying to Mr. Lovett's request 

f.or comment and recommendation, the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff proposed addition of the following admonition: 

"If for overriding political reasons it. is founo 

necessary for the United States to provide military 

forces in this area, implementation will require either 

a substantial augmentation of over-all US forces or a 

reduction of present US military commitments else

where." Meeting on 19 November, the National Security 

Council "noted" the JCS views and then, with slight 

amendments, adopted l:IISC 136. On the following day, 

President Truman directed its implementation under the 

coordination of Secretary f.c.h.eson. Crucial paragraphs 
I 

of this paper read as follows: 

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

4. If light of the present situation 
the United States sho~ld aoopt and 
pursue the tollowir.g policies: 

a. continue to assist in every 
practicable way to effect an early 
and equitable liquiaation of the 
oil ccntroversy. 

Jb. <M"l Ltr, SecState to SecDef, 4 ~ov 52, Ap;:; to 
JCS 1714/44, 12 Kov 52., CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec '· 
However, it should be noted that Preser:t at the Crea
tion is liberally sprinkled with p~ngent criticisms of 
Br1tish obauracy. · 
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b. Be prepared to take the neces
sary measures to help Iran start up 
her oil industry and to secure 
markets for her oil • • • . 

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

In carrying out the above, the United 
States should ( 1) maintain full 
consultation with the UK, (2) avoid 
unnecessarily sacrificing legitimate 
UK interests or unnecessarily impair
ing US-UK relations, (3) not permit 
the UK to veto any US actions which 
the United States considers essen
tial . 

(lie") The new NSC policy statement also addressed the 

possibility of a communist seizure of power in I-"ln. 

~ e~ 

:} In this 

regard, plans were to be ~r~pared, in concert with 

Britain and ·perhaps others, for specific measures to 

meet such a development. 37 -

(U) Thereafter, the Joint Chiefs of Staff proceeded 

with preparation of the required plans. Completeo 

during the following spring, these plans providea for 

shows of force, using SAC aircraft from Britain or 

North Africa, or carrier aircraft from the Mediterran

ean. 38 

31. (02$) NSC 136, 6 Nov 52, Encl B to JCS 1714/43, 
23 Oct 52, ccs 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 7. (~ NSC 
136/1, 20 Nov 52, same file, sec a. (~Memo, JCS to 
SecDef, "NSC 136 - The Present Situation in rran," 18 
Nov 52 (derived from JCS 1714/45), same file (adapted 
from a somewhat stronger memo by GEN Collins)~ (il'S) 
N/H of JCS 1714/43, 5 Dec 52, same file. (~) NSC 
Action No. 680, 19 l.llov 52. · 

38. (U) JCS 1714/46, 6 Apr 53; JCS 1714/48, 16 Apr 
53; Memo, JCS to SecDef, 19 Jun 53 (derived from JCS 
1714/49); CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 8. 
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(U) Meanwhile, the Truman Administration mounted 

a final diplomatic offensive during November-December 

1952 to resolve the Iranian-British dispute. On 7 

November, the President accepted Secretary Aches~n' s 

plan to advance the Iranian Government up to $100 

million against future oil deliveries. Also, he 

approved a voluntary program under which US oil compan

ies, either alone or in conjunction with the Anglo

Iranian, would purchase and market Iranian oil. ·If Dr. 

Mossadegh agreed to arbitrate compensation, therefore, 

the United States immediately would extend assistance 

and oil shipments would resume. 39 

(U) During the early months of 1953, Dr, Nossadegh 

still refused any compromise. President Dwight Eisen

hower, upon entry into office in January, continued 

both technical and military assistance to Iran in hopes 

of encouraging a British-Iranian settlement. Soon, 

however, it was obvious that no settlement· was possible 

and, on 29 June 1953, President Eisenhower notified the 

Iranian Premier that the United States would supply no 

further aid or purchase Iranian oil. 40 

(U) Dr. Mossadegh's support within Iran came from 

widely divergent groups, united only on the issues of 

nationalization and elimination of British influence. 

with the oil refineries idle and the resulting loss of 

income and employment, Dr. Mossadegh's popular support 

began to fall away in 1953. Moreover, although 

fiercely anti-communist himself, the Premier relied 

increasingly on the support of the communist Tudeh 

Party. Simultaneously, he began to adopt more dic

tatorial methods. In so doing, he brought about a 

crisis and showdown with the Shah. 41 

39. Acheson, Present at the Creation, pp. 681-685. 
40. Dept of State Bullecin, 20 Jul 53, pp. i4-75. 
41. Smith et al., Area Handbook, Iran, pp. 68-69. 
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(U} Early in August 1953, Dr. Nossaaegh announced 

his intention to dissolve the Majlis and held a refer

endum to endorse this decision. The Shah responded by 

dismissing Dr. Mossadegh and appointing General 

Fa zlollah Zahed i in his stead. Dr. Mossadegh defied 

his order and announced the deposition of the Shah. 

Rioting erupted in Tehran and · the Shah fled the· 

country. On 19 August 1953, aft.er four days of· 

anarchy, General Zahedi rallied the Army behind the 

Shah, arrested Dr. Mossadegh, and assumed the premier

ship. Three days later, on 22. August, the Shah re

turned to Tehran to a .tumultuous public welcome.42 · 

~ JCS action during the cri.sis was restricted 

to preparation of a .list of forces that might .be 

dispatched to Iran or the Persian Gulf for periods of 

time ranging from a few days to two months. Subse

quently, at·JCS direction, CINCNEL~I reaaied a "U.S. 

Joint Plan for Operations in the Middle East." It 

provided for US Air Force ahd- ·Marine units from Europe 

and the Med(terranean to seize and secure Abadan and 

Tehran followed by the airlifting of ground forces to 

assist in the maintenance of law and order. 4 3 

(U} In subsequent years, a number of accounts 

have indicated clandestine US encouragement, support, 

and direction of the overthrow of Dr. Mossadegh. 

Official files, however, reveal no indication of. JCS 

involvement in these activities. 44 

42. Smith et al., Area Handbook, Iran, '-"· 69. 
43. (U} CM-20-53 to CSAF et al., 20 Aug 53; 

SM-1539-53 to JSPC, 21 Aug 53; CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48} 
sec 9. (:».!} Dec On JCS 1714/55, 9 Dec 55, same file, 
sec 10. ('lli IIOP'6fH4) CINCNEL~I OPLAN 207-54, 1 Feb 54, 
same file, BP Pt 2. 

44. See Kermit Roosevelt, Countercoup, 1he Strugole 
for the Control of Iran ( 1979). Roosevelt reco~.:nts a 
meeting on 25 June 1953 where the Secretary cf State 
approved US support for an effort to overthrow 
Mossadegh. Among those listed as <lttending were 
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(U) With the removal of Dr. Mossadegh e•;ents in Iran 

resumed an even keel. Accordingly, the United States 

resumed economic and military assistance to Iran in 

September 1953. Thereafter, on 5 December 1953, 

Britain and Iran reestablished diplomatic relations and· 

the two countries resolved their oil dispute the· 

following summer. As provided in an agre-ement of 5-

August 1954, an international consortium of us,
Br.i tish, and Dutch companies would extract, refine, and 

distribute Iranian oil with Iran receiving 50 percent 

of all profits. In addition, compensation would be.-

paid to the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company. This agreement, 

which was· to last for 25 years, was ratified by the 

Majlis in·October 1954. 45 

The Beginning of us Militarv Assistance to Iran 

.(U) In.- the period 
II, the. Untted States 

Iran. · Initially, this 

immediately. af.ter World War 
begao.-to gi.ve military aid to. 

I 

support was for internal secur-

ity purposes, provided in the hope of improving Iranian 

stability. As already mentioned, 46 the -Secretary of 

State approved the first military assistance for Iran 

in October 1946,. deciding that the United States would 

sell Iran $10" mill lion worth of equipment. The 

following year, the program was continued through an 

agreement, signed on 20 June 1947, extending Iran 

Secretary of Defense Charles Wilson and a military 
aide, but no member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
Roosevelt also reports a briefing to Presiaent Eisen
hower after the successful completion of the operation 
where Admiral Arthur Radford, Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, was present. 

For a further discussion of reports of us involve
ment in the ~lossade.gh overthrow, see Rouhollah K. 
Ramazani, Iran's Foreion Policv, 1941-1!:1i3 (1975), pp. 
249-250. 

45. Smith et al., Area llandbcok, Iran, pp. 70-71. 
46. See above p. 17. 
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credit to purchase S25 million worth of surplus US 

arms. 47 

(U) In 1949, the United States decidea to continue 

military aid to Iran ana to place this assistance on a 

grant basis, incorporating Iran into the newly consoli

dated US military assistance program for FY 1950. The 

Foreign Assistance Coordinating Committee, an interde

partmental group that oversaw the preparation of the US 

assistance.program, placed Iran in the second of three. 

priority groups and proposed that it be granted "token" 

military assistance, defined as aid sufficient to 

insure the political orientation of the recipient 

towards the Un.ited States. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 

reviewed the overall aid program in· February 1949 and 

found· it- "generally sound" without commenting on the 

Iranian portion. 4 8 

(U) Several weeks lat·er, however, on 14 March 

1949, the Joint Chiefs of Staff did. provide the secre

tary of Defense specific cprn~ents with respect to Iran. 
I 

They pointed out that Iran, because of its geographical 

position, would be of strategic importance to the 

United States in the .. event of .war with the Soviet 

Union, and that the United States should maintain 

friendly relations with Iran, so as to stabilize the 

Iranian Government as a means of preventing communist 

encroachment. The long-range security objective of the 

United States should therefore be to supply the-Iranian 

Army with such equipment and support "as. would reason

ably insure maintenance of internal security, a stabi

lized government, and prevention of interference from 

41. EdJ.torial ~ate, Foreian Relations of tr.e United 
States, 1947, val ·;, p. S<1 • 

48. (U) FACCD-3/1, 7 Feb 49, App-B to JCS 1866/57, 
9 Feb 49; (U) t·!emo, JCS to SecDef, 21 F'eb 49 (oerivea 
from JCS 1868/59); CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 19. Prior to 
this time, assistance programs to individual countries 
and regions had been the subject of s•:parate legisla
tion; now all were to be consolidated into a single law. 
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outside forces, other than direct invasion." To this 

end, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended the appro

priation of $12.3 million for military assistance to 

Iran, divided among the services as follows: Army, $10 

million; Air Force, $2.3 million. 49 

(U) The Foreign Assistance Coordinating Committee 

increased the amount for Iran to $15.2 million in the 

consolidated S 1.45 billion aid program that was ap--

the Truman Administration in April proved 

1 9 4 9. 

by_ 

The Congress, however, reduced the overall 

and the final program included only figure somewhat, 

$27.6 million· to be shared by Iran along with Korea and 

Of that total, the Joint Chiefs of the Philippines. 

Staff recommended an allocation of S 10.45 million for 

Iran. The Administration, 

figure to $11.7 milliorr. 50 
however, raised this 

(U) Subsequently, 6n 23 May 1950, the United States 

and Iran agreed that the Qnit.ed States would provide 
I 

Iran "·on· a ·grant basis" equipment, materials, and 

services for security and self-defense purposes. Also 

included was provision for US technical personnel in 

Iran to implement the ter.ns of the agreement. Accord

ingly, the United States established ln 1950 the 

Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG) Iran. 

Besides the MAAG, there already existed in Iran, 51 

two small US military advisory elements--the us 

4~. (G) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 14 Na::: 49 (aerived 
from JCS 1868/62), CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 21. 

50. (U) Memo, SpecAsst to SecDef for MilAsst to DJS 
et al., 27 Apr 49, Encl to JCS 1868/72, 2~ Apr 49, CCS 
092 (8-22-46) sec 21. (U) l1emo, JCS to SecDef, 23 Sep 
49 (derived from JCS 1868/111), same file, sec 29. 
Spec Msg to Congress, 25 Jul 49, Public Paoers of the 
Presidents of the United States, harry S. Truman, 1949 

· ( 1964), pp. 395-400. PL 324 (The i1utual I;efense 
Assistance Act), 6 Oct 49. PL 430, 28 Oct 49. Defense 
Security Assistance Agency (DSAA), "DS.\A Fiscal Year 
Series: Iran." 

51. Seep. 17. 
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Military Mission with the Imperial Iranian Gendarmerie 

(GENMISH), ana the US Military Mission to the Iranian 

Army (ARMISH).S 2 

(U) The United States continued to grant military 

assistance to Iran on a modest scale during the 

Mossadegh period, except for a three-month period, 

July-September 19S3. In all, from 1 July 19S1 through 

30 June !9S3, $66 million were programmed and equipment 

valued ~t $42.4 million was actually delivered to the 

Iranian armed forces. The Joint Chiefs of Staff played 

an important role in the program, recommending both the 

amount to be programmed· and the way it was to be 

spent.s 3 

(U) President Truman, on 9 January 19SO, had asked 

the Congress to appropriate $1 •. 1 billion for military 

assistance for FY 19S1, to be allocated among the NATO 

countries, Greece, Turkey, Iran, Korea, and the Philip-

pines. Acting at·- the direction of the Secretary of 

Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended the 
. \ ~ ... 

amounts to be allocated to each country. They proposed 

$11.S million for Iran. After the outbreak of the 

Korean War, however, the Congress acceded to the 

President's request for a substantial increase in 

military assistance funds. In the finally approved 

program, Iran received a much larger share, amounting 

to $2S.S million.s 4 

(U) During the period 1950-1952, Iran hela a low 

priority among MAP recipients. British and US military 

planners felt that they lacked the forces to aefer.d 

52. 1 UST 420. (C) USSTRICOM/USAF, "DOD Aavisory/ 
Support Study - Iran, n.d., Encl to Att to 
JCS 2315/498-S, oct 71, JMF 037 (29 Jul 70) sec 2. 

53. (U) DSAA, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran." 
54. (U) Public Papers, Truman, 1950_, pp. 59-60, 

547, 564-566. (U) Memo, SecDef to CJCS ana Chm, 
~lunitions Brd, 30 Jan SO, Encl to JCS 2099, 31 Jan SO, 
CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 33. (U) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 11 
~.ay 50 (derived from JCS 2099/6), same file, sec 36. 
(U) Memo, secDef to CJCS, 8 Jun 50, Encl to 
JCS 2099/18, 10 Jun 50, same file, sec: 39. (U) DSAA, 
"DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran." 
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Iran. In case of general war, they hoped only to 

hold an "Inner king" compr is ins Lebanon, w-ore an, ana 

Israel. Nonetheless, on 5 Februsry 1951, the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff did recommend a modest increase in the 

FY 1952 military assistance for Iran: $34.9 million, of 

which $31.9 million was for the Army~ These funas were 

primarily for maintaining existing equipment; only a 

"limited amount" of additional equipnent was recom

mended to "improve the efficiency of the Army and 

Gendarmerie." Ultimately, the Congress appropriated 

$372 million (as Title II of PL 249) for Greece, 

Turkey, and Iran. Thereupon, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

"refined" these Title II funds, recommending an 

allocation for Iran of $30.6 million ($28.2 million for 

the Army and $2.4 mill.ion for the Air Force). The 

Secretary of Defense approved these recommendations on 

13 February 1952, but subsequent revisions reduced the 

final amount to $28.4 million.ss 

(U) JCS responsibility for· preparing Mi.litary 

Assistance. programs was 'b~badened under new proce

dures adoptee by the Department of Defense in August 

1 9 51. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were now to seno 

"program 

~lilitary 

objectives" and "screening criteria" 
\ 

Advisory and Assistance Groups (MAAGs) 

to 

as 

guidance for preparing detailed "force bases" fer cheir 

respective countries. After approval by the Joint 

Chiefs of· Staff, these force bases would t;le used 

by the NAAGs to estimate requirements. 'l'he ~1AAG 

requirements, in turn, would allow the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff to make recommend at ions to the Secretary of 

Defense for allocating funds among recipient countries. 

He then would submit recommenaations to the cureau of 

S:J. (U) Memos, SecCef to JCS, 9 Nov 50, Encl to 
JCS 2099/6 3, 10 Nov 50, CCS Ci92 ( 8-22-46) sec 4 5; 
SecDef to JCS, 27 Dec 50, Encl co JCS 2099/i2, 27 Dec 
SO, same file, sec 47; JCS tc SecDef, 5 Feb 51 (aerivea 
from JCS 2099/77), same file, sec 49. ,U) M.err.o, JCS to 
SecDef, 16 Jan 52 (derived from JCS 2099/1 Stj l; (TS) 
~ierno, SecDef to JCS, 13 Feb 52, Encl to JCS 2099/171, 
13 Feb 52, same file, sec 65. (U) PL 249, 31 Oct 51. 
DSAA "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran." 
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the Buaget as the. basis for the President's request to 
the Congress for Military Assistance Appropriations. 56 

( U) Under this program, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

issued their "pr6gram objectives" on 4 SeFtember 19~1. 

Their expectations for Iran were very modest: "Consis

tent with Iran's ability to absorb it, accelerate and 

expand military assistance provided such assistance 

will help restore stability and increase internal 

security." On 26 October 1951, they approved the 

following force bases for Iran: 

M!I1Y 
~infantry divisions 

1 mechanized combat command 

Nap 
gun boats 

3 patrol craft 

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

~~rsonnel Strength 
Army 
Navy 
Air Force 

\ .. -~ 

127,000 
2,617 
5,200 

134,817 57 

(~) Based on the above requirements, the Joint 
Chiefs Chiefs of Staff made FY 1953 MAP recommenaations 

for Iran on 1 February 1952. They sought $20 million 

for the Iranian Army for maintenance, training, modest 

amounts of new motor transport, and medical and ·signal 

equipment. They recommended $40 million for all the 

Title II navies (Greece, Turkey, Iran, and Yugoslavia) 

without· breaking. down the amount among the countries. 

So. (0) JCS 2099/115, 7 Jul 51; Dec 
9 Jul 51; N/H to JCS2099/118, 6 
(8-22-46) sec 56. 

57. (U) JCS 2099/121, 24 Aug 51, 
sec 57. (U) JCS 2099/154, 26 Oct 
sec 6 4. 
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They did the same for air forces, but reported split 

views: The Air Force Chief of Staff favored $512.46 

million; the other Chiefs recommended only $397.14 

million. The Secretary of Defense decided in favor of 

the majority, but later adjustments resulted in a final 

DOD recommendation for Iran as follows: 

Material 
Army 
Navy 
Air Force 

Training 
Total 

(19,400,000) 
( 902,536) 
( 883,362) 

$21,1&5,898 

1 ,500 ,000 
$22,685,698 58 

(~ The Preident requested $606 million of the 

Congress. for the Near and ~Iiddle East without breakdown 

by individual country; f ina! appropriations, however, 

amounted only to $499 million. As a result, the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff recommended and the Secretary of 

Defense approved an allocat~~n for Iran of $21 million 
' I 

(Army· $19.2- million, Navy S.9 million, ana Air Force 

S .9 million). Subsequent adjustments reduced the 

f ina! program to $19. 1 million. 59 

58, (U) Hemo, JCS to Secuef, 1. Feb 52 (derivea 
from JCS 2099/169); (TS) Memo, SecCef to JCS, 9 Feb 52, 
Encl to JCS 2099/70, 11 Feb 52; CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 
67. (TS) Memo, SecDef to JCS, 13 Mar 52, Encl to JCS 
2099/180, 17 Mar 52, same file, sec 70. 

59. ( U) Special ~;essage to Congress on the Mutual 
Security Progra:n, Fublic Papers, Trurr,an, 1952-1953, 
p. 182. (U) Diaest of Approoriations, 1953, PF'· 40-41. 
(TS) ~iemo, CepSecc-et to JCS, 21 Jun 52, Encl to JCS 
2099/209, 25 Jun 52; (TS) t-1/h of JCS 2099/209, 10 Jul 
52; CCS 092 (8-22-46) sec 76. (U) Hemo, JCS to E.ecDef, 
18 Jul 52 (derived from ,JCS 2099/216); (U) N/H of JCS 
2099/216, 29 Jul 52; same file, sec 77. DSAA, "DSAA 
Fiscal Year Series: Iran." 
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BUILDING TEE ANTI-SOVIET BARRIER 

1953-1960 

( U) Following the removal of Dr. ~!ossadegh, the 

United States became even more committed to the main

tenance of a stable and pro-Western Iran. Not only did 

Iran possess grant quantities of oil needed by the 

~estern nations, but its strategic location had taken 

on added significance in light of the us policy of 

containment of the Soviet Union. Situated along the 

northern rim of the Middle East, Iran was viewed as a 

principal link in a barrier against Soviet expansion 

into the Middle East and the Persian Gulf. According

ly, from 1953 and throughout the remainder of the 

1950s, the United States pursued several parallel 

objectives with regard to Iran. These included 

bringing Iran into a collective defense for the Middle 

East,. strengthening the ·Iranian armed forces, and 

assuring internal order within the country. 

CENTO: Iran and Collective Defense in the Middle East 

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

to the incorporation of Iran into a collective defense 

arrangement in the Middle East. Such an iaea was not 

new. The Truman Administration had entertained the hope 

of establishing a "Middle East Defense Crganization" 

(MEDO), beginning with a framework of the f.,nited 

States, Britain, France, and Turkey, into which other 

Middle Eastern countries would be fitted. But politi

cal instability in many of these countries, ·combined 

with i\rab hostility toward the l'iestern powers because 

of their support of Israel, precluded any positive 

steps toward a MEDO at that time. 1 

I. ( v) NSC 129/1, 24 Apr 52, CCS 092 Palestine 
(5-3-46) BP pt 1. 
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( U) Soon. after the Eisenhower ;>.dministration took 

office, Secretary of State John Foster Dulles made a 

three-week tour of the Middle East. Upon his return, 

he gave a public report in a television address on 1 

June 1953. It was "high time," he said that the 

United States paid greater attention to that area of 

the world. on the subject of collective defense, 

Secretary Dulles made the following remarks: 

A Middle East Defense Organization is 
a future rather than an immediate possi
bility. Nany of the Arab League countries 
are so engrossed with their quarrels with 
Israel or with Great Britain or France 
that they pay little heed to the menace of 
Soviet communism. However, there is more 
concern where the Soviet Union. is near. 
In general, the northern ti~r of nations 
shows awareness of the danger.~ 

The Secretary 

regarded as the 

did not 

"northern 

indicate 

tier," 

what 

but in a 
nations he· 

report to 

the National Security Council, he identifiea them as 
I 

Pakistan, Iran, Iraq, Syria, and Turkey. 3 

(U) Following the overthrow of Dr. Mossadegh, the 

NSC Planning Boara4 prepared a new policy statement 

(NSC 175) toward Iran in December 1953. Among other 

things, the Planning Board foresaw that Iran might 

be willing to enter into a regional defense arrange

ment within a year or two if the oil controversy were 

settled soon and a pro-l'iestern government · co·ntinueci 

in power. A "long-range program" of improvi~g Iran's 

armed forces was recommenced, "relatea to the t:rog

ress made toward effective regionul cefense plans." 

.o. Dept of State Bulletin, 15 .Jun 53, r:o. 831-835. 
3. (TS) NSC Action i\o. 601, 1 Jun 53. ·• 
4. During the Eisenhower Administraticn, this 

Board prepared studies and policy recommendations for 
consideration by the National security 2ouncil. 
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(U) In an appended staff study, the Planning Board 

discussed Iran's security and other problems facing 

the country. It was noted that Iran constituted a 

"blocking position" from which to oppose any Soviet 

move toward Turkey, Pakistan, the Persian Gulf, ot the 

suez Canal, and that it would provide valuable bases 

for attacks against the Soviet Union in case of 
. ' 

war. The Board cited the judgment of the US Ambassador 

in Tehran that cooperation of Iran and Iraq in regional 

defense would depend upon the receipt of "firm commit

ments" from the United States to supply military 

aid. 5 

(.;p!'l The Joint Chiefs of Staff considered NSC 175 

acceptable subject to several changes. They pointed 

out that the authors of. the study had underemphasized 

the difficulty involved in de.fending Iran. That 

nation's own forces were not strong enough alone to 

bldck a Soviet move against Turkey or Pakistan, and the 

mountainous terrain and lack'of communications in the 

Middle East would make it extremely d iff icul t. to 

support Iran. As for the prospects for regional 

association, political and religious differences might 

make it ciifficult for Turkey, Pakistan, and Iran to 

cooperate, while Iraq would probably maintain a posi

t ion of "benevolent neutrality." Turkey's commitments 

to NATO, moreover, would inhibit the diversion of her 

forces to assist Iran. 6 

~ The National Security Council approved NSC 175 

or. 30 December 1953 with minor changes, including most 

of those recommended by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The 

Council instructed the Joint Chiefs of Staff, however, 

:>. (G) NSC 175, 21 Dec 53, CCS 091 Iran (4-23-48) 
sec 11. 

6. (~ Nemo, JCS to SecDef, 29 Dec 53 (derived from 
JCS 1714/57), ccs 092 Iran (4-23-48) sec 11. 
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to recons.ider their comments on the cifficul ties of 
regional defense cooperation, aj:parently believing them 

somewhat exaggerated. Following at=proval by the 

President, ~SC 175 was issued in January as NSC 5402~ 7 

(~ Meantime, during the fall of 1953, the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff had addressed the issues of a strategic 

concept. for the Middle East and regional security 

arrangements for that area. ~ith regard to the former, 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff examined three ~;ossible 

strategies: 

1. To defend along the high grouna in northwestern 

Iran from a point on the Turkish-Iranian border just 

north of Lake Urmia eastward along the southern shore 

oE the Caspian Sea (the Elburz Mountains), then curving 

. southward to. the Great Salt Desert in north Central 

Iran. This was the northernmost line of defense that 

could be considered practicable. 

Z. To defend along the line ot the Zagros Mountains, 
\ ... ' 

extending from a point near 'the 

Iraq, and Iran to the head of the 

junction of 'l'urkey, 

Persian Gulf. ~his 

line constituted the southernmost natural boundary that 

woula provide protection for all the ~iiddle Eastern oil 

region. 

3. 1'0. concentrate forces arour.d Mosul-Kirkuk, 

Saghdad, and Basra, maximizing the e~e~y's aifficultias 

in crossing the· Zagros Mountains by ground delaying 

action and air interdiction, and ur:aertaking rr.obile 

operations to oestroy Soviet forces debo~ching into the 

Tigris-Euphrates valley. 

(:Poe") 'I'he Joint Chiefs of Staff consicerea the 

second concept, the Zagros line, the best. 'I· hey 

favored retention of tr~e thira as a t-cssible ilterr.a

tive, but rejected the tirst as· ~.;nfeasitle because of 

'· (!P'\5') NSC Action No. 998, 30 Jec 53. (TS) 
l'i S C 54 0 2, 2 Jan 54 , C CS 0 9 2 Iran ( 4- 2 3-4 b ) sec 1 1 • 
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political complications and the difficulties of pro

viding logistic support. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 

estimated force requirements for the second concept at 

four divisions and 1,100 aircraft on 0-day, rising to 

10 divisions and 1,250 aircraft by 0+60 days. Naval 

requirements were one destroyer squadron, 20 escort 

vessels, 25 minesweepers, one antisubmarine p~trol 

squadron, and various auxiliaries. Before making 

final recommendation on this matter, the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff wanted further stuay, including the views of 

the concerned commanders on the indigenous military 

potential._of the Middle East and the cost to the United 

States of developing the forces of the· countries of 

that region. 8 

~ With regard to regional security arrangements, 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff told the Secretary of. Defense 

on 13 November 1953 that "the time might be propitious" 

for encouraging ~n association among Turkey, Iraq, 

Iran, and Pakistan. such ·an arrangement, they con

tinued, 

would visualize an association of 
indigenous forces under an indigenous 
command advantageously located with 
relation to the current threat. It 
would also provide for the evolution
ary growth of a defense organization 
which could logically develop in time 
to include other Middle East coun-
t - 9 r1es. . . . 

(.:i·~·r After receipt of the views of both CI:-<Cr•::L~ and 

USCINCEUR~ the Joint Chiefs of Staff approved on 6 

6. tm JCS 1837/70, 13 Oct 53, 
(11-19-47) BP pt "·-· (.:»8'") SM-1765-53 
"ov 53; SM-1767-53 to JSPC, 2 Nov 53; 
16. 

CCS 38.1 ENMEA 
to CINCNELM, 2 
same file, sec 

9. (~ Memo, JCS to SecDef, 14 Nov 53 (derived 
from JCS 1887/73), same file, sec 17. 
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'f-
April 1953 the Zagros line defense concept for the 

Middle East. 

of Staff on 

They then approached the British Chiefs 

this matter in June 1954, proposing com-

bined US-British-Turkish discussion to determine a 

concept of operations, to include force estimates, for 

this oefense iine. 10 

(~) Another encouraging aevelopment took place 

in December 1954, when the Shah paid a state visit to 

President Eisenhower. On this occasion, the Shah 

announced that Iran had decided to abandon its tradi

tional neutrality and to cooperate with the nations of 

the free world. US officials replied by expressing a 

hope that Iran would join Turkey, Pakistan, and Iraq in 

a defense association, and by promising to assist in 

the defense of the Zagros line. 11 

(~ Following the Shah's visit, the NSC Planning 

Board drew up a revised statement ot policy toward Iran 

that was approved by the Pri~ident and the Council in 

January 1955 (NSC 5504). This paper recommended that 

the United States assist. in developing Iran's armed 

forces to enable them to "make a useful contribution to 

Middle East defense"--an objective that would admittedly 

"require a long-terrr. program involving u.s. expenoi

tures substantially in excess of present levels." The 

Joint Chiefs of Staff had endorsed NSC 5504, but had 

warned that any increase in the Iranian Frogram must be 

carefully weighed against other claims for t~e limited 

funds available and should awa i ': a more c3reful 

Ill. (gj JCS 1887/75, 18 Mar 54; Dec 
6 Apr 54; CCS 381 EMMEA ( 1 1-19-47) 
SH-571-54 to BCCS, 21 Jun 54 
JCS 1887/80), same file, sec 18. 

On J CS 1 8 8 7/7 5, 
sec 17. (~ 
(derived fror.1 

11. (~) NSC 5504, 15 Jan 55, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-.J\l) 
sec 1 5. 
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definition of Iran's military role pending develo~ments 

in Middle East regional security arrangements. 12 

(~ In April 1954, military representatives of 

the United States, Britain, and Turkey had begun 

meeting in London to draw up a defense concept for the 

~Iiddle East. .res guidance for the US representative 

encompassed the Zagros line strategy discussed above. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff did not contemplate "sta

tioning 

defense 

or committing any significant U.s. forces in 

of the Middle East at this time,"~ 

. ::rr . 
military r~esentatJ.ves met 

22 February 1955, issued their 

that the Middle East countries 

~ The tripartite 

for many months and, on 

report. They concluded 

could provide the ground forces needed to defend the 

Zagros line, but would require outside 

br~ng them up to trEe ecessary; readiness 

ana naval support · · 
-·~-

assistance to 

as well as air 

The tripartite planners 

forces required, finding 

available in the area. 14 

also set out in cetail-E~1 
a deficit in those currently 

12. lbia. (~) Hemo, JCS to SecCef, 7 Jan 55 
(derived from .res 1714/78), CCS 092 Iran (4-23-48) 
sec 15. 

13. (~ .JCS 1887/75, 18 Har 54, CCS 381 ENMEA 
(11-19-47) sec 18. (~ S~l-997-54 to CINC!'.EU1, 17 Nov 
54 (derived from .res 1887/93), same file, sec 19. 

14 .. (~ Rpt, Dep Chief of Turkish Staff, Vice Chief 
of UK Air Staff, and CINCI'iELM, "Combined Turkey-liK-liS 
Middle East Defense Study," 22 Feb 55, CCS 381 El"1~1E/I. 
(11-19-47) BP pt 2. 
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{U) On 24 February 1955, just two days after the 
US, British, and Turkish military r;-lanners had com

pleted their report, Turkey ana Iraq signed a Pact of 

Mutual Coo~eration in Baghaaad, establishing an organi

zation for collective defense in the Middle East under 

the northern tier concept. This "5aghdad Pact" corrur.it

ted the contracting parties to "cooperate for their 

security and defense.• Detailed means for this cooper-

a tion remained to be work eo out later. The Pact was 

open to acession by other interested states and it 

provided for the establishment of a permanent council 

at the ministerial level when "at least four Powers" 

had become members. Three other adherences followed 

shortly: British accession was aeposited on 5 April, 

Pakistan followed on 23 September, and on 25 October 

the Shah signed the Pact, authorizing Iranian member-. 

ship. 15 

{~ The Joint Chiefs o_L Staff supported and urgeci 
I 

US adherence to the Baghdad Pact. In their consiaera-

tion of this matter, they observed that Iran's contri

bution could be strengthened by increasing us supr;-ort 

to the Iranian forces. The advice of the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff was not accepted, anci on 11 July 1955, the 

Under Secretary of State recommendea to Presiaent 

Eisenhower against accession to the Pact. As the 

reason, the bnder Secretary cited the adver~e affect on 

"our influence in bringing about a reduction in Arab

Israeli tensions. • The Under Se ere tary of State c id 

recommend that the United States establish close 

liaison with the Pact organization in order to coorai

nate us plans and aid programs with those of the member 

b. (0) Paul E. Zinr.er {eo.), Doco.:ments en American 
Foreian Relations, 1955 {1956), pp. 342-344. Holl1s ~. 
Earber, The Un1tea States in world Affairs, 1955 
{1957), FP· 154-155. . 
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states. He also recommended increased us military 

assistance as an inducement to Iran, which, at this 

point, had not yet joined the Pact. 16 

(.If'S') The President accepted the advice of the 

Under Sec~etary of State, and the United States did not 

accede to the Baghdad Pact. At. JCS recommendation, 

however·, the us A;-my Attache in Iraq was designated as 

the us military observer with the Baghdad Pact organi

zation.17 

(.!Pt57 The signatories of the Fact held their first 

meeting in Baghdad on 21-22 November 1955. There they 

established a formal organization, including a council 

at the ministerial level with permanent deputies of 

ambassadorial. rank, a secretariat, and economic and 

military committees. A counter-subversion committee 

was added later. Thereafter planning proceeded on the 

definition of the threat to the Pact area and on a 

defense concept. The 1 at ter called for holding the 
\ .. '" 

mountain barrier made up of the Elburz and Hindu Kush 

ranges extending across northern Iran from Turkey to 

Afghanistan--a line that would provide maximum security 

to the region by containing the potential enemy within 

his own territory and denying him access to allied air 

bases, oil areas, and lines of commun1cation. The 

Iranian delegate took the lead in advocating defense 

along the Elburz range, a position that was politically 

lb. ('f'Sl Memo, JCS to SecDef, 16 Jun 55 (derived 
from JCS 1887/104), CCS 381 EMMEA (11-19-47) sec 21. 
(:Poftl Hemo, USecState to Pres, 11 Jul 55, App A to JCS 
1887/108, 19 Jul 55; Memo, Dep ASD(ISA) to JCS, 14 Jul 
55, Encl to JCS 1887/108, 19 Jul 55; same file, sec 
22. 

17. (,:p.fr7 Nemo, Dep ASD(ISA) to JCS, 14 Jul 55, 
Encl to JCS 1887/108, 19 Jul 55, CCS 381 EMMEh 
(11-19-47) sec 22. (U) Memo, JCS to Sec!Jef, 30 Set=> 55 
(derived from JCS 1837/1 17); N/H of JCS 1887/117, 2 Nov 
55;. same tile, sec 23. 
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imperative for him in view of the fact that the Elcurz 

provided the only strong natural barrier from which to 

defend Iranian territory. The Uburz concept, while 

politically essential to Iran and preferred by Pakistan, 

represented a much more ambitious undertaking than the 

Zagros defense concept approved earlier by the US, 

British, aqd Turkey military representatives. 18 

~ During 1956, the Joint· Chiefs of Staff made 

several further formal recommendations to the Secretary 

of Defense for. US adherence to the Baghdad Pact, but no 

such action resulted. Nonetheless, the United States 

did take various actions to increase cooperation with 

the Pact organization. With Secretary of Defense 

approval, the Joint Chiefs of Staff agreea in March 

1956 to comment on· studies prepared by the Military 

Corr.mittee. Then, in April 1956, a permanent US mili

tary liaison office with the Pact was establishea and, 

a month 1 ater, the US mil i tarr __ obser.ver to the Pact was 

authorized to express us views on Middle East defense 

matters on an informal basis. In aodition, the Unitea 

States began to participate in the Economic and Counter

subversion Committees. 19 

18. (0) "Communique," Baghdad Pact Council ~1eeting, 
22 Nov 55, Dept of State Bulletin, 2 Jan 56, pp. 16-18. 
()lB'J US Army Attache, !rag, "Cbservations and Impres
sions of the First Meeting, Council of the Baghdad Fact 
Military Deputies' Commit.tee, 21-28 January 1956," 6 
Feb 56, ccs 3 81 E/',;.;u, ( 1 1- 1 9-4 7) sec 2 7. 

19. (K)' Memo, JCS to SecDef, 4 Jan 56 (deri•Jed 
from JCS 1887/135), CCS 3&1 E!1MEA (11-19-47) sec..::>. 
(U) Nemc, JCS to SecGef, Bncl to JCS 1887/156, 23 ~ar 
56, same file, sec 28. (~) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 30 
Nov 56 (derived fr::::n JCS 1e87/313), same file, 
sec 51. (U) C-=c Cn JCS 1887/14'1, 3 Nar 56; (L) 
Msg, JCS 998294 to C3AK~~ Iraq, 3 Mar 56 (aerived from 
JCS 1887/149); same file, sec 27. (~ JCS 1887/16/, 5 
Apr 56, same file, sec 29. (~) !<.erne, JCS tc 
CINCNELM 1 11 Apr 56 ( deriveo fro:n JCS 1887/167), 
same file, sec 30. (U) Sl·!-428-56to USAF.Io~A Iraq, 24 May 
56 (derived from JCS 1687/184); N/H of JCS 1887/1&4, 28 
May 56; same file, sec 34. Richard F. Stebbins, Unitea 
States in l'iorld Affairs, 1956 ( 1957), pp. 94-95. 



(.'];tff Following the Suez crisis in the f<:~ll of 1956, 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff again urged US aaherence tc the 

Eaghdad Pact. They were concerned with the power vacuu~ 

resulting from the failure of I;ritain and France to 

overturn Gamal Abdel ~asser'S seizure of the Canal as well 

as the growing Egyptian influence in the ~iddle East, 

which had full soviet backing. They told the Secretary of 

Defense on 30 November 1957 that "continuation of the 

Baghdad Pact as a regional .defense organization agair.st 

Soviet aggression in the Middle East is vital to the 

security .of this area and to the att·ainment of u.s. 

military objectives." Joining the ?act, they bel ievec, 

would provide tt:e United States with an opportunity to 

establish a military position in the area if it should be 

neecied. 20 

- (UJ President Eisenhower recognizee the c;ravity of 

the situation, but preferred other measures to adherer.ce 

to the Baghdad Pact. ~;is policy, which.becarr.e known as 

the Eisenhower Doctrine, ,,'a~ 'presented to the Congress on 

5 January 1957, in the form of a request for a joint 

~:-esolution authorizing him to offer military aia to any 

cour.try in the Middle East requesting it. The objective 

was to help those countries maintain their inaepenaence 

from communist domination. President Eisenhower also 

reouested authority to use us armed forces as he deem.oc': 

necessary to protect the territorial integrity and ~oliti

cal independence of any Niddle ·Eastern state t'equesting 

help when facea \dth overt armed aggression frcm a co~nt~y 

controlled by interr.atior.al communism. 'l'he Ccr.~ress 

granted the President's request by a joint resolution 

which the President signed on 9 ~arch 1957. 21 

.<.U. 1<l'!!!"l i'•e:r.o, ,1CS to sec[.;ef, 30 !l.cv 56 ( ceorivea f ::-c:r. 
J C S 1 6 8 7 I 3 1 3 ) , c C S 3 81 H' ~:E;:, ( 1 1- 1 ~- 4 i ) sec 51. 

2. 1. ( C ) Pub l i c ? a l:'e r s o t the ::·res i c; e r. t:. , 
Eisenhc·.·er, 1S57 (1,.58), ;::;:. b-16. Eicharc F. 
The Lnitec States in worlo .".ffc:irs, 1~~7 

FF· 154-155. 
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( U) Even though the united States did not Join the 

Baghaad Pact, it continuea to look to this collective 

security arrangement to provide stability in the Micdle 

East. To this end, the United States strengthened its 

cooperation with the Pact, 

Military Committee in June 

becoming 

1957. 

a member of its 

Since the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff reviewed the stuaies of the Committee, 

this ac.tion, in fact, only made formal what was already 

occurring on an informal basis.2 2 

(U) The US hope that the Baghdad Pact would prove a 

stablilizing influence in the ~liddle East received a 

severe setback in 1958. en 14 July, a leftist revolu

tion in Iraq overthrew the pro-loestern monarchy and 

substituted· a new "I<epublican Government." This new 

regime subsequently disassociated Iraq from the Pact, 

which then moved its headquarters to Turkey and became 

known as· the Central Treaty Organization (CE.NTO). 

Although Turkey and Iran formea a continuous block 

along the Soviet border, 'tti.e\ withdrawal of Iraq from 

the organization weakened the northern tier cefense, 

and the susceptibility of the Iraqi Government to 

anti-l',estern influences exposea both Iran and 'Iurkey to 

possible danger from the rear. 23 

(U) To bolster support for CENTO ana enhance tne 

security of the Niddle East, the United States sigr.ec 

bilateral agreements in 1959 with three CENTO memoers, 

Iran, Turkey, ana Pakistan. In the Agreeme.nt of 

Cooperation, signed or. 5 Marc~ 1959, the Cni~ed States 

and Iran undertook to cooperate fer their security and 

cefense in the 1nterest of worla peace. The Ag reeme.nt 

provided that: "In case of aggression against 

22. ( 0) "Comrnunic:Je ," Eachdao i!act Council ~•eeting, 
6 Jun 57, in PaulE~ ~ir.ner- (ea.), L·ccur•ents en .i.rr.erl
can foreicn kelations, 1957 (1958), ?P· 253-257. 

23. (Ul Ricnard ?. Stebbins, 'lhe unltec States in 
1-iorlaAffairs, 15158 (1959), pp. 201-203. F..icharo F. 
Stebbins, 'Ihe United States in 1-iorld Affairs, 1959 
(1960), p. 230. Smith et al., Area h.ancbook, Ir~, 
p. 71. 
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Iran • the United States of ,o.rr,erica, in accoraance 

with the Constitution of the unitea States of f>.rr,erica, 

will take such appropriate action, including the use 

armed forces, as may be mutually agreed upon • 

of 

" 
The United States also promised to continue both 

economic and military assistance, and Iran, tor its 

par~, pledged to use this aid for the purposes in-

tended, preservation of its independence and 

integrity. 24 

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

(/fJ To play their assignee role in defense of 
the Baghdad Fact area, Iran's armed forces would have 

to be improved through training and acquisition of 

necessary equipment. The US Hilitary Assistance 

Program (MAP) was the primary means by which these 

improvements were sought. Removal of Dr. hossadegh !rom 

power and the increasing assumption of control over 

Iran's affairs by the Shah,prQvlded an opportunlty fer 
I 

uS military· aid to bring about improvements in Iran's 

ar:ned forces. As early as May 1954, the Jo1nt Chiefs 

of Staff expressed confidence in the resulcs ex(Oectec 

ot ~~F by recommending a broaden1ng of m1l1tary obJec-J 

tives for Iran, 1 ... hich the Secretary of Defense at=-

proved, to include 1=-rovision of "sorr.e res 1s::ance 

co external aggression."25 

(U) Seeking to accelerate (Orogress towards this 

goal, Brigadier General hobert 

of the MAAG in Iran, r:-roposec 

A. NcClure, CSA, c~,ief 

on ~ Septe~.ter 

three-year program for giving the Iranian am.eo tcrces 

cefensive capabilities at a cost of 5360 m1llion. The 

Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed with the neea for such a 

"~· (uj.; 10 uS'l 314. 
2~. (15) ~!err,o, JCS to Secuet, 19 ~:a::: s.; iC:e::iv•:cci 

tram .:;cs 2099/374), ccs C92. (8-~2-~6 l sec ·, ~ 1. \15'! 
Memo SecDef to JCS, 15 Jul 54, Encl tc JCS 20~~~~~c, ~1 

Jul 54, same file, sec 113. 
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builb-up, but they doubted the ability of !~an's armec 

forces to absorb such a large increase in equipment so 

fast. They also feared similar claims for increasea 

aid from neighboring Middle Eastern countries. Accord

ingly they opposed large lncreases in military grant 

aid, a position that was upheld by the Administration. 
' (U) General McClure also proposed, and the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff approvea, a change in the force basis 

of the Iranian Army in orde~ to make it conform more 

nearly to the actual organization. The new fo~ce basis 

consisted of 8 light infantry divisions, 4 light 

armored divisions, ana 5 independent infantry brigades. 

To make the switch to the new organization woula 

resuire the activation of one infantry brigade and the 

conversion of one division from infantry to armored. 

Provision of Patton tanks for one armored battalion 
. b . . 26 ;;oula e rec:;ulrea. 

¢1 Acting unaer the st.imulus of General !llcClure' s 
I 

proposal, 

ination of 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff oraered a reexam-

interim military obJectives for Iran. hs a 

result, on 3 October 1.955, .the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

acceptea the conclusion that the Zagros line must be 

indefinitely 'I' 
l- the Cnitea States was to attain 

its military obJectives in the i-!iadle East. Eoweve r, 

existing Iranian forces would not hola the line against 

Soviet attack for more than a month; they could _;:rob

ably never be sufficiently strengtheneb to hole ir.cefi-

ni:ely. An appro;:riate interim objective ·..:oulci oe to 

hole the key passes tor s1x 

operatlonal and lo~istical 

months 

help. 'I'o attain this 

capacility 'dOUlci r·:·~·~ire ex;;.enaitures of approximately 

4o. Cft) i'-ie~o, c:.:· .. -.. -...;, Ir.=.~ to ACCS G-3, ~;, 2 Se::;. 
54, Encl to JCS 1/",4 1 67; (C) t•!eir.o, JCS to SecLef, ~4 
Sep 54 (cierivea free, JCS 1714/68); CCS 09~ Iran 
(4-23-48) sec 13. (tJ c;;h of JCS 1714/80, 27 Afr 55, 
same file, sec 16. 
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5191.8 million for military training and equiFment 

during the period FY 1955-1958. 27 

~ Aaherence of Iran to the Baghcad Fact, however, 

led the Joint Chiefs of Staff to adopt a more opti-

mistic view of f',iddle East aefense. On 1 2 July 19 56 

they told the Secretary ot Defense that they consiaerea 

the l::lburz Mountain line along Iran's northern border 

to be a "sound goal on which to base 

n_ing tor force requirements. ·l c_· long-range plan-

: 

(~) A few cays 1 ater, f',ajor G~nera~.·F. R. Seitz, 

USA, Chief of US ARl•iiSH/MAAG, recommenc.;ed a. program for 

preparing the Iranian forces ·tor a 

defense. His defensive concept, 

role in Baghcaa Pact 

while calling fc:: a 

stand on foreward positions, aiffered 1n significant 

details from the JCS concept. Instead of a aetenEe all 

along the Elburz l•!ountains, General .Seit·z callo:c t::>r 

r.olding only ·the ._..esternmost sector lyir1s l"' the 

province of Azerbaijan, backea up by a second force 

holding the northern passes in t!-:e Zagros ~;oun'Cair.s 

leading to Iraq. 

(~) 'l'he Iranian armed fot:ces, r.OI<EoVet:, a:o F'~s-

ently .organized, anc de;:.loyeu r.aa or.l~· 

very limited capability fox defense against Eoviec 

"-'· (~ Memc, JC5 to .SecGe!:, 
ft:om JCS 1714/63), CCS 092 Iran 

28. (.i!"S) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 
fror.1 JCS 1867/220), CCS 3tl1 
sec 39. 
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attack. To rectify this condition, General Sei:.z 

recommenced a reorganization of the .1-.rrr.y into 12 

infantry divisions, of which 6 woulci be at half 

strength, ana 5 reduced-strength indepenoent brigaoes. 

•ranks of the 4 existing· light armored brigades woulo be 

distributed among the infantry oivisions, thereby 

enhancing their defensive capabilities. Three full

strength divisions would man the forwaro line, three 

would deploy on the secondary zagros position, while 

the understrength divisions and the indepenoent bri

gades would be stationed throughout the country to 

maintain internal order. In case at invasion, they 

would withdraw into the Zagros to reinforce its ae

fenses.29 

~ The Joint Chiefs of Staff found this reorgani

zation plan acceptable both operationally and as a 

·bas is for future programming of military assistance 

funds for Iran. They reser~ed judgment, however, 

which was, of course, not 

on 

in the defens·ive concept, 

accord with their own concept for aefena1ns the Elburz 

line. They. recommenaea, ana the Secretary c t r;e fense 

approved, adoption of General Seitz's ?rogram as the 

majcr combat force obJectives for the ~ran ian .z>.rmy •30 

least 

highest 

The concept of cefenciing the ::.lturz line, 

initially, gained official a];;;:roval at the 

levels of the US Government a year . later, 

when the President, on 9 August 1957, a;;::;:roved 1'SC 

5703/1. It call"'d !:cr t!1e Lr:ited States tc ;:rc.viae Iran 

the rr.il itary ass1stance to mainta1n =.r:r,ec :orces 

capable, with outside air and logistic sup~ort, of 

~~. 1;;i1 l·:emo, L;SAR?!ISI'l/'·AAG I::an t:a LSCINCEL;h, 
"Force Base Prograr:: £o!:' Iran, .. 24 Jul 56, Er.cl to JC.S 
1714/9i, :<:9 A;.;y 56, c-:s C9: Iran (4-:.i~-~oJ sec 18. 

3u. (~ !·lerr.o, JCS to Sec[;e f, i 9 Sep 56 ( oerivec 
frcm JCS 1714/92); (~) i'</E of JCS 1714/92., 4 Get 56; 
CC3 09~ Iran (4-23-48) sec 18. 
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l"fighting celaying actions initially from t-ositions ir.l 

~orthern Iran against Soviet forces." 31 ~. 
(U) Programs for military aid to Iran showed a 

marked increase during these years: $10.8 million in 

FY 1955; $21.2 million in FY 1956; and $75.3 million in 

FY 1957. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were askec to 

comrr.ent on these programs, but since their response 

was addressed to the Micdle East area as a whole, 

their views on the level of funding for the Iranian 

program cannot be determir.ed.3 2 

(~) At first, the Shah had acquiesced in the 

levels of military aia offered his government by the 

united States and in the .plans develo~;ed oy USAR~liSH/ 

fooiAAG for the forces to be supported by it. but ~;hen 

the Baghdad Pact Combinec tr.ilitary Planning Staff 

produced a plan calling for 16 full-strength civ1sicns 

for the defense of Iran, the Iranian monarch insisted 

that he must have armed forc1=s of this magnituae in 

order to fulfill his treaty obligations. To show its 

continued interest in the area, the United States ir. 

January 1958 offered accitional military asslstance 1n 

the arr.ount of ~14 million. 

(~) The Shah, however, contint.:ea tc t-·ress for 

even larger arr.ounts of aid. he scheaulec a tr i;:- to 

1\ashington in order to argue his case in t-erson. The 

Joint Chiefs of Statf, in a position paper preparatory 

to this visit, op~;osea an increase in military assist-

ance £or Iran on rr.ilitary grouncs. T~ey reccmir.Encec 

that, if an offer of military equi>'ment bec;,rr.e r:-c>lit-

ically aes irable to bolster the :::hah 1 S morale, 

~ I. '.~) "' sc 57 0 3/1 ' 9 A L:S 57. ccs (J 9: Iran 
(4-23-48) sec 19. 

32. LSAA, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Irar.." 
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aeliveries of materiel already programmea be speeded 
up. 3 3 

(j() President Eisenhower met with the Shah on '1 

July 1958. No increase in military a ici to Iran re-

sulteo tram the discussion. Two weeks later, however, 

the overthrow of the monarchy in Iraq by leftist forces 

changed the strategic balance in the Middle East. As a 

result, President Eisenhower called General Nathan s •· 

Twining, USAr, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff, to the l<ihite House and asked him what coula be 

done to "strengthen the military position of Iran ana 

~urkey." General Twining replieD that che Iranian 

forces were supplied almost entirely with CS equ1pment 

and that aeliveries, scheauled to keep pace with Iran's 

ability to absorb the equipment, had not met all 

requirements. He· gave the Presiaent a list of these 

equipment def.iciencies, from which certain items were 

selected tor priority 

were referred back to 

ae~ivery, while the remaining 
I 

the Department of Defense for 

fu::ther study. One option offered by General Twining, 

to bring the six undermanned Iranian div.is.ions to full 

strength, was rejecteo because of the cost ana the time 

requireo to accomplish it .. 'l'he major items to be 

su:;:plied includeo 272 M-47 tanks, 58 artillery pieces, 

1,359 trucks, and tl·;o small naval vessels. t'.ilitary 

assistance for the following years (S95.5 millie~ in FY 

195e, S72.4 million in rY 1959) retlectec these steppeo 

UF oel iveries. Significantly, tr:e figure tcr FY 1 ~59 

incl:..aeci for the first time, sales ~n tr,e an;ount of 

~~4,00o. 34 

~.L (;:;?!() ~:emo, .JCS to Seclief, 9 Ju:1 S5 (derived 
f r en. .J C S 1 7 1 4 1 1 0 0 ) , C C S 0 9 2 Iran ( 4- :2 3- 4 b ) sec <. 1 • 

34. (/) hemo, Spec«sst to CJCS to CJCS, 1 b Jul 
58, Encl to JCS 1887/477, same date; (TS) JCS 1687/478, 
22 Jul 58; CCS 361 (b-23-47) sec 6. DSA?., "LlSAA fiscal 
Year Ser.ies: Iran." 
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{~) The US commitments in 1 9 58 f~ncreasea 
milltary assistance die not allay the Shah's aFprehen

sions. He raised the question of Iranlan securlty with 

President Eisenhower, when the latter visited Tehran in 

December 1959 during a trip to Europe, Atrica, and 

r.sia. The Shah cited the threat from both Iraq ana 

Afghanistan and sought increased us support tq modern

ize his forces. The Joint Chiefs of Staff reviewed 

both the assessment of the threat and the specific 

ret.;u i:-ements that the Shah had g1ven the ~r-:s !dent. 

They found the I~anian version ot the threat "consider

ably overstated" a~~ estimated the cost of the ite~~ on 

the list of reqc:~~~ents at $600 million. They judged 

~s-. '/l Jc~-
uCS 188,/464, ~. 

sec 7 1. 

:oBI/46~, 16 Jun 58; 
.;~g 53; CCS 381 :.<·lhEA ( 
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the present and projected level of US military assist

ance to Iran to be sound, representing as much as could 

be effectively absorbed by the Iranian armed forces. 

consequently, the Shah received no new commitments 

although the United States did assure him that his 

desire for rr.odernization would be born in mind in 

aeveloping future progr~ms. 36 

~ By the end of the Eisenhower Administration, 

the United States had been furnishing rn1l1tary asslst

ance to Iran for over 10 years and had eel iverea 

equipment valued at S386.8 million. The results, 

however, were net encouraging. 'I"he Iranian Army, 

according to an NSC policy review (hSC 6010), was. 

cat:able only of "offering very limited resistence to 

aggression by a major power." 

were "weak and ineffective." 

The Air Force ana Navy 

Still, Iran remained 

critically important to the United States because of 

its strategic ldcation between the ~oviet Union and the 
\ ·~ . " 

Persian Gulf and because of l.ts great oil reserves. 

Ailitary assistance must therefore continue. As in the 

past., it should be airected toward providing Iran a 

capability tor internal sec~rity anc for a limited 

contribution towards regional aefense. 37 

Iran's Internal Affairs, 1953-1~60 

(U) The key to the success of all the military 

~lans for Iran lay in continued internal order and 

~.,. (g) heme, SecDef to CJCS, 4 Jan 60, !::ncl 
to JCS 1714/111, 12 Jan 60; (~) Ltr, Shah to Pre~, 
1 2 J a n 6 0 , At t to J C S 1 7 1 4 I 1 1 3 , 2 9 J an 6 0 ; (.:i'e") 
JCSN-61-60 to SecDef, 1~ ~'eb 60 (aerived tram JCS 
171.;;'114); J~iF 9lbl/4060 (24 Dec 59). {7) NSC 6010, B 
Jun 60, Jt·!F 9181/'?105 (8 Jun bO). 

3i. r;s;..;.., "r,s.;;.. Fiscal Year Series: Irar.." ('V) t:-2.C 
6010, 13 Jun 60, Ji':F ~181/9105 (b Jun 60). t.sc 6010 ;,as 
ado~tea by the ~SC on 30 June 1960 and a~~rove~ oy tiie 
?resident on 6 July 1960. See ( 'Ji'!l') t-../h of 
JCS 1714/118, 20 Jul 60, same file. 
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orientation towards the 1-.est. 

calm and stability had followed the overthrow cf :.:r. 

Hossadegh in 1953. Assisted by the i\rmy, the Shah 

returned to power ana internal order was restored. In 

the following several years, the political imr:ortance 

of the Najlis aeclined while, simultaneously, the 

influence of the Shah, his family, and close associates· 

at court and in the armed forces increasea. 38 

~ Eeneath the surface calr.. ana stability, ho~T

ever, a number of internal problems had begun to tester 

in Iran. A new NSC statement of policy on Iran (l>SC 

5703/1) ir. 1957, to which the Joint Chiefs ot 5taf£ had. 

given .their concurrence, first pointea out these 

problems and the t:ossible negative impact for the 

achievement of us objectives in Iran. hhile still 

calling fer a free and indepenaent Iran with armea 

forces capable of maintaining internal security ana 

contributing to t•1iddle East aefense, the. new t:-olicy 

statement aaciea the follo~in~-~bjective: 

A government that can and will make maxim~~ 
balanced use of all available resources in 
order to provide early ana visible progress 
towara economic improvements.that will meet 
rising ~opular expectations.~9 

(n} A reoort: to the t-.ational Security Cou;-:cil en . . 
Iran in October 1958 spelled out in considerably .~ere 

detail the internal problems that were endangering 

political stability there. Listea were: the re.3tive-

ness of t::e :niadle class, intellectuals, ana junlcr 

m.:..litary otticers; the restricticn on .;.olitical activ

ity; the ~alice ~ethods of the Shah and his gover~uent; 

jB. S~it.h e+: al., t\rea lianc.:bcc..k, l!"ar., p~.· 70-72. 
39. (~) :;sc 5703/1, b Feb~~. ccs G<:t2 Irar. 1~-:::3-4~) 

sec 19. \:.·} ~~e:-;.u, JCS to SecDE:f, S Fet. 57 (Ceri'..:eC 
frorr, JCS ~7i~, ~.;;, sa:r.e rile. 
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corruption in the military and civil service; and 

involvement of the Imperial family and high court 

officials in large financial and business operations. 

The report also observed that the necessity of working 

closely with -the Shah raised "a J_:.roblem of possible 

over-identification of the u.s. with the Shah's poli-

cies at a 

important 

bil ity. " 40 

time when opposition to his policies 

factor in the growing political 

is an 

insta-

(~ Another potential Iranian trouble spot mentioned 

in the report to the National Security council was the 

Kurdish problem. The Kurds, a distinct ethnic group in 

the Middle. East, inhabited contiguous areas of·Turkey, 

the Soviet Union, Iran, Iraq, and Syria. About one 

thira of these people lived in Iran along the western 

border_ in extreme poverty and neglected by the Govern

men.t. During the summer of 1958, both the Soviet Union 

and the United Arab Republic· ·began to beam broadcasts 
' 

to the Kurds in Iran promoting the establishment of a 

Free Kuraistan, ana the resulting unrest posed a 

further internal threat to the Shah. 41 

(~ As a result of the NSC re[X)r:: in October 1958, 

the United States acopted a new policy statement toward 

Iran on 15 November 1958 that called for pressure en 

the Shah to institute political, soc1al, ana economic 

reforms·. The ne1v policy, NSC 5821/1, arafted by the 

~SC Planning Boaro and concurred in by t~e Joint Chiefs 

of Staff,.retained previous US objectives ror Iran, but 

notec that threats to US interest lay in Iran's vulner

ability to Soviet influence and "the widespread dissat

isfaction of many Iranians with domes:1c conditions. 

~u. (ZJ GCE> he:oort, 9 Oct 58, .;::: ::o JCS 17o~;1Gl, 
10 Oct 58, CCS 092 Iran (4-23-4&) sec ~1. 

41. Ibid. 
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'!he latter, the state!'llent said, was ":nore irr.:r.eciately 

pressing." The key issue was the extent to 

largely personal regime of the Shah," with 

\o,·r.ich "the 

which " cne 

united States was closely identified, could ccj:e with 

Iran's growing internal problems. A major question was 

whether th~ Shah could or would take "sufficiently 

dramatic and effective steps" to insure his position 

and siphon off growing discontent. To do so the Shah. 

"'ould have the difficult task of satisfying po];:ular 

demands without alienating the conservative elements 

that provided the traditional support for his regime. 

~ Despite the •,.;eaknesses of the Shah, :.;sc 5821;1 

found no "constructive, pro-hestern" alternative in 

Iran and saw no recourse but continued sap];:ort fer him. 

6ence the United States must influence the Shah to ma~e 

"meaningful" reforms. SFecific goals incluaed: 

appointment ot honest and competent c;::overnrner.t leaders 

and delegation of. admir.i·stt;'ative responsibilities to 

them; liberalization of legislative and jucicial 

t::ractices; elimination of graft, corruption, and 

conflicts of interest in government circles and t:.e 

Imperial family; improvement of the economic cevelo;:.

ment ~rogram; and the adoption of administrative, tax, 
- f' . 1 c 42 anc 1nanc1a · re~orms. 

(~ Two years later, the Cnited States reviewed 

but made no changes in its policy towards Iran~ Cnce 

a9ain, t~ere a;~eareci to be no satisfacto~y a::E~~~~i~e 

tc the ~hah in s;ite of continuing a~c serio~s i~~er~al 

unrest. 7he u~ited States sr.culd, ~herefore, co~tinue 

to try to convince the Shah that internal ii:sta::.llity 

was t~e ~est immediate threat to his reglme. 43 

4 4 • I~) ~ ... ,.. .. ~ '- 582 i/ I 1 5 ~.ov :. c. , c-~ '-- ' - 2 !rar. 
( 4-2:;-48) 

4}. (g) ~EC 6 0 1 0 ' c Jun · 6C, ... ..... 
~· ::: l/~105 v ....: .. t 

( 8 Jur. 60) . 
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3 

STRENGThE~I~G THE AhTI-SOVIET EAh~IE~ 

1961-1968 

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

member of CENTO, 

collective defense 

Iran was actively involved in the 

of the Middle East, and US military 

assistance was.giving Iran growing strength to partici-

pate in that aetense. Yet, Iranian forces were still 

judgea far from what was requirea, especially if callea 

upon to meet a direct Soviet attack. Consequently, the 

1960s would witness expanding US military aid for Iran 

in·an effort to strengthen further the barrier against 

Soviet ex:;:ansion into the t<Jiadle l:.ast. In adoition, 

internal ;;.roblems :fOersisteci in Iran which, if not 

resolvec, could weaken Iran's ability to contricute to 

Mi6dle East aefense. 
\ ·- . ~ 

- -
The Kenneav hdminstration: Growing Assistance for Iran 

(~ One aspect of the Iranian internal problems 
was among the first matters raised by the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff with the new !\enneay Aarr.inistration. Cr. 26 

January 1961, tr.ey tole Secretary ot Cefense r..ci:.er:: 

Mc~amara that existing contingency ~lans fer Iran ~ere 

insufficie:1tly wiae-ranging to aeal with tho: many 

t:ossible t-olitically-inspirea crlses that rr.igt:c r'equire 

CS military ac::icr~. They particularly war.tec i-'lar . .o to 

&ssure t~at the Sha~'s successor wo~lc be ~rc-~es~er~. 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense liSA) agre~a that "a 

careful revie~1 ct :::~r r.ational ;:.olicy . shoulc be 

~,;ncertaken 11 ar.'...: ·: _::f;. • .=C the Departmer:t of State to 

ccllaborate. 1 

I. (Oii'S) JCSE-27-(,; to Secuef, ~6 Ja~. 61 (derivea 
trorr. JCS 1714,/nJ); <~) 1st :>.;H ct JCS 1714/123, 1 ~:ar 
61; JMF 9181;9105 ( l Lee 60). 
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( /) A Pres i a entia 1 'I' ask Force , c h a ired by t h!:! 

Assistant Secretary of State for ~ear ~astern ana South 

Asian Affairs, accomplished the desired review ana 

carried out a far broader study than originally envi

sioned by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Task Force 

aubmitted its report to the National Security Council 

on 15 ~ay 1961, stating that "the continuing trend 

toward revolution and. chaos in Iran has reached the 

point where the u.s. must take vigorous action." As 

the Shah's popular support awinaled, "the spectres of a 

recruaescence ot irresponsible anti-l~estern ~iossaaeqism 

or [a] brittle military aictatorship have loomea 

constantly larger." Obviously, therefore, the Unitea 

States must make a "major effort" to support the 

Shah and his regime ana encourage tar-reaching politi

cal and economic reforms. 2 

</J After consideration of the Task Force report, 

the National Security Council-~dopted, as a replacement 

for tiSC 6010, a set of economic, political, ana mili

tary recommendations that addresseci not only internal 

insecurity but attempted to deal. wi.th Iran's long range 

problems. To respona to the immeciiate problem the 

~ational Security Council agreed to support the exist

ing regime as the best attainable, to encourage tht:! 

<:ihah to make political and social reforms, anci to 

oppose military plots against him. The Council· also 

sought to provide Iran more substantial assurance of uS 

support against Soviet attack ana ':o ileac: ott: derr.anas 

tor ever increasing military aid. Specific proposals 

in cl udeci: 

a. Urgently examining the desirability of ( 1) 

moving ear::-.arked forces to locatior.s where they 

.<. (Y!, Presiaential Task Force Stuay, "A Review of 
Problems 1n Iran and Recommenaat1cns for the National 
Security Council," 15 tv1ay 61, Att to JCS 1714/129, 15 
hay 61, JNF 9181/9105 {9 Nay 61) sec 1. 
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cot.:ld assist Iran rr.or-: rapialy anc (2) siv1n9 :r<>r, 

~ere information about CS plans. 

b. Continuing MAP support for the Iranian arme6 

forces up tc a level cf about 200,000 men. 

c •. Helping to identify the key considerations in 

aeciding how to react against a Soviet attack, 

developing plans for ( 1~he introduction 

two divisions and (2)1t..... 

of up to 

-,---

(1'l --=-=-ting Assista: ;;];~ta~y of De tense ( ISA) 

askea the Joint Chiefs of Staff for their views on the 

recommendations described in (a) and (c) above. Their 

answer, although it acknowledged that Iran's irroportance 

"cannot be over-emphasized," stated that the unitec 

States lacked enough strength-in-being permanently to 

station sufficient forces in or near Iran. Pre-

positioning of equipment and.-temporary "show of force" 
I 

or "token"· deployments were l?Ossible but the aelays 

inherent in obtain1ng transit ana base clearances might 

restrict immediate responses to the moverr.ent cf na·:al 

forces into adjacent waters. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 

cescribed periodic dispatcning of units tor r:.aneuvers 

or exercises as "feasible and desirable." 

cpposeci the earmarking of units as "irr.practical" ana 

the ir:parting of more information about CS plans as 

"ur.cesirable ." i'.nd, since existing plans alreaay 

;:ro·;ided fer possible employrr.ent of more .~han two 

uivisions, additional planning efforts a;:pe~reu 

Llnr.ecessary. In conclusion, the Jo1nt Chiefs of Start 

believeo that a commitment of substantial forces to 

opp:;se Soviet '=ggression might well spark a· general 

.o. \l') Memo, LJe,:.Seccef to CJCS et al., 2':! hav o1, 
~ncl ':o JCS 1714/131, 1 Jun 61, JrlF 9161i91i.J5 (S ~1ay 
6 0) sec l. 
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war, in which case no sizeable uS units were slatec :or 

early deployment to the 1-Jiddle East. 4 

(TS) A few months later, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

raised additlonal doubts about defending Iran against 

Soviet attack. They gave their views in response to 

inquiries by President Kennedy who feared that Soviet

instigated pressures on Berlin ana Laos might presage 

diversionary pressure on Iran. Since no plans dealt 

specifically with a limited war confined to Iran, ana 

involving US and Soviet forces, the Deputy Secretary of 

Defense asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 7 October 

1961 to ~ss US capacity for fighting almlted war 

ln Iran, · 'I·he JCS 

answer o October was deciaedly pessimls ic. They 

held out hope of resisting "limited Soviet intervention 

and probing aggression," 

stantial ana determined" 

but not of opposing a "sub-

incurs ion. In northeast 

Iran, scanty road and rail facilities would limit uS 

forces to two divisions plus- -two battle groups. That 

force, together wich Iranian units, was simply too 

small to stop a sizeable Soviet attack. Any commit:nent 

of US forces, they continued, must be precede~ by a 

cecision to do \;hatever was necessary to achieve 

national objectives. In oro~; to assure "any chance of 

success," there would have to be im;ne · attacks 

against air .bases in the Soviet 

4. (;t) t1emo, ;..ctg ASD(ISA) to CJCS, 2 Ju:1 61, 
Encl to JCS 1714/132, 7 Jun 61, JNF ~1~1/9105 (9 ;·:ay 
61) sec 1. (~) JCSM-443-61 co Seclie f, 2& Jun 61 
(derived from JCS j714/133), same file, sec 2. 

5. Ill'S') ~temc, DepSecuef to CJCS, 7 Oct 61, Att 
to JCS 1714/134, ~Get 61, J~iF 9181/9105 (9 t··,ay 6i) sec 
2. (~ JCSN-741-5~ to SecDef. 20 Uct 61 tceri·:ed trom 
JCS 1714/135), sa~e file, sec 3. For subseque:1t dlscus
sions, see ~~ 1·:e::w; Actg ASD( ISA) to CJCS, 20 Get 61, 
Att to JCS 1714/13ti, d Oct 61; ~) JCS~I-760-61 t::l 
SecDef, 9 Nov 61 (derived from JCS 1~14/137); same 
file. 
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(~ horeover, the .:;oint Ct:iefs of Staft doubted 

that the Iranian forces, by themselves, could ret.:el, a 

soviet attack. They mace this observation in briefing 

pa~ers for the Assistant Secretary of Defense ( ISA) in 

~iarch 1962 in preparation for a visit of the Shah to 

washington. At that time, they expressed the view that 

the Iranians could stop an Iraq1 or Afghan invasion, 

but lackea "any significant capability" against the 

Soviets. Concurrently, the Joint Chiefs ot Staff 

supplied Secretary McNamara with appraisals of Depart

ment of State suggestions to: sene a military ~lanning 

group to Tehran; divulge IJS plans for waging limited 

war to the· Iranians; and r:-re-position some equi~;ment in 

Iran. They were willing to outline a aefense concept 

in general terms and to send, "under cover ot tl':e 

~:AAG," a plannir.g group that woulc1 assist in developing 

ae·tailea plans. But they were op;::.osed to fre-J,:osition

ing equipment for a battl~ gtoup, on grounas that the 

Soviets ~auld tinci such a step provocative and that the 

small amount of equipment sent would lessen r.;s creait

ability. 6 

(21 while in v.ashingtcn, the Shah met l<iltl-. secretary 

~icl'<amara and the Chair:nan of the Joint Chiets ot Statf 

0:1 12 April 1962. ~lr. 1·lcNamara ex~;ressec LS "'ill1r.g-

ness to send a planning team to Iran, and to rr.ake a 

"firm unaertaking" on ~.Ar> aeliveries during FYs 1~63-

1967. This five-year program for modernizc.tion ::t ti1e 

Iranian armed forces would include: :no::-e c:-.c.r. i G ,CUU 

6. (Ji() l':emo, ASD(ISA) to CJCS, 21 i·:ar 62, At:t 
to JCS 1i1-i/141, 25 ~.ar 62; (~) CCSi·!-233-62 to .becl:et, 
29 har 62 (aer1•:ed from JCS 1714/143); ;:.;; :-;e:r.o, 
L.;ASD(ISA) to I'.Ct<; cjcs, 2~ i"ar 6:, [nc~ to 
JCS 1714;142, 25 ~ .. :ar-72; (~ JCSr·!-241-6~ to .::-:cee:::, 31 
ir,ar o2 (cerivea .trorr, JCS 1714/1'14); JNF 91b1/5420 (21 
i•:ar 62). 
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vehicles; t·.;o rnines·.;eepers; 16 transport aircraft; 

26-52 supersonic fighter-bombers ( 2-4 squaarons); 

airfield construction; and an early warning radar 

system. He asserted, however, that the Iranians "basic 

force level" ought to be 150,000 men. The Shah coun-

terea by citing CENTO studies 

tial increases rather than 

that recommended substan

force reductions. Nr. 

NcNamara proposed, ana the Shah quickly agreed, that 

the US planning team should study deployments and force 

levels. 7 

(;) Accordingly, the Joint Chiefs of Staff ais

;;.atched a Military Planning Team, headed by Brigadier 

Genral H. S. Twitchell, USA, to Iran. The Team pre

sented and the Joint Chiefs of Staff endorsed five 

Jr.easures. 

16G,OOO men. 

First, support a force level of about 

Second, assist in completion of a main 

air base and construction of a forward airfiela. 

Third, 

system 

approve an aircraft control and 
\, ... ' . 

ana related commun1cat1ons plan 

warn in; ( AC&I-.) 

that included 

construction of four radar stations and seek British 

cooperation in building two additional stations. 

fourth, consider the reinsertion of two frigates in the 

five-year progra:n. Fifth, resolve within the (.E:;'::O 

trameworic Iranian-US cifferences over force goals. 1'he 

Seputy Secretary of Defense approvea everyt~ing exce~t 

. h f . 8 act1on on t e two r1gates. 

--7',-.-TTr Annexes E ana C to S~i-514-62 t.o JC~, 2 
t•. a y 6 2 , J ~! F 9 1 a 1 / 3 i C; 0 ( ~ 1 A <' r 6 2 ) s e c ~ . ( 1l ,\ :a e 
l·!e:tloi:-':, 12 Apr 62, ~ncl 2 to 1-'eport of VS ~·iilitary 
:1anrang 'l'eam, Iran, 20 Jul 62, Encl to .::cs 1714;154, 
21 Jul 62, JMF 91~1.1 3100 (21 Apr 62) sec 4~. 

8. ($") SH-538-6::. to BG''l•.o~itchell, 1G :t.ay 62 (aerivea 
tram JCS 1714/152:, .:~~F 9181/3100 (21 A;:r 62) sec 1. 
(~ Report of ·, .. : . :·:~1 itary ?lsnnir.; 'l'ea:n, :iran, 20 
Jul 62, Encl to ~·~oi i/14/154, 21 Jc:l b2, sam-: file, 
sees 4 and 4A. l~.: JCS~I-579-62 '::.o Secf..ef, 3 Au::; 62 
(cierived frorn JCS 1714/156); :-temo, DepSecuef to CJCS, 
31 Aug 62, Att to JCS 1714/158, 6 Sep 62, same file, 
sec 5. 
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~ On 19 September 1962, the United States pre

sented the Shah a five-year program of military assist

ance for FYs 1963-1967, revised in light of the find

ings of the Military Planning Team. The program was 

based on a concept of defense for Iran against all 

contingencies, both internal and external, recognizing 

that assistance from the United States and its allies 

would be required to deter and defeat Soviet aggres-

sion. This concept also took into consideration the 

collective security arrangements of CENTO and assumed 

a forward strategy, relying on the mountain barriers on 

the northern border. The five-year program supplied 

the means to modernize Iranian forces and included the 

following: 

j.S inch rocket launchers 
submarine guns 
200 60mm mortars 
ammunition requird for training and tor a 30-cay 

t"Sserve 
additional communications equipment 
TOO h-133 armored personnel carrriers 
5,000 jeeJ:S 
1,500 3/4 to 1 ton trucks 
3,500 2 1/2 ton trucks 
250 5 ton trucks 
combat support equipment 
2 minesweepers (inshore) 
2 patrol frigates 
20 helicopters (H43B) 
civic action program supj:ort 
45 CESSNA 180 or 165 aircraft 
4 C-130 aircraft 
12 C-41 aircraft 
52 F-SA aircraft (4 squadrons) 
completion of Hamacan airfield as a main 0pceratir.g 

base 
construction of i·!3shed airfielC as c. f·.:.::· ... a::-::.. :..:ase 
conscruction of aircraft control ar,d \VJ.!:':--.:..:--.~ r2.car 

s:ations at Ha~adan anb Dez!u: 

i 1 
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'l'he Shah acce,:~ea this program the following cay, :i.O 
September 1962.9 

(..8"1 After cooroination with appropriate E.xecutive 

aepartrr.ents and agencies, incl uo ing the uf f ice of the 

secretary of Lefense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the 

Oerartment of State issued "Guidelines" for OS policy 

and operations in Iran in Se~tember 1962. 10 These 

Guidelines made no changes in US policy towaro Iran. 

The goal remainea the prevention of communist oaffiina

tion of this str.ategicaily located country. The 

Guidelines recognized that, while the external threat 

from the soviet Lnion was "unrelenting," Iran's secur

ity was· still seriously threateneo by internal polit

ical discontent and disunity. ~ith respect to fuilitary 

"lines ot action," the Guidelines callec fer mainten

ance and imt=rovement of the Iranian ar:neci forces, 

thr.ough the military. assistance program, ana expansion 

of the civic action, counte-r-guerrilla, vocational 
I 

training, ar\o t=ublic relations sectors ot the Iraraan 

military t=rogra;n. Simultaneously, the liniteci States 

should obtain a reduction in Iranian forces ~o a 

level of 150,00u. 11 

9. ()5) Mer::c tor Shah, 19 Sep 6:2; (;() L~::. ~,in of 
the Court to l.S f.1r.b, 20 Sep 62; both Atts to E.ncl to 
JCS 1714/179-4, :<6 Jan 66, JI';F 91&1 (17 Jan 6b) sec 1. 
(l;) Ltr, LSCillCi:GR to ft.SD(ISA), <.8 Sep 62, f..tt to JCS 
1714/161, :i. Oct 62, J:·1F ~181/2100 (21 Apr 62) sec 5. 
($) ~:erne of Conversation, "f lve-Ycar •'lil i~ary t-rograr.\ 
for Iran," 1~ Se~ b2, CJCS File 0~1 Iran. 

10. Curing ~he Kennedy Aamlnistration, these Guiae
lines fapers re9lacec the ~SC policy statements issued 
during the Truman and E.isenhower Aarninistrations as the 
ofticial source fer CS ~olicy towards various countries. 

11. (if) Dept cf State, Draft Guidelines for·Fclicy 
ana Operations, Iran, Apr 62, Enol to JC~ i/i~/145>, :<.b 
f..;:r 62; ($) J-=1·! 273-62 to ASu( ISA), 7 t·.ay 72, Att to 
lst !</~of JCS 171~/149, 15 l·:ay bL; J~,F 91c1/91U5 (:<.i 
t>.;;r 62) sec 1. (Tl Dept of State, Gu~ael1nes for 
?c-1 ic:,; ar.c Ciperations, Iran, Se~ 62, Att 1:0 

JCS 1714/163, 13 Lee 62, same tile, sec 2. 
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(li) In the early 1960s, the Shah finally bega:o '::J 

address the internal problems confronting his coun~ry. 

In 1961, he appointed a new, liberal Prime hinister, 

Ali Amini, who instituted measures to remove corruption 

iri the civil service, to decentralize the gcve rnment 

administration, to limit luxury imports, and to 

initiate land reform. Then, in January 1963, the Shah 

announced a sweeping program ot reforms. Known as the 

"Revolution of the Shah ana the People" or, more 

commonly, the "v;hite Revolution," the program incluaed 

six major aspects: abolition of the feudal landlcra

peasant system, breakup of large estates, and land 

redistribution; nationalization of forests and pas

tures; compensation of former landlorcs with capi t.;;l 

shares in government industry; profit sharing in all 

t-·roductive ·enterprises; a new elections law that 

J;rovidea votes for women; and creation of a national 

literacy corps, employing educated youths in government 

service to teach the illit~r~~~~. Despite the opfosi-

tion of the Shiite religious leaders, large lancowners, 

and some tribal chiefs, who saw their ;,;rivileged 

positions threatened, the Shah's program '"as er.corsec 

overwhelmingly by a national reterendum. In Septembe~ 

1963, elections were helc under the new law witi1 ·~;c;;,.,n 

voting for the first time. By the ena of the yea::, 

both the Shah and the Prime Hinister had dist::ii:utec 

their estates. 12 

\I) At the same time that the Shah lo.'as i.>c;nc'~i~.~ 
internal reforms, he remained concerneo about ex~erna: 

threats. In 1963 he was worrying more about Egyf)t than 

about the Soviet Union. In June of that year, he hac 

acvised ?resident ~ennedy that Arab ayents haa · b<;-c;·..:n 

s~bversive octi\,.ities i!1 1::-ar.' s so'..!chern provirj~es a:-::: 

a=gued tha~ pre-t:ositioni:"lg e>E eq:...:ir:me;.t fc::- ~\0w·o tc. 

three d i'l isicns was "a matter cf necessi.ty." 

14. ~rr.ith et al., Area hanat.ock, Ir.an, ~9· 73-7-1 . 
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t-;othing was acne; Iran's internal security situation 

struck US policy makers as critical out controll

able.13 

The Johnsen Ac:roinistration: ~.ore of the Same 

(U) The assassination of Presiaent 1\ennedy and the 

succession of Lyndon Johnson to the Presidency in 

November 1963 brought no changes in US policy towara 

Iran. The Ur.ited States pressed on with the five-year 

program apprcvea in 1962 despite the Shah's increasing 

aesires for additional assistance to meet threats from 

the radical Arab states. 

()1 In January 1964, the Shah sent the Unitea States 

another warni::g 

aggression. Ee 

about the growing danger of ~asserite 

told >-resident Johnson that the flve-

year plan, a;::proved in 1962, was inadequate fer the 

changing situation and warned that, if the Unitea 

St.ates was :.:r.willir.g to meet additional needs, Iran 

might have to 

that, while· he 

look elsewhere. The Pres1aent re~lied 
I 

was willing to talk about the full range 

of problems, he did not believe that basic factors 

behina the rive-year plan had changed signiticantly. 14 

(/J The Shah scheauled a \\ashington visit for Jur.e 

1964. His most pressing demand was !or ~coer:: ~-60 

tanks ana P.i-5=·1 Sheridan armorea reccnr:a1ssance ve:-,i-

cles to reFlace 414 obsolescent •'i-4/ tanks. The Jc1nt 

Chiefs of Statf advised the Secretary of Defer.se en 15 

~tay 1964 that they saw ";r,illt:ary justification" tor 

1 3 • c;i?) :.. ;:: r , Shah to F res , 1 J u n 6 3 ; ( /i S io. C S;.- :·• 
349-63 to CJCS, 13 Jun 63; CJCS flle 091 Irar.. 

14. (j/J Ltr, Shah to I-res, I Jan 64; (r.;) Ltr, 
ASC( lSI'.) to CINCSTRII\E/USCINO:EAFSA, 24 ~1ar 6~; Ji':r 
91<l1 (22 A;;r 64). On 1 Decerr.ber 1963, the Joir.t Chlei:=: 
of Staff ~ac .:es!.gnateC CI~,CS'I'~I:\E as ~LC: c6:r.:r.ar.cer 
resFonsi!:lle =or ;:;;e :'-:iddle East ( ir.clud1ng Irar;), 
Africa sc:..:t~: ci t!':e E:.:bara, anj South Asia (~·.LhFSr-.) 
uncer ti:e cc::.c-..:.rren t t.i tl e of USCii~Cl·tEAFSn. At tr.e 
sarr.e time, C!~C~ELM, the commanaer responsible tar the 
Midale East area since Karla ~ar II, was disestab
lishec. 5ee (~ JCS his::. Div., historv of the Cr.1i1ea 
Cc~manc Pia~, Lee 77, p. 23 . 
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armor modernization and military and e con om ic reasons 

why the Unitea States should remain Iran's pri.nci;,>al 

source of ar:ns. They were willing to supply ~i-61Js, 

provided production was expanded so that the Iranian 

order did not impinge upon other needs. The Sheridan, 

however, "should not be considered for MAP at this time 

because it is still in the development stage and is 

operationally untested." Subsequently, the Secretary 

of Defense approved a sale of M-60s, to be accomplished 

without any expansion of production. 15 

(fJ Final agreement between the United States anc 

Iran on the increased assistance was reached in a 

Hemorandum of Understanding of 4 July 1964. This 

~~e:norandum extended and reoriented the . modernization 

begun in 1~62 into a program of combined grant aid and 

creait assistance. The United States agreed to 

·provide additional grant military assistance during the 

period FY 1967-1969 for deliv~~y by the end of 1970 to 

include: 39 F-4 aircraft to' replace outmoaed aircraft, 

110 105mm howitzers, 28 8-inch howitzers, 1,00C 

vehicles, 1 airborne battalion, 4 twin-engine command

typ~ aircraft, and a 30-day reserve of ammunition. 

This was additional equipment abcve that cont:;inecl in 

the September 1962. commit;nent. ~~loreover, the Cnit~CI 

States '-'Culd assist I::an in financ1ng the r-urchase at 

an aaditional $250 million worth of equipment becween 

FY 1965 and FY 1969. Of this total, $50 million would 

ce cash ~urchases, ?r:ncipally for s~are ~arcs fer 

equip~ent furnishec uncer the grant aid ;rogra~s. ~~e 

remaining 5200 r., i 1 i ion would be ti1rough creai':s an6 

would include ~ ~ .j M- 6 0 tanks, 6 C-13u aircraft, 

--r5:-($) •'•s~, :_::._"~i'.li\E/C,;SCII\OtE;.FSA to JCS, :<21Sd~ 
Apr 64; (u) .::cs,,:-~- '-c~ to .SecDeC 1r; May 6~ (deriveu 
tro:r. JCS 171~;1/C-1~; ('...,.;) t·:err,o, LA.SD{I3A) C.,:) S12cLet, 3 
.Jul 6~, Att to 1-le:r.c, ~ASC:(IS-"l to CJS, 15 Jul 64, ;.,~t 
to JC.S 1714/170-2, L4 Jul 6~; Jr·lf 9181 (22 Apr ~4). 
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163 H-1 13 armorea ~ersonnel carriers, hA~K ba:calion, 

26 F-5 aircraft and 1,610 r·1-1">1S Ab rr:aclline yuns. 16 

(j) The increased us commitment to Iran in 1964 aic 

not satisfy the Shah for long. curine:; 1965, he rr.aae 

known his desire for still more haraware, citing the 

threat posed to Iran and the Persian Gulf by Iraq, the 

United Arab Republic, and Syria. The Shah wantea 

antiaircraft weapons, naval vessels, Sheridan ar.norea 

reconnaissance vehicles, ana aircraft that were super

ior to the F-5 interceptor. The Joint Chiefs ct Staff 

supported sales of ( 1) 26 F-4 aircraft, with delivery 

delayed [:;erha]::s until FY 1 ~73, and (2) a secane rit\Vih 

surface-to-air missile battalion, to become operatinal 

in 1970. 17 

(f) F.ather than accept the Jc·s recommencations, the 

Johnson Administration offeree in early 1966 to sene a 

survey team to Iran to assess the "full range" of 

military requirements. This proved acceptable, ana the 
\ ·- .... 

Joint.. Chiefs of Staff directed the aispatch of a 

tri-service Military Survey Team. The Team was lnstruc

tec to ''center on the objective of rr:aintaining the 

J::rimacy of the u.s. military presence in Iran at a 

:r.ocerate cost to Iranian resource:=." A basic 9urpose 

was to keep Iranian procurement "at a le~el consistent 

witr. legitimate .r.~litary rec;t.:irements while 

minir.'.izing the impact .•• on Iranian economic cevelop

rr.ent."18 

1 o. (}f) us-rra:1izn r-:emor;:nG~-:-: cf t:ncerst.c.r.cir.s, -i 
Jul 64, Att to E.ncl to JCS 1714;17~-2. ~6 Jan 66, J!,,f 
9 1 b 1 ( 1 7 Jan 6 6 ) sec 1. 

17. (ll') Nemo, DASD(ISA) to CJCS, 
to JCS 2315/367-1, 26 Aug 65; (KJ 
SecDef, 23 Sep 65. ( ceriveci from JCS 
4060 (12 Aug 65) sec 1. 

24 Aug 6 5, E.ncl 
JCSN-712-bS to 

2315/367-2); J,•:: 

18. (~ Ns9, Cit-.CSTRihS/lSCrt;C:·!E.il.?St'. to JCS, 1'1 Jan 
66, JCS n; 52646. (I) t-:sg, LU 1841:l t.O Tehran, 17 Jan 
66; (~) ~:erne, D?.SD( ISA) to CJCS, 18 Jan ob, r;t:t: 
t:o JCS 1714/179, 19 Jan 66; (/J JCS~~-67-66 to secGet, 1 
Feb 66 ana ~Isg, JCS 2865 to CI~<CSH;Ii\E/CSCH.G;EAFS.:., 

D1~000Z feb 66 (both cerived from JCS 1714/179-2); J~F 
9 1 8 1 ( 1 7 Jan ti 6) sec 1 . · 



-.. ,..,; 
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(.)io81 l>.fter touring Iran i:Jetwe·en 16 February and 

3 r~arch, the Survey Team, headea by brigacier General 

e.G. Paterson, USAF, recommended approval of "minimum" 

additional requirements: 

Army- 209 M-60 tanks, 19 130 Sheridans, 2 Vulcan 
air aefense battalions, ar.d a 90-aay level of 
war reserve materiel 

~avy - 8 patrol boats, 1 aestroyer, ana a 30-day 
level of war reserve materiel 

Air Force- 16 F-4s (one squadron), 2 mobile radars, 
2 HAwK battalions, and a 90-day level of war 
reserve materiel 

costs tor the five-year period FY 1967-1971 would come 

to S192 rr.illion. The Team urged that these require

ments be acceptea as "a basis for aiscuss1on" cur1r.g a 

review of Iranian military assistance. Also, since 

such acquisition would generate further training and 

support neeas, a planned S 10 million i••AP reduction 

should be studiea; perhaps the funds withhel<i frorr. 

warring India and Pakistan should be shifted to Iran. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff co~ijurred with these conclu

sions.20 

(n'J Cn 23 hay 1966, Presiaent Johnson at:provec a 

S200 million credit sales package, 11iith certain caveats. 

As re layea to the Joint Ch iet s of Stat f by the v;h lte 

~ouse Staff, the ?resident was: 

deeply concerned over Iran's worrisome 
econorr.ic ];-respects. He wants each slice 
of this new program submitted to him tor 
approval only after searching review ot 
Iran's economic position. Ee regarcs tr.e 
new S200 million as a planning tigure 
subject to annual review. he asks the.<:. 
"~bassaoor (Armin) Myer tell tne Shah of 

,g. lne 20" ~!-50 tani<s ,.·ere tne number ::ema1ninc: or 
the 460 the L:r.it.eci States z.sreea to sell Irar. in t!"-:12 
1S64 ~:emoranc~. of lnderstanclr:g. 

:c. (Z) "1-~eport ::;;: the Unlted States ~-!llit~ry Sur-.·e~· 

Tearr. to Iran, 16 Feb-3 Mar 66," J~!F !:11b1 (17 Jar. co) 
sec 1/<. (.:i'S) JCSN-240-66 to SecLef, 15 Apr 66 ( ceriveo 
tram JCS 1714/179-4), same file, sec 1. 
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his concern, 
Presi¢ynt's 
ment.:< 

t ... -~ -~ ., .. . . ..... 
' . 

while reassuring him ot the 
full respect for his j ucg-

(~) Subsequently, however, the Shah began expressing 

his aissatisfaction with some of the numbers, cos-;:s, 

and delivery dates offeree. !ie wanted, for example, 32 

rather than 16 F-4 aircraft. In fact, allegedly 

because of high US costs, he approached the Soviets 

about equipment purchases ana professed interes<: i:1. 

acquiring their surface-to-air missiles. ~his aevelop

ment was worrisome, because Soviet SAMs would be sitea 

at bases from which r·-4 ana F'-5 aircraft woulc':. be 

operating. Communications tie-ins in:volv ing all 

e!ernents of the air defense system, coula allow· the 

Soviets to gain extensive knowledge about US equip

ment. 22 

(/) !low far should the Administration move towarc 

meeting the Shah's oemands?. _, The Departn.ent of State 
' I 

saw no need to accede completely. Yet, since tt:e Shah 

had publicly committee himself to an 1ncieper.cent 

procurement policy, he could not retract without some 

face-saving gesture. "In 1 ight of all this," the 

Deputy Under Secretary of State aavised the Cep~ty 

Secretary of Defense, "we have concluaed that >'resen<: 

political hazards are great enough to call for a li~-;:le 

'give' in o·ur military proposal." On 8 July, Presicent 

Johnson offered to "consider" selling 32 F'-4 aircrsft; 

~1. (;i'6l twiemo, ExecSecy, NSC to S.E. F.eac, 1G Jun 
66, Att to JCS 1714/179-5, 20 Jun b6, JhF 91b1 (i"7 Jar. 
6 6 ) sec 1 • 

~2. (Z'J JCS 1714/182, 29 Jul 66; (U) 1-isg, cr:;<;:s'ldKi::/ 
CSCIXCNEAFSA to JCS, 251911Z Jul 66, JC:S IC. 15275, .::-:;: 
~1E1 (17 Jan b6) sec 2. (U) Ltr, Le:p lSec!>~a':e ':O 

S.;;:t.ecwef, 6 Jul 66, i'.tt to JCS 1714;179-6, 8 Jc:: 6E, 
sa.-r.e file, sec 1 • 
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tr.e Shan re!Jlied that he coula not reverse his ~iosco....

initiative without teing labelled a "U.S. r:;~r:;pet." 2 3 
1/l Tne Department of State ana. some otficials i~ 

tne uffice of the Secretary of Defense wanted to offer 

the Shah 32 F-4C aircraft at a reaucea price oi $70 

million rather than new F-4D aircraft costing $100 

million. Secretary of Defense f·JCNamara opposed a 

larger F-4 sale, apparently because the Air Force wouid 

need additional appropriations 

with F-4£ aircraft. But on 28 

to replace 

July, the US 

its F-4Cs 

A:nbassador 

in Tehran appealed directly to President Johnson, 

asking for a generous offer in oraer to forestall a 

"triumph fer Soviet policy in the tlideast and serious 

setback for our interests in this area." It was 

''erroneous,'' he adaec, ''to think Persians will not cut 

of.f their 

the Joint 

noses to spite their face." 

Chiefs of Staff aaaressed 

Cn August 

the &e ere tary 

of Defense in order to 
\ - . " 

I 

reaffir:n their judgment that it is 
essent1al to maintain the primacy of L.S. 
military interest in Iran and that every 
eftort shoula t;e maae to prevent the 
f:o·..r iets tram gaining a foothola through 
the introduction of military equ1p;;ent 
anc technicians into Iran. 

They recommended ( 1) that research ana de·;elcpment 
costs be waived on all items sole ana (2) that the Shah 

ce ot:ereci 3Z r·.:.4c aircratt at reoucea ;rices, with 
. ?4 1n 196e.-

2~. l u) Ltr, i:E!= uSe eState to t.:.er:;SecDef, 6 Jul, 66, 
J..tt to JCS 1714 ... 179-6, b Jul 66, J;··.F 9181 (17 Jan 66) 
sec 1. (~ JC:: 1714.'182, ~9 Jul 66, same tile, sec 2. 

2.:. iY'J ~cs i ~1 ~: 1 S2, 29 J~l b6; (;l DJSi·!-;1 66-66 to 
• • ( C "C. • 1 ' • •i· • r <:; •• d U L 6 • . J • o 0· • lv ...,, .:..~ J:..J. ... br-; ~~; .... .._ ... L·.-.:n:.- b ... ~ ,:,ec ... ·et, 1 n.uc o, 
i-..- 0 -:o JCS 171~:1<:<., ~9 Jul 6o; Jc':F '11o1 (17 Jar. 66) 
sec 2. iC.:) i·.err.o, S<:c;..f to C·epSecLet, 12 Jul co, il.tt to 
.; C S 1 7 1 4 I 1 6 1 , 1 5 . J u 1 6 6 , J ~~ F ~ 1 8 1 ( 1 2 J u 1 6 6 l • ( r/) 
~.ss, Tehran 4 51 ::o ?res, 29 Jul 66, CJCS ;c· ile 091 
!rar.. ( ·rhe De!=art~er.t ot state receiv2d this message 
at 1045 on 28 July.) 
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~ At a Tuesday Luncheon25 
0:1 2 August, F::esicent 

Johnson aeciaec to; 

(1) ~aive research and development costs for two 

HAV.K bat tal ions and, perhaps, co the same tor other 

systems. 

(2) Offer the Shah 32 F-4D aircraft at full cost 

with deliveries commencing in 1968. 

(3) If necessary, take. some items out of inventory 

to speea delivery. 

A Deputy Assistant Secretary of 

these decisions to the Shah, 

Defense (ISA) conveyed 

·cautioning that F-4 

aircraft and other "sensitive" items might be withheld 

if Iran acquired "sophisticated" Soviet equipment. 26 

(/) In February 1967, the Shah concluded an arrange

ment with the Soviet Union whereby Iran exchangea 

quantities of natural gas tor S110 million worth of 

soviet-made antiaircraft guns, trucks, ana armorea 

personnel carriers. 

ly, Fersuadec.i the 

Unitea- States 
I 

Shah to refrain 

pressure, apparent

from buying Soviet 

SAl-is, ana he had, in fact, alreaay assured the (]nitea 

States that Iran would not acquire scphistlcateo 

equ~pment trom the Soviet Gnion. 27 

(;) A Department ot State c•ational Folicy t-aper/. 8 

en Iran cornpletea at this same time took note, at the 

specific request of the Joint Chiefs of Statr, of 

the Shah's disillusionment ~1ith the unitea States 

,:;. '.L'ne TuesCa::• L~ncheon v.:as an intorrr.a.l meeting 
of advisers. that Fresice::t Johnson reliec Uf..C:':, ir: lieu 
of forrr.al ~;sc meetings, in reaching policy aecisions. 

26. (Jl') DJS~i-1GUG-66 to CJCS, 4 Aug 66; (jt'} i•1emo, 
LepSecDef to CJCS, 23 Aug 66, Att to JCS 1i14/182-1, 
JNF 9181 ( 17 Jar. o·.'' sec 1. (¥) Draft Acmln C!istory of 
tr.e LOC: 1963-19!:.~, ·.;,:.1 I,:;,. S15 . 

..:;,. (~ De~t .: .S':ate, ~\ationa: 
Iran, 2 Feb 61, ;,:-: :.o ~cs 1714/103-3, 
91~1 (23 I'U9 66). 

Policy 
13 Mar 

r~t=-er, 
6/, J:O~F 

26. 'l'he National ?o licy Papers replacea the Guice
lines Papers in the Johnson Ad:ninistratlon as otficial 
~s policy statements towards var1cus countries • 

.... _., a.o... . ...... .,. 



because of what he .considered a lack of adequate 

responsiveness to his requests for assistance. For 

that reason, the Shah seemea determined to become more 

independent of US military assistance, ordering 

ar~s from other countries, inclucing the Soviet 

Union. The final version of the Paper also incor

porate a JCS suggestion for recognition of the re

lationship between Iran's political and· economic 

problems with the questions ot security ana the 

source and quality of military assistance. The Paper 

provided for maintenance of the United States as the 

primary military influence in Iran together with 
' continued US advisory services ana assistance, shifting 

to credit sales of military equipment "on fairly hare 

terms." 'ihe Paper noted, however, that: 

The Shah is now more firmly in personal 
control of his nation's affairs than 
ever before. • 'o·rij_ess the booming 
economy takes a turn for the worse or 
the politi.cal dissiaents cisplay unac
customed effectiveness, the Shah's 
confidence in his own ability to rule 
and manage his nation is not likely to. 
oe shaken by a6vice ana admonition from 
even the friendliest of critics. 

(~) The Department of State ?olicy Pa·er .t-' 

contained no changes in US policy toward Iran. It 

acknowledged Iran's importance because of its strategic 

location and the cefense facilities ana privileges 

exten6ed to the United States both bilaterally anc 

through cooperation in the CEl.\TO frame..,ork. It called 

tor continued US support of CENTO and the bilaterai 

security agreement ..,ith Iran of 1959 to provide "a 

sec!..:ri-:y urr.brell.::. 11 for Iran against Soviet aggressicr .. 

!': also includea a JCS observation of tt:e Shah's 

concern .,;ith racical Arab expansion, Iraq's supr:or': 



of the Kurds, ana Soviet penetration into the i•Jicicile 

East. 29 

(/( The Shah came to i'iashington in ;._ugust 1967, 

and President Johnson promiseci hL-n that "we "'oulo ao 

everything possible to meet [his] needs" within the 

limits set by Congressional action. 

a ici not remain convinced tor long 

The Shah, ho ... ever, 

and woulo soon be 

asslstance. 30 asking the Uni to States tor further 

(tl In the spring of 1968, the Shah planned another 

visit to the United States. and had inoicatea a desire 

for an adciitional SSOO million in credits for FYs 

1969-1973. He was concerned about che _;;rotection of 

the Persian Gulf in lignt of the British ciecision to 

remove their forces from that area by 1971. 

( ~ The Secretaries of State and Defense Of posed a 

$500 rr.illion five-year commitment ':.o the Shah. '!'hey 

recommended ir:stead an offer tor a FY 1968 sales 

program of S75-S100 million. ana· a ;:remise to seek from 
. I 

the Ccngres·s the annual credit aut::orization ana 

appropriations co .Fermit oroerl:,• ac:-.ievement ot a 

modernization program during the next fi•;e years (FY 

1969-1973). Fresider:t Johnson accepcec c::is 5cvice. 

~hen the President met with the Shah on 12 J~ne 1Y6b, 

he agreed to provicie S100 mill1on ~or credit purchases 

in FY 1968 and "made it :;;lain in 9er:e::al terms that, 

within the limits of our wcrla-wiae c.r:r.s sales. pro-

grams, Iran shoulC er.joy !:1~h ;.:r:..::·rit::,_.: anc te 

able to buy high quality rnccern EC:L.i..::;..e!:t fr-=m uc " 

.::9. ()fl Dept of State, National Folicy Paper, 
Iran, :<Feb 67, Att to JCS 1714/153-3, 13 Mar 67, J~il' 
9161 (23 Aug 66). (~ JCS~:-SSo-66 to .Sec:ef, 15 sep 66 
(derivea from JC:= 171~;183-1); (Jt') I..;:r, CASD(ISt.) to 
1'\r. J .A. Yager, 23 Nov 6~, ,i,tt to JCS 1714/1 c3-2, 30 
Nov 66; same file. 

3C. (.8/ :-!erno, IL I'· hcsto\v to SecLe!' ana Secstate, 
29 Aug 67, Att to JCS 1714/186, 31 .;ug 67, Jt-iF 887 
(CY 19b7). 
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As for the Shah's long-term procurement pro<; ram, 

President Johnson pledgee that each year, :;ubject to 

satisfactory annual economic and military reviews, he 

would ask the Congress for appropriate credit author

izations and ap~ropriations. The bhah, as indicated in 

subseque;nt 

pledge as 

the .-eriod 

statement·s,. considered the President's 

a commitment for 5100 million per year for 

FY 1969-1973. 31 

<;> During his discussion 

the Shah raised the questions 

with President Johnson, 

of how the Persian Gulf 

could be protected after the British departed and 

suggested that us surface-to-surface missiles, under 

Iranian control, be stationed on islands in the Strait 

of Hormuz. The Joint Staff thought that either F-4 

aircraft or missile boats would be more sui table, but 

advised the Assistant Secretary of Defense ( ISA) that 

Iranian control of the Strait would neither kee~ peace 

in the Persian Gulf ncr assute its prc-hestern orien

tation. After all, if the Soviets oecided to move into 

the Gulf, the· :s;resence of Iranian missiles ••aula not 

deter them from acing so. 32 

(" Gn 2.6 July 1968, President Johnson informea the 

Shah that preliminary assessment indicatea that a land

based missile aefense of the Strait of Hormuz was not 

feasible. The !!resident offered, however, a compre-

hensive stuay of this matter, ana the Shah accepted. 

l'<ow, once again, the Joint Chiefs at Statf organizec: 

~1. t;fl ~Jemo, SecState to Pres, 19 Af'r 66, Att 
to JCS 1714/11:i8, 3 ~;ay 68; (jt') ~1emo, J.P. halsh to CuL 
A.C. Greenleaf, 2 1'Iay 68, Att to JCS 1714/1&b, 3 /lay 
68; J~F 887/499 (lY 1968). (IJ heme for Recore by h.h. 
hostow, 14 Jun 66, ;1~~ to JCS 1714/1gu, 19 Jun b8; (U) 
'l-"t C ::.o J-5 B? o~-6c< fer CJCS, 16 Cec 6S; J:•cf t>o7;GS1 
<n 196cJ. 

32. ~) 
(9 t'.ug 6b) 
Jun 68, Jl-:f 

JCS 18S7;'754-1, 19 Aug 
sec 1. (U) DJSM-790-68 
887/081 ( CY 1968). 
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a rlilitary St;rvey 'l'eam. This one >1as headed by ~.a)or 

General L. h. Richmond, USAF, CISCSTRIKE/USCI~CMEAFSA's 

ui rector of Plans. . ' The Team was to examlne the sea-

borne threat to Iran through the Persian Gulf and the 

Strait of Hormuz, the most feasible arrangement for 

defense of this area, ana any necessary military 

equipment augmentation. Also incluaed in the guidance 

tor this Team, as haci been the case in the previous 

teams, was the US objective to restrict the Shah's 

apf.etite for military weapons to that consistent with 

legitimate requirements in order to minimize the impact 

of military procurement on Iranian economic develoJ;.

ment.33 

(/J The Military Survey 'I'eam submitted its report 

on :SO Sepember 1968. It proF-osed a strategy for the 

Persian Gulf that insured coordinated. and rapid re

sponse by Iranian forces by providing overall commana 

airection in a single comman'9er. The 'Ieam believed 

that the Iranian armed forces already hac significant 

military capabilities to be used for this purpose 

although some additional equipment woula be requirea. 

Specifically, the Team recommended the followir.g: t;..o 

fast, rnissile-equippea patrol ships; fo~r shipboara AS~ 

sonars; tnree shor:ebasea raaars; aircraft ioentifica

tion systems aboard four ships; berthing facilitions 

at Lavan Island; ar.a a modest amount of communicatio~s 

materiel. Aerial surveillance, the Tea~ believec, 

coula be accom~lishea effectively and econo~ic~lly ~lt~ 

C-130s, which Ira~ already possessed. The Team lackec 

sufficient data to estimate precisely the cost of its 

prOJ;.Osals, but dia offer a figure of $6.75 million for 

equipment, not i"cluai~g the 1 ana-basea ra.cars a~a 

.j.j. (G) Memo, SecCef to CJCS, 9 Aug 68, ?.tt to 
JCS 1887/754, 12 Aug 68; (~) JCS 1887/754-1, 19 Aug 68; 
([i') JCSM-513-66 to Seccef, ~1 Aug 68, ana (,rt) S<-~-5&1-b& 
to CINCSTKIKE/USCI:iChEAFSA, 21 ht;g 68 (beth aerived 
frorr. JCS 1887/754-1); Jrof 657;520 (9 ;,.~,;g 6b) sec l. 



. -·-~··g 

assuming use of the already possessed C-130 aircraft. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff endorsed ti1e Team finciir.gs, 

noting that the pror:;osals involved little or no aadi

tional cost to the "Five Year Program" for Iran. 

Subsequently, in January 1969, the Team 

forwarded to the Shah. 34 

(U) Late in 1968, the Iranian Prime ~linister askeci 

that the FY 1969 ceiling on credit sales be raiseci from 

the $100 million limit, agreeci upon earlier by the Shah 

and President Johnson, to $191.2 million. The increase 

woula cover,_ among other things, 32 acicii tional F-4 

aircraft (raising the total supplied by the United 

States to 64) and 100 more Sheridans. The Department 

of Defense opposed such an increase, feeling that the 

Iranians had overstated foreign threats anc lackea the 

technical personnel neeceo to service acai tional f-4 

_aircrafc and Sheridans.35 

·--- - ,, 
I 

34. ($) Report cf the u.s. 1-lilitary s·~rvey 'ream to 
·Iran, 30 sep o&, .:: ... r i;e7/520 (~ Aug b8) sec 1A. (J2') 
Ltr, CI~CSTRIEL/~E~::.C~EAFSA to JCS, 30 Sep 6b,-~tt tO 
JCS 1Sb7;'754-2, ·, ·";:-: oi:; Ut) JCS)!-6i5-6S to ;,ecuet, 1b 
Oct 68 (ceri•;ea :!-cc JCS 1831/754-3); i/J :·,e:no, C.A?'I 
R. D. Face tc !J.JS '2: ... :l., 16 Jar: 6~; sarr.o:? tile, sec l. 

35. (U) Tab C to .J-5 c? 64-68 fer CJCS, 18 Dec 6&, 
Jl·!F eSi/081 (CY 196.6). 

es 
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POLICEHAN OF THE GULF 

1969-1974 

The ~ixon Administration and Policy Changes toward Iran 

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

1968, the British announced the aecision to withdraw 

their forces from the Persian Gulf by the end of 1971. 

The Shah, always concerned with security and external 

threats, now. became even more so. Consequently, he 

decided that Iran would, possibly with Saudi Arabia as 

a junior partner, create a military presence to protect 

the oil lifeline of Japan ana the western nations that 

lay through the Persian Gulf ana the Strait of Hormuz. 

Iran would become the military protector of the Trucial 

States along the southern -!tim of the Gulf ana the 

Arabian Sea, with or without their request or consent. 

To do this Iran must obtain much larger quantities of 

~odern weapons to counter Iraq; Syria and the more 

radical Arab states, all seen by the Shah as potential 

enerr.y aggressors. These nations wer~ being armeci with 

modern weapons, including aircratt, by the SO'Jl.et 

union, itself the ultimate, if not the most likely 

threat to Iran ana the-Persian Gulf area. 

( U) In January 1969, Richard Nixon beca:ne Fresiae:-:t 

of the ~nited S~ates and, in July 1969, he anr.ounce~ ~ 

;::olicy that s-ubsequently receiveo the name "~ixon 

Doctrine." In essence, the new doctrine held tha~ 

while the United Sta·tes would continue to previae 

economic and ~ate~iel assistance to allies ana frienos, 

i::- would expec~. -:hese nations to handle proble:ns of 

87 

.. :. . ·-' ... -



' 

internal security and military aefense, except for 

the threat from a major power involving nuclear 

weapons. 1 Thus the Nixon uoctrine coincided with the 

Shah's determination to build up his forces, and he 

was, in corning years, to cite it as justification for 

nis burgeoning military equipment requests to the 

United States. 

(~) Even before the announcement of the 1-<ixon 

Doctrine, the Shah had foreshaaowea its rationale in 

talks with US officials. -While in Washington in AJ;;ril 

1969 to at tend the funeral of former President Eisen

hewer, he had tola Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird 

that Japan was sharing too small a part of the Free 

l'iorld defense load. Later, in October 1969, the Shah 

again visited ~ashington where he talked with President 

Nixon, Secretary of State Rogers and Secretary of 

Defense Laird. He expressed great concern over the 

growing strength and truculence .of his Iraqi neighbors. 
I . . 

He was conVinced that Iran must develop and maintain 

security forces sufficiently strong and impressive to 

aiscourage any potential agg.ressors. He s!)ecifically 

asked that tl1e 54 USAF technicians who were presently 

in Iran to assist with training and maintenance in the 

F-4 program be kept in Iran for at least another year. 

Secretary La ir:i agreed to this request.~ 
~) ~1uch greater requests were in ti1e offing .. In a 

conversation wit!: uS Ambassador Douglas hacArthur II 

on 18 March 1970 the Shah expressed r.is ueter:r,inaticn 

I ( v) Paeers of the Presidents ot the Cnitea 
States, Richara c\lXOn, 1969 ( 1971), f-?· 544-:><t~. 
Paeers of the Fresicents of the United States, k1ci1ara 
Nixon, 1970, (1971), pp. 118-119. 

2. U!J i..tr, SecState to Secuef, 1~ ~ov 7(;, Att 
to JCS 1714/195, 23 Nov 70, Ji·if' 887/460 ( 19 riov 7C). 
(~J Ltr, ActgSecState to ilctgSecDef, 14 Feo 70, Att to 
JCS 1714/193, J~iF 587/460 (CY 1970). 

88 



• 

: ... , ,: 
. ·~. ,, . 

to build u~ his military forces over tne next five 

years to a level that would cost far more than the 

United States had agreed to support. The cost of this 

build:- up l•;ould reach almost S 900 million, whereas the 

United States was willing at this point to offer Iran 

credit under the Foreign ~1ilitary Sales Act of only 

S1u0 million per year for the next five years. Because 

of Iran's growing affluence, grant aid to Iran haa been 

stopped in the previous year. t•ow the Shah wan tea to 

buy four F·-4 squadrons in FY 1973 and an adcitional 

squadron each year until FY 1976 for a total of 14 

squadrons. He also wanted C-130 transports, M-60 

tanks, CH-47 helicopters, 175mm artillery ana raaar. 

The Shah asked for $800 million credit over the next 

five years, or an arrangement whereby the United States 

would buy more of his oil. He woula use every cent of 

proceeds from these oil sales to pay cash for US arms. 

The Shah was particularly'~{~turbed because the ~nited 
States was charging him almost nine' f.ercent interest 

for credit whereas France and Great Britain woulc grant 

him more favorable terms. lhe Soviet Union waul~ grant 

hior. credit over a long term for as low as t•.;o ar.a a 

half percent interest. lie said that he coula not 

~nC::erstanc why the United States refusea to hel;; him 

tuild Uf- his forces ~oo·hen he was oftering to i:elp 

imFlement the 1-<ixon L;octrine ir. an area where US 

1nterests and the interests of r..;s allies 1cere threat-

ene~. The US Ambassador sought to ~ers~ade t1~e St:~h :o 

reexamine his requirements and t:rioriti?s ana promise<i 

to see what could be cone about special oil ;:.urc:::ases 

ar.c the "onerous" creait arrangements. 3 

~. 1A hs9, Tehran 10i9 to State, 19 har 70, :.ncl 
i:i to Ol-5030-70 to Spec Asst to Pres tor :-<SA, 10 Apr 
iO, CJCS File 091 Iran. 
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(/l Ambassaaor ~iacl>.rthur cableci V.ashington that 

unless the deaalock on military aia to Iran was broken 

"we are on our way to a crisis with the Shah." Tb•.: 

Iranian monarch haci an absolute conviction that unless 

he strengthened his military posture substantially, the 

Arab side of the Gulf would fall before a massive 

radical l>.rab campaign, sponsorea and supportea by the 

Soviet Union. "Iran," he said, "is the key to whether 

the Gulf remains in friendly hands, and I need not 

spell out again its importance to the most basic 

financial, economic and security requirements of 

ourselves, i·iest Europe and Japan." 

((l The Shah was very "prickly," Ambassaaor i•lac

Arthur reported, on the subject ot Iran's minimum 

military reguiremen ts ana ci iu not 1 ike to be secane-

guessed on the matter by us officials. The Ambassador 

said that unless the United States agreea to amJ;:lify 

and extenci the 1968 agreement;, there woula be a rr.ajor 
'· I 

crisis and "an end to the special relationshiF that the 

Shah feels tor us" which had resulted in speclal 

privileges anci facilities. "he will cnly inturiate the 

Shah if we try to tell him bluntly what he coes o::- aces 

not need but if we obtain a stretchout we rr.ay oe able 

to co something. abou.t magnituae." 4 

(~) The Chairman of the Joint Chiers cf Staff, 

General V.heeler, visited the Shah in Tehran on 8 A~ril 

1970 ar.d heard essentially tne same requests ana 

crguments as had t:-,e Arnbassacior s"veral weeks earlier. 

In reporting this meeting to the President, the Chair

man said, "My overall impression is this: his Imperial 

11ajesty is aeterrnir.ed to create the military forces 

1-;hich r.e is convi:-.cec t.he security cf Irar: recc:i::-es. 

~. (lil') ~.sg, Tehrar. 1:<.47 to State, 1 "·J.::r 7u, Tao 
C to CM-5038-70 ta Spec Asst to Pres for NSA, 10 Apr 70, 
CJCS File 091 Iran. 
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fie 1~ants to buy the necessary ec;ui,:rr.ent trcr.1 the CS, 

but he will get it elsewhere.reluctantly, if he has to 

ao ~o." 5 

).81 Neant i:ne, the revamped tJSC organization estab

lished by President Nixon had been reviewing uS policy 

toward the Persian Gulf in light of the pending British 

~->i tharawal. Dr. Henry Kissinger, the President's 

Assistant for National Security Affairs, initiated the 

review in July 1969, and a final draft was submitted to 

the NSC Review Group in March 1970. Incluaea were the 

following six options for uS action: (1) US assumption 

of the former Brit ish role, maintaining a "meaningful 

naval presence" in the Gulf area and establishing a 

position of. special influence; ( 2 ) political support 
' 

tor Iran to make it responsible tor preserving security 

and stability in the area; (3) promotion of sauai

Iranian cooperation in the hope of insulating the Gulf 

states from outside pressures; (4) aevelopment of 

s1gnificant bilateral uS cqnt~cts and presence in the 
I 

new Arab states of the lower Gulf without taking on the 

specific responsibilities of which the british were 

c:ivesting themselves; (5) continuation of the status 

quo ~ith respect to the small Arab states; (6) sponsor

ship of a regional security pact in which Iran, Saudi 

Arabia, Kuwait and the Trucial States collectively or 

singly would become responsible tor regional security. 6 

ljl') After studying these options, Presiaent 1\lxon, 

on 7 November 1970, cecidea that the unitea States 

J. (Ji!) Ch-5u37-70 to Pres, 1C hpr 7C, CJCS File 
091 Iran. 

6. (,.if) NSSh 66, 16 Jul 69, Att to JCS 1687/768, 15 
Jul 69; (7) ~1emo, ~.sc Staff 5ecy to Cir, J-5 et al., 12 
Mar 70, Att to JCS 1887/768-1, 1i Nar 70; JMF !169,1532. 
(12 Jul 69). Although the Joir.t Chiefs of Staff die 
not ccmrr.ent on tne s~uay, a JCS re,:resentative ~ar:!ci
pate~ 1n the 1n:erc:e~artmental grcu; that concuctea the 
revie11, ana the CJCS, as a rr,ember of the N::.C ~>.evie~o. 
Grou,:, had an opportunity to comment on the stuay 1;hen 
it was consicerec by that Group. 
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res{'onse to the withdrawal or E:ritish forces from the 

Gulf would be to follow "a general strategy of promot

ing cooperation between Iran and Saudi Arabia" and 

"recognizing· the preponderance of Iranian power anci 

developing a direct u.s. relationship with the special 

political entities of the area." There would be no 

reduction of US Naval presence in the Gulf, the 

~1ICEASTFOR, consisting· of a converted seaplane tender 

and two destroyers, homeported in the Bahrein Islands. 

He instructed the NSC Under Secretaries committee to 

review plans "consistent with the strategy of promoting 

orderly development of local responsibility for 

maintaining stability." This decision, of course, ~o;as 

the logical application of the Nixon Doctrine and 

fitted well with the Shah's plans ana philosophy. 7 

r./>. At about the time this new policy toward Iran 

was being promulgated, 

Secretary of Defense 

the Secretary of 

Laird that the 

while ·concerned about the' ~~~nitude 

State cautioneo 

United States, 

of the Shah's 

requests and how ''.costly" his present plans were, must 

not give the impression that it was a better jucige of 

Iran's military needs than ~o;ere the Iranians them

selves. To co so might lead the Shah to make "a cirect 

link age between the amount of assistance he ext:ects 

trom us 1n the future and the very vaL1able, ana in 

sorr.e instances, unique intelligence and security 

facilities Iran now provides us, a notion the Shah has 

scrupulously avoided heretofore.•• 8 

(U) Another key factor .in tr:e t:S rela~ionship with 

Iran, ana one that enablea the Shah to realize his 

ambitions to build up his force~. was the dramatic 

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

t. (£) t;SDC•! 92, 7 !';cv 70, J:•1F OC1 tiSC/>',s (CY 1970). 
&. (.6) Ltr,. SecState to SecDef, 19 Nov 7[;, Att 

to JCS 1714/195, ~3 Nov 70, JNF 887/460 (19 Nov 70). 
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~hereas in 1970 Iran haa been judged too poor to afford 

the $6 million annual costs ot the uS rr.ilitary· r.<is

sions, by 1972 Iran was well on its way to becoming an 

extremely wealthy country. 

course, to the spiralling 

All of this w~s owing, of 

price of oil ana to the 

acquiescence of 

growing demanas 

major oil countries in the 

of OPEC nations, including 

area to the 

Iran. In 

1969 Iran had received $1 billion frorn nine major 

l~estern oil companies known as Iranian Oil Partici

pants. This figure had increased to approximately $2 

billion by 1971 and increased still further in 197<:, 

allowing the Shah to pay for almost anything he telt 

his military forces required. 9 

(U) A watershed in us policy towaro Iran occurred 

in 1972. Going beyond his 1970 decision to foster 

regional cooperation in the Persian Gulf area to 

replace the strength of the departing British, Presi

dent ~ixon decid~d to rely on a strong Iran as the main 

stab1lizing. influence in th~ .tulf area. To carry out 

this policy, the united States would sell Iran large 

quantities of its most modern and sophisticated weap

ons. Dr. Kissinger explained President Nixon's ration

ale in his me~oirs: 

The real issue in 1972 was that the 
required balance within an area essen
tial for the security, and even more 
the prosperity, of all industrial 
democracies appearea in grave jeopardy. 
More than 15,000 soviet troo~s ~er~ 

still in E.<; i"?t, w 1 th which we had as 
yet no ai~lomatic celations ar.d ~hie~ 
,..as tied to the Soviet Unior. by a 
Friendship Treaty signed a yeer 
earlier. Just seven weeks before, on 
hpril 9, the Soviet Union had con
cluded a si;;;ilar Fri-:ndship Treat:i 
with Irac;, tollowed cy :r.assi·;-: de
li•;eries ·of the :uost aQvanced weapor.s. 
Syria hac long since been a ;najor 
recipient or Soviet arms--ard haa 

~. Reesir.gs, Contemcorarv Archives, 197~, p. 
25453. ~~~~~~--~~~~~--~ 



invaded moderate Jordan twelve months 
earlier. Britain at the end of 1971 r.ad 
just completed the historic withdrawal of 
its forces and military protection from 
the Persian Gulf at the precise moment 
when radical Iraq was being put into a 
position by Soviet arms to assert tradi
tional hegemonic aims. Our friends--5audi 
Arabia, Jordan, and the Emirates--were 
being encircled. 

It was imperative for our interests 
and those of the ~-<estern ~1orld that the 
regional balance of power be maintainea 
so that moderate forces would not be 
engulfed nor Europe's and Japan's (ana 
as it later turned out, our) economic 
lifeline fall into hostile hanas. ;.,e 
could either provide the balancing 
force ourselves or enable a regional 
power to do so. There_· was no possibil
ity of assigning any American military 
forces to the Indian Ocean 1n the midst 
of the Vietnam war and its attendant 
trauma. Congress woula have tolerated 
no such commitment; the public would 
not have supported it. Fortunately, 
Iran was willing to pl'ay -~the role. The 
vacuum left by British withdrawal, now 
menaced by Soviet intrusion and raalcal 
momentum, would be filled by a local 
power friendly to us. Iraq would be 
discouraged from adventures against the 
Emirates in the lower Gulf, ana against 
Jordan and saudi Arabia. A strong Ir:.n 
could help damp India's temptat1ons =o 
conclude its conquest of l'akistan. ;,r.u 
all of this was achievable without any 
American resources, since the Shah was 
~~lli':lg to pay EfO: the equipment out cf 
n1s 011 revenues. 

( u) President liixon implemented ti-:i:; "ew polic:,· 

a·uring a visit to Iran in mid-1972. Heturning from 

the Moscow summit conference, he arrived ir. Tehran on 

3 0 May. In conversations with the Shah, ?res1dent 

Nixon responded tc request:s for contlr.uea c;:; su~pcrt 

---ro. henry Kissinger, The hhite liouse "tears (1S79), 
l-'P· 1263-1264. 
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of Iran's military equipment neeas by: ( 1) fromising 

the Shah that as soon as the United States was satis

fied with the operational effectiveness of the F-14 and 

F-15 aircraft it would be willing "in principle" to 

sell them to Iran; (2) agreeing that, if desired, Iran 

could . buy laser-guided bombs from the United States; 

( 3 J deciding that the United States would assign 

uniformed military technicians from the various ser

vices to Iran to provide assistance to the Iranian 

services. The commitment for F-14 and F-15 aircraft 

and laser-guided bombs was made despite the reluctance 

of the Depart~1ent of Defense to part with advance 

technology and Department of State fears that these 

sales might be provocative to neighboring countries. 

According to Dr. Kissinger, the President not only 

overrode these obJections but added a proviso that in 

the future the Iranians were not to be secono guessed 

on their arms requests. 11 

(ji'J on the heels of hi:S _s,ignificant decisions with 

z:espect to the sale of military weapons and services 

to Iran ana, perhaps, in implementation of it, the 

Pz:esident promulgated a further significant US policy 

towaz:ds the states of the Lower ?ez:sian Gulf and Cman. 

_on 18 August 1972, he decided tha_t the primary respon

sibility for the stability of that z:egion should fall 

upon the states of the region and that the lmitec 

I I. K1ssinge::, hhite fiouse Years, E'P· 1~62-1265. 
Accoz:ciin9 to a conc;z:essio:Jal z:eJ,:ort en this ciecL:icr., 
President i:'.ixon' s actions "eftectively exempt<:ci Iz:an 
frcm az:ms sales z:eview processes in the State ana 
Defense Departments. 'I'his lack of policy review on 
ir.dividual sales requests inhibited any inclinations in 
the Embassy, the L.S. military mission in Iran •.• oz: 
C:.e!3k officers in ~:=te and COD to ass~::t control ove:: 
C. a y- to-Cay eve :it.; ; 1 t created a bon an z a tor C . S . 
·..,:ea?Cns rr.ar,ufactur'=::-s, t:-:e Frocurement branches ct :::e 
three Services anc the Defense Security Assistance 
Agency." "u.s. ~:ilitary Sales in Iran," Staff hepor~ 
to Subcom on Foreign Assistance of s. Com on Foreign 
Relations, 1976, 94th Cone;, 2a sess. 
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States should encourage cooperation among them to that 

end. A continuing British role woulc be encouragea and 

the United States, within that context, would play an 

"imaginative and active airect role." To maintain such 

a US posture would call 

with the British and the 

for continuing consultation 

frienaly states that were 

primarily involved in :..romoting the stability of the 

Gulf area. President Nixon avo ieee any a irect mention 

of Iran in this decision. 

(~) At the same time, the President directed that 

private American companies would be supported in selling 

reasonable amounts of weapons and services to these 

states. If commercial sales were inadequate, these states 

should be made eligible to receive US military equipment 

and services under the HIS Act, if this action were 

consistent with the objective of furthering coo:..eration 

among the regional states. While US com:..anies should not 

be aiscouraged from operating in the region~ "every effort 
\ ·- . ' 

should be made not to undermine the ongoing British 

advisory role there." 12 

JCS Influence on the Nixon Policy 

<I> The Joint Chiefs of Staff had little apparent 
influence during the Nixon Administration ~ith regard 

to policy toward Iran. Although they participatea in 

the NSC review resulting in the Fresiaent' s decision in 

1970 to rely on Iran as the guardian of the Persian 

Gulf, . there is no evidence that the President consul tee 

them on the decision to sell Iran large quantities of 

sophisticated weapons. Nor did the President ask therr., 

prior to his visit to Iran in May 1972, for recommenaa

tions on the specific types or numbers of weapons t.c be 

oftered the Shah. Nevertheless, 1n "pro forma .. anc 

12. (;I() NSDN 166, 18 Aug 72, ,)'MF 001 NSDMs (CY 15172). 
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routine annual appraisals of Iran's military status 

and requirements contained in the Joint Strategic 

Objectives Plan (JSOP), the Joint Chiefs of Statf aid 

forward recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. 

Examination of these recommenaations against the 

background of policy decisions made by the President 

would indicate that the Joint Chiefs of Staff were 

influenced by the decisions rather than the decisions 

being influenced by their recommendations. On one 

occasion in 1970 the Assistant Secretary of Defense 

( ISA) called for comments by the Joint Staff on the 

requirements and capabilities of the Iranian armed 

forces for use in evaluating the Foreign Military Sales 

program for Iran. These were prepared and furnished by 

the Joint Staff based on the current JSOP but were not 

formally considered by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 13 

(!l In late 1969 the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in JSOP 

FY 1972-1979, had assessed, the strategic importance of 
I 

Iran ~s lying in the capabilities of its armed forces, 

its location, the defense facilities ana privileges 

allowed the United States, and the "increasing import

ance" of its oil production to the ~~estern World. 

Iranian armed forces consisted of Ground Forces number

ing 151,900, a Navy of 9,300 whose largest vessel was a 

patrol boat, and an Air Force of 21,700 equipped with 

one squadron of F-86s, four squadrons of F-5s a[ld one 

squadron of F-4s. The JCS g ui.del ines for Iranian 

forces for the mid-range ;;eriod, FY 1972-FY 197~, 

called for Ground Forces numbering 1tib,CIOO; a t-.avy of 

15,000 possessing one destroyer, 8 hovercraft and four 

corvettes; and an Air Force of :<:9,000 having six 

s~uaarons of F-5s and four s~uadrcns of F-4s. 14 

---...,.,~3.\ll') DJSM-1314-70 to ASC(ISA), 12 Se? 70, Att 
to ;.;jli of JCS 1714/194, 23 Sep 7C, Jm bb7;460 (13 A~g 
7 0) • 

14. (.8'1 Vol III, Bool: II, JSCP ElY 15172-FY 1979, 
J11f' 511 (10 uec 69), sec lC. 517 
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~) The Joint Chiefs of Staff recom;;,endea that Iran 

be allowed to purchase in FY 1972 the following: 2 

GCA; 12 transport aircraft; 12 speclal operatlons 

aircraft; 4 PGM/missile systems; 4 PG 84 missiles; 200 

1 06mm-recoilless rifles with vehicles; 12 troop trans

port helicopters; 6 &-inch S? howitzers; 84 tracked 

recovery vehicles; 98 ~.-578 vehicles; 68 CP carrier, 

11577A 1; plus some port equipment and an oil tanker. 15 

(Fl By late 1972, against the backgrouna of the 

new policies that had evolved on Iran, the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff had reworded their evaluation of the strategic 

importance of Iran to inclucie "its key location borcier-· 

ing on the Soviet Union, its emerging role of leader

ship in. the Persian Gulf area, the strength ot its 

armea forces, and its position as one of the maJor 

worla oil producers." They also noted that Iran 

was "stable and ~.estern-oriented," that it extended 

military rights and facility .arrangements to the Unitea 
I 

States, and that Iranian oil would be of increasing 

importance to the Free horld in the mia-range period. 

()!"l At that time, the Iranian Ground Forces totaled 

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

36,000. The Joint Chiefs of Statt recommenced increas

ing the strength of these forces ln the perioa FY 

1975-1982, to a Grouna Force or 195,000, a r;avy of 

21,000 ana an Air Force of 58,000. 16 

($) Obviously influenced by the President's deci

sions ln mld-year, tr.e Joint Chiefs of Statt recom

rr.ended that Iran be authorizea to purcnase the follow

ing: three 707/320C aircraft; three improvec HAl-iK 

battalions; 41 F-4E aircraft; 27 F-15 aircraft; btl 

attack helicopters; &4 utility hellcopters; 39 

15 ($) ~ol III, Book I, JSGP fY 1972-FY 1979, JhF 511 
(10 uec 69), sec 1A 

16. (lir) Vol II, Bock VII, JSGP 1975-1382, Sec 2; Ji••F 
511 (24 r.ov 72) sec lA. 



observation helicopters; 200 155rr.r.. SP howitzers; 200 

{1-548 cargo carriers; 176 ~I- !:iS recovery vehicles; 400 

laser-guided bombs; and six P-3C aircraft. 

Chiefs of Staff readily admitted that they had no 

control, or even forewarning, of Iran's .-urchase of 

military equipment. Because of its special status and 

great wealth, Iran could choose to buy through FhS or 

commercial sources and to pay cash or use credit, 

either through the. uS Export-Import Bank or through 

private sources. 17 

(/l In the matter of the US aavisory support for 

Iran, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommenaat:ions cia 

have some effect. Consisting of 272 US personnel and 

153 foreign nationals, the Af<MISH/~·.AAG, Iran cost 

$6,000,000 annually to maintain. The Assistant Secre

tary of Defense ( IS.f'.) asked the Joint Staff on 29 July 

1970 for plans to reduce the advisory groups, eliminat

ing non-~1AP and non-H:S funct:lons, ana reducing by July 

1973 to 115 c;s anc 65 toreign personnel. 'l'he Joint 

Chiefs of Staff informed the Secretary of Defense on 10 

~<ovember 1970 that st.:ch a reduction would carnage US 

relations with the Shah and have a "debilitating" 

effect on modernization of Iran's forces. They sug-

ges:::ed a reorganization to separate the acvisoq· role 

from the DOD support 

performing the latter 

role, with a 

function. On 

separate element 

16 Decemter, the 

Deputy Secretary of Defense a;:proveci a JTu tor:: 

ARi•:ISn;:.,..;A~, Iran r-ro\·iding for 187 us and 24 foreign 

~ersonnel as of FY 1973. An interim, separate "support 

element" was authorized effective 1 July 1971. he also 

a~:=provea a JCS ~~gsestion for a stuc:; of acn:inistr:;.

tive ana su~por: re~~i=e~ents oi CCL.activitiEs in Iran 

17. 15ld., Par~ 
frame was p!:"escrii::.eC 

r , same t i 1 e , sec 1 A • 
•or these ~urchase;. 
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anci a plan to reduce manpower sutstantiall~· by July 

1972 18 

</l Early in 1972, Iran had asked the United States 

to determine the feasibility of a naval base and air 

facilities at Chah Bahar on the Gulf of Oman. In 

response, the Joint Chiefs of Staff directed USCI~CEGR 

to send experts to Iran and to forward the resul.ting 

report to them. USCINCEUR furnished the report to the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff on 19 June 1972. The study 

showed that a naval base with full support facilities 

and repair capabilities would cost S77 million. An air 

base complex, HAhK installations, ana a rauar instal

lation would require an additional S95 million. 

Facilities for an armoreci brigaae, 2,800 men and 

officers, woulc add another S48 million. The complex 

could be built in three years. 19 

( tJ The Joint Chiefs. of Staff sent the stuay to 

the Secretary of Defense on 2 August 1972, recommencing 

that. it go to the Chief: ·;ARMISH/MAi'.G for further 

transmittal to the Government ot Iran. Subsequently, 

the Assistant Secretary of Defense ( ISA) approved the 

study, notifying the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 15 August 

that it would be forwardea as requestea Df them. 20 

(~ The Shah had, on several occasions, askeci rcr 

wS tl.ilitary personnel to furnish much-neeuec technlcal 

support to his growing air forces. Following 

11;. (J() ~.emo, ASD(ISA) to DJS, 29 Jul 70, Att to 
JCS 2315/498, 4 A·~y 70; (...,.- JCSh-525-70 to Seci.-ef, 10 
l\cv 70, Encl A to JCS :1.315/4!:18-2, 3U Oct 7G; (If) ~lema, 
SecDef to CJCS, 16 iJec 70, Att to JCS 2315/49'8-3, 22 
Dec 70; JMF 037 (29 Jul 70) sec 1. 

19. (il') ~Iemo, .O.Su(lSA) to CJCS, 17 ~iar 72, Att 
to JCS 1714/20lJ; .:~s 1714/200-2, .:25 Jul 72; 1;/l !::ituoy, 
"Iran ti.aval ?.ir i:.cllitles," App A to JCS~l-359-72 to 
SecDef, 1 Aug 7~ (cer:veo frcm JCS 17h/200-2); Ji·.F 
&87/052 ( 17 l-iar l:t. J. 

20. (~ JCSi•l-359-72 to SecCef, 2 Aug 72 (derived 
trom JCS 1714/200-2); ($) Ner.,c, LASD(ISA) to LJJS, 15 
Aug 72, Att to JCS 1714;200-3, 16 Aug 72; JMF 687/(152 
( 1 7 har 7 2) • 
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President Nixon's assurances of almost unlimited 

support in mid-19i2, he 

of these US personnel. 

ARMISH/MAAG passed on a 

support the F-4, the 

called for even greater numbers 

On 13 August 1972, the Chief 

request for 873 technicians to 

F-5, the C-130, a logistics 

command, and a communications/electronics program. 

This•aid not include 59 US military technicians already 

in Iran. 21 

<tl The Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) askea 

for preliminary views on this request. In reply, the 

Joint staff made several observations that rr.ilitatea 

against such action. Not only aid the Foreign Assist

ance Act of 1971 place a strict ceiling an the number 

of US military personel assigned to l-IAAGs, Missions, 

and Military Groups around the world, the Joint Staff 

said, but meeting the Iranian reques~ would result in 

adverse impacts on current Service programs and cause 

p~rsonnel management problems. As an alternative, the 
\ - .... 

Staff_ sugg!;!sted that civiliah technicians be sent to 

Iran, noting that many former military technicians were 

currently working in Iran for civilian contractors. 22 

(U) In the end, US military technicians were sent 

to Iran, but not in the numoers requested by the Shah. 

By the beginning·of 1975, there were some 550 of these 

technicians in Iran organized in "Technical Assistance 

Field Teams" paid for by the Iranian Government. 23 

The Problems of Partnership, 1973-1974 

(U) The US aecision in May 1972 to sell Iran advancea 

weapons, combined with the rapidly expanaing Iranian oil 

revenues, enabled the Shah to proceed full-speed with 

.:1. (:Z) ~:sg, AP:·liSH/~!AAG Iran 1375 toJCS anci SecDef, 
13 Aug 72, JMF SBi/145 (15 SeF 72). 

22. ~) l1JCS 311-72 to ASD(ISA), 10. Sep 72, Att to 
JCS 1714/202, 20 Sep 72, J~IF 887/145 (15 Sep 72). 

2 3. r•Y 'l' ime s , 2 Jan i 5, 1 8 • 
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the modernization and expansion of his forces. Even 

his purchases of older weapons systems rose shaq:ly. 

During the last months of 1972 and the first of 1973, 

Iran contracted to buy almost $2 billion worth of 

helicopters, F-4 fighter-bombers, F-4 interceptors, and 

C-120 cargo aircraft, in what US officials described as 

"the biggest single arms deal ever arranged by the 

Department of Defense." 24 Significantly, the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff played little role in these sales to 

Iran. Their advice was limited solely to yearly 

recommendations contained in the JSOP and, once Admin-· 

istration decisions were reached, implementation was 

supervised by the Defense Security Assistance Agency in 

the Office of the secretary of Defense. 

( U J with the great expansion of Iranian forces, 

came a change in Iran's relationship with the United 

States, evolving from one of dependence to more nearly 

a partnership. The Shah _gre~ increasingly more 
I 

independent and self-reliant. In addition, the Un i tea 

States now had to address such new questions as the 

interoperability of US and Iranian forces and equip

ment, increased Iranian participation in Persian Gulf 

exercises, and Iranian production of sophisticatea 

weapons. 

{6) In view of the chang1ng situation, President 

to.ixon, in May 1973, requested another review of US 

policy toward the Arabian Peninsula and the Persian 

Gulf states. He was also concerned with the growing US 

dependence on Persian Gulf oil; Iran, tor example, 

provided 10 percent of America's oil and might be 

supplying as much as 25 percent by 1980. 25 In the 

z.,. bSAA, "C;SAA Fiscal Year Series: 
Times, 22 Feb 73, 2. 

25. NY Times, 20 ~~ay 

a 

73, 
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ensuing consiaerations, the Department of State 

observed that seeking closer relations with Tehran at 

this time seemed unrealistic, because doing so woulci 

require: more binding security commitments; a "special 

relationship" over sales of Iranian oil; a "virtual 

blank check" for Iranian military purchases: ana 

support for the Shah's hegemonic ambitions, which 

"could unhinge" US relations with Saudi Arabia. Yet, 

on the other hand, to loosen ties with the Shah presup

posed that the US relationship with Iran was losing 

its importance. The Department of State discerned two 

broad policy options that dici not involve any drastic 

changes: 

(a) Urging Iran to give "highest priority" to 

coordinating its efforts with those of Sauai Arabia and 

other friendly hrab states. 

(b) supportng the Shah as the regional arbiter of 

power, since Iran alone possessed enough military 
\ ·- .... 

strength to perform this task~ 

In the end, the President took no action to change the 

us policy. 26 

(~) In August, the Joint Chiefs of 5taff sought 

permission to expand exercises involving the US ~liDEAST

FOR and the Imperial Iranian Navy. Guidelines issued 

in 1970 forbade local commanders from scheduling 

exercises involving more than one ship, and then only 

under restrictive conditions, because the Department of 

State believec ~he political situation in the Persian 

Gulf to be ex~remely sensitive. But, the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff now argued that the diplomats' concern 

atout exacerbati!"lg the political climate remainea 

unjustified. <:' _::~ce us arms were flo~o:ing to Iran, 

Ku\<Walt, and Sa:.:c:i:.. Arabia, these r.ations presumably 

would be s.;eklc.') JOint tr.:~ir.ins exercises. They 

.<6. (I) ~'<.SS:1 181, 
14 May 73: (S) r:,ept of 
T?, n.a. [Jul i3]; J;.iF 

10 Hay 73, Att t'.J JCS 1867/798, 
State Draft, Tab A to "~SSh 181" 
b98/530 (10 May 73). 



therefore propos~d new guidelines allowing a wider 

scope (e.g., an upper limit of 5 ships and/or 12 

aircraft in one exercise) for bilateral exercises thf-t 

could be coordinated directly between COMMICEASTFOR ana 

the Iranian ~avy. The uepartment of State and the 

Assistant Secretary of Defense ( ISA) agreed, provided 

that one week's advance notice was given. 27 

(j(f In October 1973, during the Arab-Israeli war, 

the Shah's actions were unmistakeably pro-Western. 

he secretly supplied Israel with ammunition, rejected 

Soviet requests to overfly Iranian territory, and 

refused to join the Arab oil embargo. Early in ~ovem

ber, as an American carrier task group temporarily took 

.up station in the Arabian Sea, the US Government sought 

the Shah's permission to use Bandar Abbas airfield, by 

the Strait of Hormuz, for anti-submarine patrols and 

log is tic support flights. The Shah approvea F-3 AS\\ 

and C-130/C-141 transport operations, unaer cover of a 

story that_ the planes ha'ct-dome (1) to familiarize 

Iranians with the aircraft and (2) to participate in 

joint naval exercises. Flights occurred at a rate of 3 

to 4 per week. In August 1974, when the Assistant 

Secretary of Defense ( ISA) asked whether tr.e P-3 

operations should continue, the Joint Chiefs ot Staff 

replied that they were of "high military value" in 

collecting 

developing 

casts. 28 

acoustic and oceanographic data, and in 

accurate shipping ahd environmental fore-

27. NY Times, 26 Jul 73, 13. ($) JCSH-376-73 
to SecDef, 23 Aug 73, Encl to JCS 1714/203-1, 13 Aug 
73; ($) ~1emo, ASD(ISA) to DJS, 4 Oct 73, Att to JCS 
1714/203-2, 9 Oct 73; J~F &87/385 (~9 May 73). 

28. (.2') Hemo, Cir CIA to SeeDer, "Special 1\e-· 
lationship Between Iran and Israel," 5 ~1ar 74; ()!!") i•:sg, 
CH;CFACFI.T to Cit-.CFAC, U3211<:Z ~iov 73, JCS IN 92445; 
(,t) Msg, Tehran· 7660 to SecStat;:, 8 Nov 73, JCS I!i 
10666; CJCS File 091 Iran. ($) JCSh-363-74 to SecDef, 
29 Aug 74 (aerivea from JCS 2294/87-1), JMF !:182/332 (8 
Jul74). 
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(U) But the Shah also was instrumental in t:rin<;ing 

about a sharp rise in oil prices. Late in December 

1973, ·ministers from the six Persian Gulf states, 

including Iran, that supplied almost half of the 

non-communist 

prices. 29 
world's oil, decioea to double their 

. 
(_tj AS the Shah's coffers swelled, so did his 

ambition. In January 1974, tor example, Iran con

tracted for 30 F-14s; in June, the number rose to 80. 

Early in August, Assistant Secretary of Defense (!SA) 

Robert Ellsworth 

organizationally, 

needs. The. Chief, 

asked for military advice on how, 

Iran might best meet its naval air 

AFJ-liSH/~lAAG advised that, although a 

naval air arm could be created by careful deliberate 

steps, the Iranian Navy's manpower and infrastructure 

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

would not be dissuaded from 

General Andrew Goodpaste-r;, 

opinion that the Iranian Air 

moving forward 

USCINCEUR,30 

rapidly. 

gave his 

Force should continue to 

exercise 

. aircraft. 

operational 

The Joint 

control over all fixed-wing 

Chiefs .of .statf, finally, pre-

sented Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger with four 

organizational options: continuing the Iranian Air 

Force's control of fixed-wing aircraft; ~lacing all 

rotary-wing aircraft under the Navy; expanaing naval 

air organization to include direction of naval air 

operations, commana and control, aircraft inventory, 

ana planned procurements; and assigning all naval 

air matters to the Air Force, The Joint Chiefs of 

Staff did not try to evaluate these options, 

29. 1'd 'I'imes, =~ Sec i3, 1. 
30. On 1 Janu;c.~:: 19i2, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

reassigned ·ccrnma~c ~esponsibili~~· for the Micidle East, 
including Iran, tro~ CI~CSTRIKE/CSCINCMEAfSA to USCI~C
EUR. At that time, CINCSTRIKE became Commanaer in 
Chief, US Readiness Command (USCI~CREDJ and the titles 
CI!iCSTRIKE/USCINCMEAFSA lapsed. See (L) JCS l:iist Liv, 
Historv of the Unified Command Plar., 1977, pp. 29-3U. 
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because they did not know enough about the Shah's 

long-range plans. They c:iia, however, agree with 

USCINCEUR that no organizational changes should be maae 

at this time, and with ARMISH/MAAG that a deliberate 

approach to the problem appeared best. They proposed 

forwarding their four alternatives to the Iranian 

Government, together with the caution that any changes 

should be made in a prudent, "phased" manner. 31 . 

(~) The Shah's interest in acquiring sophisticated 

weaponry aid not slacken. In July 1974, Iran contrac

ted for six SPRUANCE-class destroyers. In October, the 

Iranian Government wanted to purchase 36 more F-4Es; 

in December, it proposed to pay for reopening Lock

heed's C-SA production line and to- buy ten cargo 

planes. The utility of these advanced weapons systems 

aepended upon computers and rapid communication. That, 

in turn, raised the problems of interoperability among 

Iranian units and between US and Iranian forces. The 

Assistant Secretary of' D-e-fense (ISA) requested JCS 

advice in formulating an appropriate policy. In reply, 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff characterized US-Iranian 

compatibility and interoperability as "fundamental" to 

enhancing the security of both countries against 

communist or communist-inspired aggression. Conse

quently, whatever equipment was sola to Iran • should be 

inherently compatible and interoperable. • The Secre

tary of Defense concurred, but added that attainment of 

this objective should be limited to "the extent reason

able,• ano did not justify broadening t!"!e c·..;rrent 

exchanges of intelligence. 32 

31. NY Times, 11 Jan 74, 1, 6. ILl Memo, ASD(ISA) to 
uJS, Y Aug 74, Att to JCS 1714/208, 14 Aug 74; (2') 
JCS 1714/208-2, 7 Oct 74; (if) JCSN-410-74 to 
SecDef, 11 Oct 74, Encl to JCS 1714/208-2, 7 Oct 
7 4 ; J NF 8 8 7/4 9 5 ( 9 Aug 7 4 ) • 

3 2. NY Times , 3 Oct 7 4, 6 8 ; 2 Dec 7 4, 1 • (.,I!") 
~te:no, Actg DASD(ISA) to DJS, 1 11ay 74, Att to 
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uCS 111<./204, 6 May 74; (S) JCSM-278-74 to SecDef, 
5 Jul 74, Encl A to JCS 1714/204-1, 1 Jul 74; (Ji') ~Jemo, 
SecDef to CJCS, 18 Jan 75,. Att to JCS 1714/204-2, 21 
J~n.75; J~IF 887/499 ( 1 Hay 74). 4":1 

.. - 33. (Jt') tt,sg, C~to AMB Helms,_~_~1410_Z ·JunJ_4_,_ ···- _ 
CJCS File 091 Iran~ · 

.. . ·····--·T T 
• ·:1ll~) 11,emo, C:ir CIA to Dir Oil.,, 12 Jun 74, same 
file 

34. (¥) Memo, ASD(PA&E) to SecDef, "The G"owing 
t:S Involvement in Iran," 23 Jan 75, CJCS File 820 
Iran, 1 Jul 74-31 Jul 76. 
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(~ The Shah wanted to build as --.well as buy aavance 

weapons. During 1973-1974, he pressed for permission 

to assemble or co-produce utility and attack helicop

ters, air-to-ground rockets and missiles, anti-tank 

3::>. \2!) Ne:no, Dir, Tele Corn Systems, OSD to DJS e" 
al., 3 Nay 74, i-'.t.t to JCS 1714/205, 7 May 74; (1) 
JCSN-459-74 to SecDe f, 3 Dec 7 4, Encl A to 
JCS 1714/2.05-1, :CG l-;ov 74; (I) l~emo, Depliir,. Tele Com 
Syster.1s cs.:: to :.:-s, 15 Apr 75, Att to JCS 1714/205-2, 
17 Apr 75; JM? 687/630 (3 May 74). ($) JCSN-67-75 to 
SecDef, 2.0 Feb I 5, End A ;:o JCS 2010/496-1, 6 Feb 7 5.; 
(,). ~!err.o, ASD( ISA) to DJS, 7 Nov 75, Att to 
JCS 2010/496-2, 12 tiov 75; J~1F b06/652 (19 !<ov 74). In 
~1ay 1975, the !rar.ian Government contracted with 
Rockwell International to build ana man an intelligence 
communications ::acility. NY Times, 1 Jun 75, 1. 
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missile systems, and a lightweight figr.ter. vn ~ 

October 1974, Dr. Kissinger ordered the r.sc. L'ncer 

Secretaries Committee to study the long-range implic!-
' 

tions of large-scale co-production. The Comm1ttee 

reported, in November 1974, that co-production could 

bolster US "pre-eminence" in Iranian security affairs 

and "give us increased influence--and potentially 

longer-term leverage--should the Shah or his successors 

embark on policies contrary to U.S. interests." A 

"forthcoming" policy on limited co-production would be 

"politically advantageous in the near term," although 

technical and managerial problems on the Iranian side 

would have to be resolved. Beyond that time, issues 

seemed more complex and benefits 

Corr.mi ttee proposed { 1 ) approving a 

less clear. The 

limited number of 

projects for the next 1-3 years and {2) consiaering 

requests that would stretch over the next 4-10 years on 

a ·case-by-case basis. 3 6 

{/) The_new Chair~an of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 

General George s. Brown, and the Secretary of Defense 

endorsed the recommendations of the Under Secretaries 

Committee. Dr. Kissinger, however, directed that the 

study be revised { 1) to show the relationship of 

co-proat.:ction to overall US-Iranian dealings, ( 2) to 

estimate the potential growth of co-proauction proj

ects, and (3) to devise. guidelines for assessing 

co-production proposals. The Committee did draft more 

detailed guidelines, and recommended that written C:S 

approval be required for Iranian sales of co-procLOcoed 

items to third countries. aut it decidea not to address 

( 1) whether the United States should use arms supply as 

.jO. ()!) Memo, ,,sst t0 ?res for: NSA co Chm, ~;sc 
USecvs Cmte, 8 Get ~4, i'tt to JCS 1714/210, 10 ucc ·,.;; 
(L) Memo, Staff Li::, t;Secys C;;-.te to CJCS e: al., 7 :.cv 
74, Att to JCS 1-714;~10-3, 8 Nov 74; ~) ~.emo, Sec!Jef 
to Chm, LSecys Cmte, 3 Dec 74, Att to JCS 1714/~10-4, 6 
Dec 74; <Jrl ~1e:mo, Staff Lir:, USecys Cmte to CJCS et 
al., 3 Jan 75, Att to JCS 1714/210-5, 1G Jan 75; J:·iF 
8 8 7/4 1 5 ( 1 G vc t H ) sec 1 • 



a lever to change Iran's oil pricing policy and (2) 

whether creation of an arms industry would foster 

Iranian adventurism. General Brown and Secretary 

Schlesinger accepted these slightly revised conclusions 

and recommendations; President Gerald Ford approved 

them in ~ay 1975.3 7 r-f&-- -- __,. 

- -' 
I 

,.,.,.-.. 

j 
31. (J!I) Memc, ,;sst to Pres for NSA to Chm, USecys 

Cmte, 6 Feb 75, .:,:t to JCS 1714/~10-6, 13 Feb 75; (JJ 
Memo, Staff Dir, ~Secvs Cmte to CJCS et al., 6 Mar 75, 
Att to JCS 1714,:. · .. :<: 7 11ar 75; ('/) Memo, ASD(ISA) to 
SecDef, 13 ~lar ~, ,;ct to JCS 1714/210-8, 20 Mar 75; 
(g) ~lemo, Chm, :.::::<:::::·s C:nte to ?res, 22 Nar 75, Att to 
JCS 1714/210-9, ;;;; '',ar 73; J!-iF 887/41"5 (10 Oct 74) sec 
2. (/l'J Memo, Ass: to Pres for liSA to Chm, USecys Cmte, 
2 May 75, Att to JCS 1714/210-10, 8 May 75; same file, 
sec 1 . 
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(S) In March 1975, President ford requested a 

review ot the issues involved in reaching a US-Iranian 

nuclear sales agreement. 

revolved around the issue 

By this time, negotiations 

of reprocessing weapons-grade 

plutonium. The United States sought to retain a right 

to determine where plutonium could be reprocessed, 

fabricated, and stored. This was stricter than past 

agreements, in which reprocessing had been subject only 

to a US determination that the facility was adequately 

safeguaraed, but more l~ral 

Egyptian formulation. 
..... ' 

than the recent Israeli-

.Hs. ()!") i'isg, Secstate 48689 to Tehran, 11 Apr 74, 
JCS IN 50659; (Z} OASO( ISA) to CJCS et al., 21 Jun 74, 
.1\tt to JCS 1714/207, 24 Jun 74; (5) JCSM-270-74 to 
SecCef, 29 Jun 74, Encl to JCS 1714/207-1, 29 Jun 74; 
J1·\F 887/704 (2 ~ Jun 74). ~) J5~:-375-75 to CJCS, 10 
Ma:: 75, CJCS f'ile 820 Irar., 1 Jul 74-31 Jul 76. In 
June i~74 France agreed to sell Irarr five 1 ,000-mega.:. 
watt reactors. NY Times, 26 Jun 74, 1. 

1 1 1 

•.--:·· .... .. -:.-- ... 
. ' ' 

1--.t 
:....' 



. ...,.... 

7 

~9 
'-. .. 

-----:J Early in 

1976, President Ford sent Energy Research ana Develop-

ment Administration (ERDA)- Administrator Robert Seamans 

and ~nder Secretary of State Carlyle Maw ~o Tehran for 

ti,e purpose of clarifying Iran's position. C _ 
I ! , 

-( ) 

. .. . ' 

here tne negotiations stuck. 

1 

when President ~-ore~~ 
of.fice, no agreement had been achieved • 

39. (.Z) NSSM 219, 14 Mar 75, Att to JCS. 1714/213, 
17 t-:ar 75; ($) ~1erno, Staff .Secy, NSC to SecUef et 
al., 15 A;:;r 75, Att to JCS 1714/213-3, 16 Apr 75; (.jol") 
Meffio, SecDef to Asst to Pres for NSA, 25 Apr 75, Att to 
JCS 1714/213-4, 30 Apr 75; JMF 887/704 (14 Mar 75). 
(S) NSDM 292, 22 Apr 75, JNF 001 NSDMs (CY 1975). 

40. (;t) ~1emo, Staff Secy, NSC to SecUef et al., 
20 Nov 75, Att to JCS 1714/216, 21 l'<cv 75; ($') Nemo, 
SecCef to Asst to Pres for NSA, 4 Dec 75, Att to JCS 
1714/216-1, 10 Dec 75; (ii') ~le:no, Asst tc Pres for !'<SA 
to SecDef et al., 4 Feb 76, Att to JCS 1714/216-2, 24 
loar 76; (~) Memo, Admin, ERDA to Pres, 15 Mar 76, Att 
to JCS 1714/216-2, 24 Mar 76; (~ Memo, SecDef to Asst 
to Pres fer !'<SA, 7 Apr 76, Att to JCS 1;14/216-3, 6 Apr 
76; JMF 867/704 (20 Nov 75). 
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THE END OF AN H:P nu: 
1975-1S79 

uoubts Begin to Arise 

(~) ey early 1975, the spreading US involvement 
with Iran was beginning to cause some apprehension 

among uS pol icymakers. Military sales agreements, for 

example, had snowballed from S458 million in FY 1972 

to ~2 .156 billion 

curing FY 1974. 1 
in 

'I' he 

FY 1973 

American 

and to ~3.966 billion 

community in Iran 

numbered about 17,000 of whom 11,400 worked in aete:nse

related jobs. In January 1975, Assistant Secretary of 

Lefense (PA&~) saw fit to warn the &ecretary of Letense 

of the risks thus raised: that the: United States might 

i:ecome enmeshea in "Iranian military adventures"; that 

the· US influx would. create serious social, legal, and 

political ?roblems, making' 1-.ri-lericans the target for 

expressions of xenophobic feeling or political dissent; 

and that Iran's failure to meet its modernization goals 

would lead to a mutual loss of confioence that could 

seriously undermine uS influence. 2 

(ll Concurrently, the Joint Staff pre~area a bne:f

ing paper for the Chairman that ncted how the Shal1, who 

hopea to make Iran a great econcmic power, hac become 

"extremely protective" about the· Strait ot hormuz, "a 

highly vulnerable choke point" and one t~.rough which 

Iran's oil exports must pass. For this re:ason, ana in 

view of the Brit ish wi tharawal from the ?ersian Gulf, 

1. (U) uSAA, "GSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran." 
Leliverv schedules Eor ~ajar itecs ran as follow: 491 
helicopters d;Jrinc:; 1974-1S77; 169 r-~s ana '176 f-qs 
ever 1973-1977; bC F-l~s in 1916-1975; anc 32 HA\'d\ 
uatteries curing 1974-1978 • 

..:. (J!) l1emo, i-'.SD(PA&E:) tc Sec[jef, "The Growing US 
lro'JOlverr.ent in Iran," 23 Jan 75, CJCS Fi.le 620 Iran, 1 
.Jul 74-31 .Jul 76. 
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the Shah had reoriented his forces away frvm the ~oviet 

boraer and towara the Gulf ana was intent upon creating 

"an overwhelming Iranian military superiority" thera. 

"On balance," the paper stated, "Iranian act·ions ever 

the near term should contribute to regional stability"; 

its support of conservative regimes and isolation of 

radical ones was "compatible with US interests." But 

the long-range implications of Iranian ambitions were 

harder to fathom; the Shah woula not hesitate to oppose 

us efforts when he deemed it necessary. 3 

(U) General Brown apparently saw the Shah in a 

similar light. During a 1976 interview with a free-

lance reporter, the Chairman raised 

the puzzling question of why [Iran) is 
buildi~g such a tremendous military 
force. She couldn't with her popu
lation do anything that would provide 
protection from the Soviet Union. 
She's got adequate po~~r now to handle 
Afghanistan and Pakistan'. She's a 
little· better than a match for Iraq now. 

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

4. ( u) Iran's armea forces in 19 76 total eo aJ:;:.rox i
mately 300,000 personnel consisting of: an Army of 
200,000, including 3 armorea ai·:islons, 4 infantry 
OlVislons, 4 brigaaes ( 2 infantry, 1 airborne, ana 
special forces), and 1 HAI'.K battalivn; a Navy oi 
18,500, comprising 3 destroyers, 4 frigates, 4 cor
vettes, 25 patrol boats, 5 minesweepers, 2 lancing 
ships, 2 landing craft, 2 logistic supr:ort ships, 1 
maritime reconnaissance s::;uadron with 6 P-3F a1rcraft, 
1 antisubmarine warfare helico~ter squadron with 6 
helicopters, 1 transport battalion with 35 helicopters, 
and 3 Marine battalions; and an Air Force of ~1,500 men 
and 317 combat aircraft, including 10 fighter-bomb
er squadrons, 11 fighter squadrons, 1 reconnais
sance squadron, 1 tanker s::;uadron, 4 meaical tran5port 
squadrons, and 4 light transf'Ort squadrons. Int'l 
Institute of Strategic St:1dies, The ~1ilitarv Balance, 
1976-1917 ( 1976), ;:.p. 33-34. 
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And, my gosh, the programs the 
Shah has coming up.. It makes you 
wonder whether he aoesn't some aay 
have visions of the Persian Empire. 
They don't c?ll that the Persian Gulf 
for nothing. 

()!'I Despite the reservations of both the Assistant 

Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff, the buildup of Iranian forces con

tinued. The Shah visited the United States again in 

May 1975 and showed particular interest in Boeing 707s 

equipped 

(AWACS) • 

powered 

with airborne warning and control systems 

In June, Iran arrangea to buy three diesel

submarines--further evidence that the Shah's 

interest extended into the Indian Ocean. By September 

1975, the problems of contracting and co-product.ion had 

grown as great and gone so far beyond the· MAAG's scope 

that the Secretary of Defense appointed a special US 

Defense Rer:-resentative, Iran. Nr. Eric von Narboa 

recei.ved a .one-year appoint~~ht as the new representa

tive and would work in 'I'ehran under the US Ambassador 

to: supervise and coordinate aefense activities 

(excluding the Defense Attache Office), implement and 

l
coordinate GOD positions in Iran with in "the framework 

of overall US Government policy, and mor.itor arn;s sales 

and related activities. 6 

5. LiS t\e:ws ana 1\orla i:<eport, t-.ov 76, ;;:. 63. 
After t!lese remar:~s oecame J,;ublic, GEl; !:rown issuea a 
clarifying statement: "I have no reason to belie:ve 
that (Shah) has any aspirations beyond continuing to 
ably lead nls nation and contribute to stability in 
that part of the world." 

6. t\Y Times, :; 1-:av 75, 2; 10 Jun 75, 1. (21 
Nsg, Jcs-9747-tc :.:~CI~CECR, 051~26Z Sep 75; ~ o"!Sg, 
JCS 10347 to Ce:;:. LSCI!'<CEU!\, ~216372 Sep 75. In JCS 
9747, GEN Brown to:c LSCI~C£CR that he had ''tal~ed with 
von Ma::bcd at le:ngth ana his view of his role ana 
responsibilities I tound completely acceptable." 

1 1 5 
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(ji1 In November 1975, the Assistant Secretary of 

Defense ( ISAJ circulated a study suggesting that the 

Administration carefully review its "virtually open

ended commitment" to Iran's military build-ut:-. He 

listed a number of potentially serious problems: lack 

of trained (or even trainable) Iranian manpower; the 

gro~ing number of DOD and civilian contractor personnel 

in Iran on defense-related projects; delays in the 

construction of supporting tacilities; suspicions among 

Iran's neighbors about the Shah's intentions; Iran's 

inclination to transfer its older arms to third coun

tries; Congressional criticism that the United States 

was fueling a destabilizing arms race; and a prospect 

of ·differing perceptions between l~ashington and Tehran 

in the years ahead. Just such a problem arose in 

January 1976 when the Iranian Vice Minister of war 

warned the Secretary of Defense that reduced oil 

revenues combined with "the, u.n.~easonable increase in OS 
I 

military equipment 

teering ana agent 

prices" and the flourishing "profi-

fees" allowed under the DOC Foreign 

Military Sales program might compel Iran to reconslder 

certain programs. Specifically, he mentionea cancel

lation of plans to purchase 6 A~ACS aircraft, 300 F-16 

aircraft, and 6 SPRUANCE-class destroyers as well as 

rea~.<ction of the HAWK program and restriction of 

construction at Chah Bahar. Iran might, he said, 

"shrink toward the defense of only our geographical 

boundaries." 7 

(/) Soon afterward, on 24 February 1976, the Deputy 

secretary of Defense issued new guidance concerning DGD 

activities and interests in Iran. After outlining the 

problem, he wrote: 

I • (:E') 
Att to JCS 
( .e') ~lema, 
Comments," 
Jul 76. 

t'l"~mo, ASC(ISA) to CJCS et al., 7 Nov 75, 
1714/215, 12 Nov 75, JMF 887/534 (7 Nov 75). 
Cir, DSAA to Secoef, "Gener3l 1'oufanian's 
20 Jan 76, CJCS File 820 Iran, 1 Jul 74-31 

116..__ __ _ 



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

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

Deputy Secretary said, and "Iran continues to be viewed 

as a valued friend with whom the u.s. shares many 

common interests and with whom we wish to maintain 

relations and strong ties.• 8 

r(~) 1 
I ft 

~ 
~ 

1- ---

d. (l) Memo, DePSecDef to CJCS et al., 24 Feb 76, 
Att to JCS. 1714/215-1, 2 Mar 76, JMF 887/534 (7 Nov 
7 5) • 

9. (;ri Memo, .:,sst to Pres for NSA to SecLef, 10 
Get 75, Att to JCS 1714/214, 14 Oct 74, JMF 887/532 (10 
Oct 75). (¢) NSS~; dS, 13 Fee 76, Att,. to JCS 1887/828,. 
17 Feb 76; ($) "Response to r-<SScl 238: US Policy Towara 
the ?ersian Gulf," May 76, Att to Memo, Chm, Interoept 
Pol-Mil Group to Asst to Pres for NSA, 21 May 76; JMF 
898/532 (13 Feb 76) sec 1. 
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(U) St.:bsequeni:ly, early in August 1976, S-:cretary 

of State Kissinger 

the Unitea States 

visited Tehran. During the visit, 

and Iran concludea a wiae-rangtng 

series of agreements, one of which projected S10-15 

billion ~orth of Iranian military purchases during the 

next five years. The United States agreed to sell 160 

F-16 lightweight fighters, deliveries of which ~ould 

occur ~r 1979-1983. 10 

r-. (~n.-

:· .· 

j 
10. Deot of State Bulleti:1, 6 Sep 76, ~!='· 503-510. 

NY Times,-28 At.:g 76, 1. 

1 1 8 



.. . ' 
I 

' 1 ,, ,Jf Hemo, s~=-:: secy, r.sc to CJCS et al., 19 liov 
76, Att to JCS 1887/828-1, 22 NOV 76; ($) DJSI-i-2098-76 
to ASD(ISA), 14 Dec 76; JMF 889/5~2 (13 Feb 76) 

sec 1 • 
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<fl In the years 1973 through 1 !176, the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff continued to emphasize the strategic 

importance of Iran, and the statements 'of this impor

tance in the Joint Strategic Objectives Plans (J&OPs) 

remaineci virtually unchanged from earlier years. 14 

The JSOPs involved gave Iran a "General Strategic 

Priority" rating of "2," except for JSOP FY 1977-1984, 

published in December 1974, where Iran receivea a 

rating of "1 ," like Western Europe ana Japan. More

over, the JSOPs in this period now citea ·Iran's arms 

r:-urchases from the united 's~~;tes as a reason for its 

strategic importance, anci comparison of pertinent 

portions of tne JSOPs in 1973 and 197b shows how 

Iranian force goals grew along with the Shat's oil 

revenues. JSOP FY 197o-19b3, a;pearing i.n Cecember 

1973, recorr.rr.ended the following major mic-range obJec

tives: 2 infantry and 4 ar:norea aivisior.s, 3 destroy

ers, ana 21 tactical fighter squadrons (8 F-5, 10 F-4, 

and 3 F-14/F-15). Three years later, in December 197b, 

JSOP FY 1979-1986 aescribed objectives o: ~ armorec.i 

and 4 i~fantry aivisicns, 7 destroyers (~ of therr. 

SFRUANCS-class), 3 submarines, and 37 tactical fighter 

squadrons (5 F-14, 16 F-16, ana 13 F-18L). 15 

I i.. re:idir-.:: cr anticipated reguests incluOea 7 
AhACS, 140 ~-1~; and 250 F-18 aircraft. 

13 ( ·~' "t.v.::.c"tl.'l"' "'l~m-r·· "·cc:·, 23° · • ~ I ........ - ... - ...... ·•I c. :! , .-~ .... ....,.. ..... • ~s Policy 
Toward the ?ers:..an Gulf," ?P· 38-3!>, 17 Jan 77, Att to 
JCS 1887/!:128-3, 10 Feb 77; ()!'} DJS~!-101-7i to ASD( ISA), 
17 Jan 77; same file, sec 2. 

14. See above, pp. 97-9~. 
15. (;/) JSCF FY 1976-1983, Vol II, Bk VII, pt II, 

sec 2, J:.,F 511 (11 Dec 73) sec lC. <?'> JSOP FY 1977-

{1)6) 
l 
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The Carter Administration and a New Approach to Arms 
Sales 

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

weapons and actually delivered equipment in the amount 

of $6.250 billion. 16 President Jimmy Carter, how

ever, had a vastly different. view of arms sales from 

that of his two predecessors. On 13 May 1977, the ne~ 

President declared that arms transfers were "an exceJ;;

tional policy instrument, ·to be used only in instances 

where it can be clearly oemonstrated that the transfers 

contribute to our national interests." so, save in 

extraordinary circumstances and in instances where 

frienoly countries needed advanced weapons in oroer ~o 

maintain a regional balance, 

(a) the collar volume of new commitments in FY 

1978 would be reduced from that of FY 1977, and cut 

again if possible in each succeeding year; 

(b) commitments to sell or co-produce new advanced 

weapons systems would be prohibited until these ,.ere 

operationally deployed with US forces. Adoitionally, 

Secretary of State Cyrus Vance would oevelop more 

extensive guidelines by which to assess requests tor 

advanced weapons, including requirements ( 1) that ttey 

must uniquely strengthen recipients' ability to 

perform the desired functions, ( 2) that less advanced 

alterr.atives were not available, and (3) that prOI:ia

ing advanced ~o.·eapons would not generate requirerr.er!':S 

for a prolonged US presence in recipient countries. 17 

ho.:, val II, Bk VII, [?t II, sec 2, JMF 511 (S Dec~~) 
sec 2A. (Z) JSOP FY 1978-1985, Vol II, Bk III, ?t II, 
sec 2, J:1F 511 (4 wee 75) sec 1A. (Jl JSOP FY 1979-
1956, liol II, Bk III, sec 3, JMF 511 (3 wee i6). 

16. DSf.A, "DSAA Fiscal Year Series: Iran." 
17. (~) PD/NSC-13, 13 11ay 77, JMF 001 (CY 197/). 

1 2 1. 
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( UJ Thereafter, uS :oales agreements · . .;i th Iran 
dropped accorcingly. They fell from $3.236 billion in 

FY 1977 to 5764 million in FY 1978, the first full year 

of the Carter AOministra t ion; the following year, FY 

1979, they amounced to only $42 million. 18 

(jiJ In actual practice, as will appear, this new 

policy proved less restrictive than the above figures 

would suggest. The President had already maae his 

first Iranian decisions in aarch 1977, approving the 

annual Air force supply agreement as well as personnel 

support for F-14s but." holding" decisions about selling 

5 RF-4Es and 7 E-3 AViACS aricraft. 19 Iran would be 

receiving 160 F-16 fighters during 1980-1983; the Shah 

wanted as replacements tor his f-4s, another 140 F-Ibs 

and 250 F-18s curing 1982-1986. In November 1976, the 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) had asked the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff to assess the. Iranian fighter 

force's capability over the next fifteen years. Their 

reply, sent to Secretary of Defense Earold Brown in May 

1977 in JCSI',-218-77, preaicted that the Irr.perial 

Iranian Air Force ( IIAF) could not absorb so many F-16s 

and r-18s without implementing J;:lannea personnel, 

training, logistic, ana tacility-builaing t:rograms. 

These, in turn, woula require "substantlal" contractar 

ana "some" increased technical military assistance. 

Although t!'Je · IIAF would be only "rr.arg inally preparea" 

for sustained combat during the next five years, its 

capabilicy should increase "sub:ot,;ntiall~·" dur.ing :.he 

follo;.:ing ten. The Joint Chiefs' fJrojection of the 

IIAF inventory read as follows: 

1~. ~SAh, ''CSAA F:scal Year Series: !ran.'' 
19. (1) Me:no, ;..sst to Pres for ~SA tc SecLref, ~~ 

11ar 77, Att to JCS <::313/626, 8 A;,:r:- /1, JMF 499 (L9 ~iar 
! 7) 



1977 1"82 1"92 

F-4 195 175 
F-5 163 148 1 19 
F-14 56 71 61 
F-16 11 3 246 
F-18 215 
Total 414 507 64 120 

In summary, they urged that the United states "continue 

to support modernization of the IIAF fighter force 

through the provision of advanced fighter aircraft."2 1 

(/l The Administration orderep an Ad f.oc Group (of 

which the Director, J-s· was a member) to study the 

Shah's request for 250 F-18L light-weight fighters. 22 

The Group saw several options: provide F-18Ls, begin

ning in 1982 and 1983; offer F-18As instead of F-18Ls; 

make available F-16s rather· than F-18s; disa.-.-rove an 

F-1SL sale ana offer no substitutes. Assistant Secre

tary of Defense ( ISA) David ~icGiffert argued that, 

since replacements for· Iran~an F-4s woula not be 

needea until the mid-1980s, a decision could be post

poned until 1979-1960. The Joint Chiefs of Staff urgea 

an earlier, favorable response; the Navy, in particu

lar, believed that delay would precluae the attainment 

of objectives set torth in JSOP FY 1979-19&6 ana 

JCSM-218-77. But ?resiaent Carter decided not to 

20. As for t:otential adversaries, Iraq at· this 
point possessed 405 combat planes while the USSk 
aeployea 1,076 aircraft near Iran. ,..._ _ _. 

21. (j/) Memo, ASD(ISA) to CJCS, 5 Nov 76, Att to 
JCS 1714/221, 8 t<ov 76; (7) JCSM-218-77 to SecDef, 16 
May 77, Encl to JCS 1714/221-1, 14 Dec 76; J~1F 887/534 
(5 Nov 76) sec 1. J-5's draft specifically recommended 
"provision of the F-16 and F-18L tighter aircraft." 
(1J JCS 1714/221-1, 14 Dec 76, same file. The ce.,uty 
USCI~CEUR (General aobert huyser, USAF) visiteo Iran 1n 
July and res;crted that the IIAF "has mace some very 
real progress, ~articularly in tactical air opera
tions." (7) 1:\pt, uep USCit.CEUR to CJCS, "Report on 
5-19 July 1977 'l'r.ip to Iran," 2 Aug 77; CJCS File 82u 
Iran. 

22. The F-16L woula be a land-based version of the 
~avy's F-18A. 
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approve the sale, because ~olicy now re~ui~ea :~at 

advanced weapons systems be o~erationally ae~loyea 

with US forces prior to any sales com"-it~en:.23 
(,/) The Shah in 1974, had approved an amb·icious 

program, SEEK SENTRY, for placing several dozen radars 

on mountain-top locations. Later, with uS encourage-· 

ment, Iranian military men began looking to Al'iACS 

aircraft as substitutes. Gn 22 April 1977, Presiaent 

Carter approved the sale of 5 E-3s. here he was making 

an exception to his arms tanster policy, since At.AC5 

aircraft (like the. F-·18) still had not entered into 

service with US forces. On 24 April, the· Shah cancel

lea. SEE.K SENTRY, thereby reaucing his grouna radar 

requirements from 44 to 20. Three days later, he askea 

the President for tour more AI\ACS aircratt. General 

Brown and Secretary Brown supported a sale ot nine 

E-3s, noting in justification that the planes and their 

support would cost only one-fi~th as much as the ground 

radars ($2.6 versus $10-15 billion) and resuire ~.sao 

rather than. 62,500 personnel. On 26 Hay, Pres iaen t 

Carter agreed to sell a total o.f seven E-3s. One month 

later, the Joint Chiefs of Staff encorsea a nine-~lar.e 

sale, but advisee Secretary Brown that questions 

concerning the . releasability 

first required resolution. 

of cryptographic devices 

Crytographic ca~ability, 

they said, would be 

between E-3s and 

needed to protect data transmitted 

other ships ana aircratt. 24 

.t. 3. (R") DASC( ISA) to F- i 8L Ac noc Group, J ~lay 

77, Att to JCS 1714/224, 10 May 77; (,.2") ~,erne, ASD(ISA) 
to Actg uir, J-5, 7 Jun 77, Att to JCS 171~/224-1, same 
date; (~) MJCS-172-77 to ASD( ISA), 9 Jun 77, Att to l</h 
of JCS 1714/22<;, '~ -:;t.;r. 77; Nemo, Asst to ?res fer::..;:;.. 
co Secuef, 20 Jun -7, Att to JCS 1714/224-2, 22 J~n 7i; 
J~!F 887/460 ( 3 Ma:; 77 I. 

24. (~) ~\~e:no, .S-2ci:o::f to Asst ~o Pres fer r-.3A, 3 ~"t&J..-
77, Att to JCS 1714/225, 1\1 May 77; (~) JCS:•.-275-77 to 
SecOef, 27 Jun 77, Encl A to JCS 1714/225-1, 27 ~ay 77; 
JMF 887/653 (3 Hay 77). 
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Gn 7 July, President Carter notified Congress of 

t;,.e Sl.:<: billion, seven-p'lane sale. congressional 

opposition against selling Iran such sophisticated, 

sensitive equipment forcea the Presiaent to delay his 

offer until September. But, finally, in early October, 

the arrangement cleared Congress. 25 

~ In mid-October 1977 President carter reiterated 

his determination to reauce world-wide arms sales. If

Secretary Vance dici not "hola down" such recommenda

tions, he promised to do so himself. But the Shah's 

hopes remained high. 1-ihen the Chief of Naval Opera

tions, Aamiral James Holloway, visited him in October, 

the Shah asked about the possibility of acquiring six 

PERRY-class frigates and saia that, because the F-14 

had proved so successful, he was interested in buying 

the Navy F-18A. In mia-~ovember, the Shah came to the 

white House. President Carter related how he hac to 

"gd to the mat" with the Congress to get the AI-lACS sale 
\ ... ' 

approved, and t:red icted that •the problem would become 

easier if Iranian requests were moderate ana more 

predictable. what, he asked, would be Iran's needs 

over the ·next S-6 years? The Shah cited air defense as 

his primary concern. He wanted a total of 150 f-14s 

and 300 r-16s, which would mean aaditional purchases of 

70 F-14s and 140 F-16s.26 

(/) Early in December 1977, the Iranian Government 

formally requested: 11 RF-4Es, 31 f-4Gs with' wiLL 

\';EASEL SAN radiation sut:pression equit:-men::; 70 F-14s, 

1-!0 F-16s, 648 howitzers, and six :ninesl<eepers. The 

Joint Chiefs of Staff concurrea "in principle," but 

addea that availability and releasability "must be 

.o. l'iY,Ti:r.es, 29 J"l 77, 1; 8 Oct 77, 6. 
26. (Kl Nemo, Asst to Pres for !'<SA to secuef, 20 

Oct 77, Att to JCS 2315/644, 26 Oct 77, J~F 4~9 (29 har 
77). ($) "CNO Auaience with the Shah of Iran, 1 Oct 
77," 12 Oct 77; (TS) i1emoCon , "Presiaent's ~;eeting 
with the Shah or Iran, :-.ov 16, 1977"; CJCS File 820 
I::an. 
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addressed on an i tern-by- i tern bas is at the ac~~.;al time 

ot request." l•hen the Depart.'l:ent of State sc:.:ght a 

more detailed justification of the howitzer request, 

they characterized it as "militarily reasonable and 

justified," and stateo that Iran could absorb tt-.e 

artillery over a period of "about 10 years"--and even 

less time, if the personnel situation improvea. 27 

<I> Iran also intenaed to buy twelve Dutch and 

\\est German frigates, but wantea to arm them with uS 

weapons systems so as to allow interoperability with 

An•erican ships. Assistant Secretary McGiffert askea 

for JCS views. Answering on 10 July 1978, they des

cribed the Imperial Iranian Navy's IT. iss ion as being 

development ot a force that could defend the sea lanes 

to the Persian Gulf, assist in assuring the oil flow, 

and (in cooperation with air and ground forces) counter 

invasion attempts by any potent1al adversary. Such a 

force, containing four 

diesel submarines, and 

strategic interests. 

guidea ... missile 
I 

twelve frigates, 

The Joint Chiefs 

cruisers, nine 

would serve US 

of Staff con-

sidered compatibility and interoperability among 

Iranian ships and with the uS Navy, to be "funcament-

a 1." Sales of US weapons and electronics woula bestow 

"significant" ad•Jantages upon the Iranian ~avy by 

J:'ermitting interchangeability of ?ersonnel among 

Arr.erican, Cutch, and 1-.est German warships. Convers.ely, 

.!.1. (j{) Ltr, Vice Mi:1 of l>ar to AliB Sullivan, 7 Lee 
77, Att to JCS 1714/231, 12 Jan i&; ~iemo, Clr, c,s,;.. t:
CJCS, 3 Jan 7&, Att to JCS 1714/231, 12 Jan 78; (ll 
JCSM-39-78 to SecDef, 3 Feb 78, Encl to JCS 1714/231-1, 
30 Jan 78; (jt') ~lema, Actg Dir, LSAA to CJCS, 20 ,;t:-r 78, 
Att to JCS 1714/B1-2, 24 A?r i8; (.$) JCSi1-193-7b to 
Seccef, 30 :-lay 73, £ncl to JCS 1714/231-3, 23 ~:ay 7b; 
J~\F 357/~99 (7 Dec 77). In mia-1976, the Iranians 
reduced their howitzer rec;uest tc 298. <Tl heiT.c, Staff 
Secy, NSC to CJCS et al., 2.7 Jun 78, Att cc 
JCS 1714/233, 18 Jun 78, JMF 887/499 (27. Jun 75). 
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if the Iranians had to buy European systems, men and 

resources must be aiverted to training, supply, ana 

maintenance, thereby lowering operational effectlve

ness.28 

VJ'l i>t mid-year, the NSC Policy Review Committee 

decided to discuss which Iranian requests shoula be 

submitted 

session. 

for Congressional 

A talking paper 

Joint Staff asserted 

having to do with 

requests were "in 

objectives for· Iran." 

approval during 

approved by the 

the 1978 

Director, 

that, save for· "certain exceptions 

releasability policy," Iranian 

consonance with the US military I 
A greater capability for force/

1 

projection seemed worthy of support. In justification, 

the paper noted: that Iran faced several threats from 

I different directions; that there was "a broad mutuality 
' ; 

r 

of interests" between 1-iashington and Tehran; that 

Iranian ability to use US equipment was "iQproving 

markedly"; and that prospects for Iranian military 

adventurism or expansionism, were "not high" (because, 
I 

among other reasons, her logistical dependency upon the 

United States could be cast aside "for more than a week 

or two at most"). Furthermore, the paper arguea in 

favor of the United States remaining Iran's "primary 

source" of military equipment in order to: maintain 

~olitical leverage; 

ment; and benefit 

therefore, sales of 

promote stanaarization of equlJ;;

the US economy. SpecificaLly, 

31 F-4Es (in 1 ieu of F-4Gs).- 70 

F-14s, 298 howitzers, and combat systems for European

built frigates should be ap[:rovea. 29 

.::5. (;!) ~iemo, ASD(ISAJ to CJCS, 
to JCS 1714/234, same date; (eJ 
ASD( ISA), 10 Jul 78, Att to N/H of JCS 
78; JMF 887/475 (29 Jun 78). 

29 Jun 78, Att 
l-!JCS-1 '18-7& to 

1714/234, 11 Jul 

29. ($) !';emo, Staff Secy, :-.sc to CJCS et al., 27 
Jun 78; ($) :·.err.o, :..eslie Gelb to Dir, J-5 eta~ •• 29 
Jun 78, Att to JCS 1714/233-1, 3 Jul 78; (j() TP for 
C:JCS and SecC:ef c.t ?RC ~:tg, 5 Jul 78, Att to JCS 
1714;233-2, 11 Jul 78; JHF 8:i7/499 (27 Jun 75). 
Princi;;als used this T? at the PRC meeting, according 
to ($) •'temo, COL Raines to Action ~i.o.n. Div., "PRC 
~teeting, 5 July 1978," 6 Jul 78, same file. 
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(j/) Soon afterward, t!"!e Assistant Secretary of 

Defense ( ISA) asked the Joint Chiefs of Staft to 

appraise Iran ian military forces and capabilities, ~\~ 

threats they faced, and the force structure appropriate 

from the mici-1980s through the early 1990s. On 5 

September 1976, the Joint Chiefs of Staff advised that 

the forces projected for 1980-1985 would be adequate 

tor every situation except a Soviet attack. Road and 

railway systems were inadequate, however, and airlift 

capacities could rapidly become overtaxea. Thus 

Iranian efforts to build repair and maintenance facili

ties and to establish an effective logistics system 

appeared "paramount" in creating a sound military 

force. :'-loreove r, Iran would continue to need US 

technical and training assistance for anything other 

than a "short, low-intensity operation." Consequently, 

US .aid beyond 1980 should "continue to concentrate on 

the clear deficiencies in -c-ommand and control of 
I 

Iranian forces, air. defense, anti-submarine warfare, 

and SAM suppression capability." 30 

(~ In August 1978, President Carter had disapproved 

the sale of 31 F-4Gs as recommended earlier by the 

Joint-staff. In mid-September, the Cepart~ent of State 

requested Defense views on whether to sell the 7G 

aaditional F-14s sough~ by the Shah. The Joint Ch1efs 

of Staff characterized such a sale as being "~r.ucient 

and in the best interest of the United States." Their 

calculation of Iran's require~ents took account ot 

forces needea to maintain air superiority over Iraq. 

Since her oil tields and facilities lay so near to 

30. (i7) ~.emo, Ac~g ASD(ISA) to CJS, 24 Jul 78, 
Att to JCS 1114/236, 26 Jul 78; ($) i-IJCS 2_.3-i8 to 
ASD(ISA), 5 Sep 18, i'.tt to t.;j!i ot JCS 1714/236, b Sep 
iS; JMF 867/292 (24 Jul 78). The Joint Staff and the 
Services, 1n co"nsultation with USCINCEUR and the 
Chief, ARMISH/MAAG, prepareci a lengthy analysis from 
wnich the Joint Chiefs' conclusions were arawn. 
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Iraqi border, Iran probably could not build a 

aefensive force large enough to prevent those facili-

ties tram suffering extensive damage. For that reason, 

Iran needed a formidable offensive force that woula 

In the j uagment of the strengthen its 

Joint Chiefs 

deterrent. 

of Staff, a "reasonable" force level 

for 1981-1988 would include 174 F-4s, 148 F-14s, and 

2 7 5 F- -, 6 s • 3 1 

The Unraveling 

(U) At this point, a 

to overwhelm the Shah. 

flood of internal unrest began 

Conservative clergy always hac 

opposed his westernizing reforms; liberals disliked his 

authoritarianism; businessmen resented the corru;:tion 

that centerea around the Pahlevi family; and Iranians 

of all persuasions feared and detested his secret 

police, or SAVAK. During 1978, these factions coa-

lesced to create a nationwide revolt. 

in the face of growing disorpers, 

On 8 September, 

the Shah imposed 

martial law .upon major 

convulsed Tehran. 32 

. .' I 

cltles; next day, bloody riots 

IJ'I In October, amid spreading strikes and economic 

aislocations, the Shah cancelled requests for 70 F-14s 

and 140 F-16s. At this point, tr.e Defense Intelligence 

Agency (DIAl aid not aeem the Shah's preaicament 

hopeless. Late in October, DIA forecast tnat the 

Iranian military "almost certainly" would remain loyal 

if the Shah exerted strong leadership. So, if he mace 

Froper gestures towara Islamic conservatives and began 

to share power, "the Shah should survlve the political 

ferment." On 31 October, J-5 drafted a Chairman's 

I'Jemorandum recommending that the Administration express 

its support for ::-,e Shah through ( 1) a personal 

letter from the ~=~3tdent and (2) public statements by 

31. t•Y '!'ir..es, ~b A~g 78, 48. (g!j ~iemo, Dir DSAA to 
DJS, 15 Sep 76, A~t to JCS 1714/238, same date; (.6) 
MJCS 266-78 to Dir, DSAA, 26 Sep 78, Att to h/H of JCS 
1714/238, 4 Oct 78; JMF 887/460 (15 Sep 78). 

32. ~ashington Post, 9 Sep 78, 1. 
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either the Chief Executive or high officials. General 

Jones never signed this draft because, on 1 Nov ember, 

President Carter publicly aid defend the Shah. 3 3 

(~ On 6 November, with US backing, the Shah pt.<t 

Iran under military rule, but disoraers grew even 

greater. Early in December, the US Ambassador forwarded 

a request for assistance in moying five water-cannon 

trucks from Europe to Tehran; Secretary Brown approved 

using US military aircraft for this purpose. On 7 

December, the Administration authorized evacuation of 

DOD depenaents. Four days later, several million 

anti-Shah aemonstra tors march eo through major cities 

and towns. 34 

(I} A denouement began on 27 December, "a aay of 

wild lawlessness and shooting in the capital and a 

strike that effectively shut down the oil industry.• 35 

on that same day, Admiral Holloway informed the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff that the Soviets' Indian Ocean task 

group was about to be relieved by a slightly larger 

force that included a KRESTA-class guidea missile 

cruiser. "More than ever," he tala his JCS colleagues, 

It is crucial that any government of 
Iran continue its security co-operation 
with the u.s. The u.S. therefore 
needs to provide clear signals t!'lat it 
appreciates the new situation in Iran, 
retains a firm interest in the region, 
and intends to support its friends. 

33. ($) Memo, Dir, DIA to CJCS, "Appraisal on tne 
current Situation in Iran,• n.d. [received by JCS on 25 
Oct 78]; (.e') JSN-1718-78 thru DJS to CJCS, "Support for 
the Shah of Iran," 31 Oct 78; rtemo, DJS to CJCS, 1 ~ov 
78; CJCS File 820 Iran. 1-.ashinaton l'ost, 1 Nov 7'6, 
1 • 

34. (/) Msg, JCS 3096 to liSCIO.CEGR, 5 Dec 78; (rJ 
heme, SecState to SecDef, 7 Dec 78; CJCS File 820 
Iran. NY 'Times, 7 Nov 78, 1; 12 Dec 78, 1. 

3 5. t;Y-TTriie"S";"" 2 8 Dec 7 8 , 1 • 
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Accordingly, he recomrr.enaed sending a Carrier battle 

Group to the Inaian Ocean ''in the immediate future," so 

that it could reach the Arabian Sea sometime after 

mia-January. On 28 December, with Secretary brown's 

approval, the Joint Chiefs of Staff oraered CINCL~ to 

position a carrier force near Singapore, and to prepare 

for a possible mission in the Arabian Sea.36 

(U) By this time, the Shah's nerve had cracked;· 

Some of his generals, apparently, planneo to seize 

power and resort to harsh -repression. On 2-3 January 

1979, Deputy uSCINCEUR, General Robert fiuyser, USAF, 

arrived in Tehran. His mission, reportedly, was 

two-fold: to make the Shah depart Iran immediately, 

and to fares tall any pro-Shah generals' coup by 

threatening a complete cut-off of US aid. The generals 

were tamed and the Shah was persuaded. On 16 January, 

the Shah put. himself in the pilot's seat of his Boeing 

707 and flew into exile. 37 

( U) The departure of the Shah marked . the complete 

failure of US policy toward Iran. The United States 

had backed the Iranian ruler for 33 years in hopes of 

creating a stabilizing influence in the Midale East ana 

a bulwark against Soviet expansion there. Tremendous 

amounts of military assistance had been both given ana 

sold to him to that end. ~ow he was gone, leaving 

behind near chaos and great popular resentment ot' and 

hatred for the united States • 

.Jb. (Z') CNOM 166-78 to JCS, 27· Dec 78, Att to 
JCS 1714/240, same date; (Z') ~isg, JCS 768 to Cll<CPAC, 
28 Dec 78; JMF 898/378 (19 Dec 78). This movement was 
made public on ~S December. ~Y Times, 30 uec 78, l. 

37. 1-.ashinc:;ton ?ost, 13 Jan E;O, B1. NY Times, 
17 Jan 79, 1. 
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APPE~jD IX 2 
STRENGTH OF THE IRANIAN ARMED 

FORCES, 1961-1978 

1 9 61 

Arm
1 

y 
2 divisions 
6 independent (indep) brigades (odes) 

Navy 
2 corvettes 
3 mineswee~ers 
5 small ships 

Air Force 
fighters (F-84, F-86) 
trans~orts (C-47) 

TOTAL ARMED FORCES 

1965 

Army \ ·- ·" 
I 

7 inf divisions (12,00 
1 armored aivision 

men each) 

1 indep armored bae 

Navy 
4 escort vessels 
6 mineswee~ers 

24 small patrol craft 
2 landing craft 
5 other ships 

Air Force (130 acft) 
4 fighter sqns (F-86F Sabres) 
1 fighter sqn (F-5) 
1 tactical recce sgn (&T-33) 
2: transport ·sqns (C-1306) 

'I'OTAL ARMED FORCES 

1 35 

196,000 

6,0CO 

8,000 

210,00.0 

164,000 

6,000 

10,0.()0 

180,000 
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STRENGTH OF THE IRANIAN ARMED 
FORCES, 1961-1978 

(CONTINUED) 

Army 
2 armored divisions 
1 indep armored bde 
5 inf divisions 
1 indep inf bde 
1 SAI1 bn ( nAI-iK) 

Navy 
1 destroyer 

1970 

5 frigates (4 with SAMs) 
5 corvettes 
4 patrol boats 
6 minesweepers 
8 SRN-6 hovercraft 
4 landing craft 

12 patrol vessels \ - . ' 
I 

Air Force (175 combat aircraft) 
2 sqns (32 acft) all-weather fighter

bomber ( F-4D) 
5 sqns tactical fighter-bomber (F-5) 

20 F-86 all-weather interceptors 
16 RT-33 tactical recce acft 
33 transport acft 
helicopters 

TOTAL AR!-!ED FORCES 

i36 

~ :·\:,-.r ~ -.-.lr-•r-·-
t_ . '. -· :_ ...... ~ -~ ~ ;- : ~ ~) 

135,000 

9,000 

17,000 

161,000 
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STRENGTH OF THE IRANIA!'i AR~IED 
FORCES , 1 9 6 1 - 1 9 7 8 

(CONTINUED) 

1975 

Arm~ 

4 
2 

Navy 

armored divisions 
inf divisions 
indep bdes (1 airborne, 
forces) 
SAM bn (HAWK) 

3 destroyers 
4 frigates 
4 corvettes 

::s patrol boats 
6 minesweepers 
.2 landing craft 

10 hovercraft 
3 ~Iarine bns 

Air Force (238 combat acft) 

1 special 

6 fighter-bomber sqns (32 F-4D, 
64 F-4E) 

10 fighter-bomber sqns (80 F-SA, 
45 F-SE) 

1 recce sqn 
4 medium transport sqns 
2 light transport sqns 
1 tanker son 
helicopters 

175,000 

15,000 

60,000 

TOTAL ARMED FORCES 250,000 

13 7 
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STRENGTH OF THE IRANIAN A!i.NED 
FORCES, 1961-1978 

(CONTINUED) 

armored divisions 
inf divisions 

1978 

Arm~ 

3 
4 indep bdes (1 airborne, 1 inf, 

1 airborne,1 special forces)· 
4 SAM bn (HAwK) 

Navy 
3 destroyers 
4 frigates 
4 corvettes 
7 large patrol craft 
5 fast patrol craft, guided miss·ile 
2 landing ships logistic 
2 landing craft utility 
2 logistic support ships .. 

14 hovercraft 
Naval Air · 

1 maritime recce sqn (6 P-3F Orion) 
1 ASw sqn (12 SH-3D) 
1 transport sqn 
helicopters 
3 Marine bns 

Air Force (459 combat acft) 
10 fighter-bomber sqns (32 F-40, 

177 F-4E) 
10 fighter, ground attack sqns, 

12 F- SA, 1 4 0 F- SE) 
3 fighter sqns (56 F-14A tomcat) 
1 recce sqn (16 RF-4E) 
1 tanker sqn (13 Boeing 707-320L) 
4 meoiurn transport sqns 
4 light transport sqns 
helicopters 
5 SAM sqns 

TOTAL ARI-lED FORCES 

285,000 

28,000 

lOO,uCO 

413,000 

All lntcrmation in this Appendix is from the London 
Institute for Strategic Studies, Military Salance, 
1961-962, 1965-1966, 1970-1971, 1976-1977, and 1978-1979. 
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