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IRAN AND THE WORLD OP POWER. POLITICS: S. ZANDI
A SEARCH FOR SECURITY, 19U5-1979

This study attempts to identify and analyze the perceived needs and 
considerations which governed the evolution of Iran's security policies 
for the period 19i+5-1979«

Purpose
The study is primarily concerned with l) An analysis of the Post-WWII 

transformation of power relationships; the shifts in international politics; 
balance of power considerations as an historical process; and the formula
tion of Iranian perspectives with particular reference to that process; and 
2) Balance of power as a policy in the Iranian search for security from 19U5 ' 
to 1979. _ / . ; .
Approach _ . "

The study utilizes the historical (diplomatic) methodology. Detailed 
narrative accounts in each of the (central) chapters describe Iran's efforts 
to accommodate balance of power and alliance considerations into its security 
needs and perceptions. Analytical evaluation further complement the narrative. 
The significance of the policies is explained and underlined by the application 
of power politics.

Findinars
The study concludes that Iran's search for security took extraordinary 

dimensions and drastically changed both in character and in essence. The 
subordination of.balance of "power and alliance considerations to Iran's 
conception of its- needs is demonstrated by the balance achieved between 
Russia and the West. The transformation in Iran's regional and international 
foreign and security policies is underlined from, basically an extension of 
its alliance policy (through CENTO) in the 19$0's to an assertive one, inde
pendently tailored to its own needs and perception and conducted with a greater 
degree of freedom, backed, up by powerful armed forces, in the 1970's. These 
new policies aimed at maintaining the stafeis quo in the Persian Gulf while at 
the same time expanding Iranian influence within that framework. The study 
finds that Iran failed in that direction, embarked upon assuming a self-relianc 
posture and adopted counter-defensive measures.,.

As a postscript to the study, the implications of the security policies 
of the self-styled Islamic Republic are examined and contrasted with. The 
study defines the aims of 19h5-1979 policies as the quest for the national 
interest outside,and the 1979-1986 as the external'projection of national 
moods and concerns. Furthermore, the study concludes that Iran's security 
has been, and continues to be, inexorably dependent upon the security of the 
Persian Gulf.
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Introduction:

The primary objective of this study is to analyze the 
security policies that were pursued and manifested by Iran 
for the period 1945-1979. The study aims to place Iran within 
the framework of the Post-war international configurations, to 
provide an Iranian perspective, and to demonstrate the strains 
and stresses that were encountered by her in contemporary 
world affairs.

This single-country approach is not chosen in insolation. 
The security policies and needs of emerging developing nations 
are often examined in the context of Superpower rivalry or 
proxies of one or the other of the developed states. This 
peripheral understanding contrasts sharply with the changes 
that have taken place in these countries. The pace of change 
has rendered them less susceptible to effective manipulation 
from outside. Furthermore, there has been a reversal in power 
relationships since these states now influence and to some 
degree control the behaviour of militarily more powerful states. 
In short, all attempt to pursue independent foreign and 
security policies that respond to their perceived needs.

'There is, moreover, a scholarly need to examine the subject 
in seme detail. A cursory review of the literature on role and 
place of Iran as well as the politics of the Middle East, and 
the Upper Middle East in particular, reveals the devotion of 
little or no space and/or analysis. The vast literature on 
the Middle East has.understandably tended to focus on the Arab- 
Israeli conflict, the big-power competition and confrontation, 
and the politics of o i l .

Those rare studies that have focussed on Iran, however, 
have tended to be empirical general studies. Those which have 
taken the foreign policy of that country into account are also 
of a variety that do not fulfill the premise laid out in this 
study. Some have taken a frankly pro-Iranian stand. Others 
tend to be hostile. It is not a coincidence, therefore, that
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the former are written by Iranians or Irano-philes; and the 
latter are guided by self interest and ignorance.

This study proposes to undertake the examination of the 
primary objective with particular reference to a context of 
power politics and use the concept of the balance of power 
(i.e., a refinement of that general context) as a guiding 
principle. This is so because the concept is indispensable to 
the understanding of international relations. The balance of 
power in the realm of international politics implies two 
different entities. First, it is a system of foreign policy, 
or in other words, a set of actions by the actors in internat
ional politics aimed at upholding, neglecting, or repudiating 
that in favour of some other supposed system. Second, it is 
an historical law or theoretical principle of analysis derived 
from or applied to one's reflections on international 
politics.^ To use Raymond A r o n ’s terms, the balance of power 
is thus a model for "strategic-diplomatic behaviour."

Granted that power is a pivotal concept in the analysis 
of international relations, a logical corrollary is the idea 
that the maintenance of a "balance" or ’Equilibrium" of power 
among nations ought to be a dominant objective of statecraft. 
This study, therefore, further proposes to give due consider
ation to the concept of alliance as a logical extension of the

1. See, for example, R.K. Ramazani, "The Foreign Policy of 
Iran, 1500-1941," (1966), and "Iran’s Foreign Policy," (1975), 
(Charlottesville: Univ. Press of Virginia); S. Chubin and
S. Zabih, "The Foreign Relations of Iran," (Berkeley: Univ. of 
California Press, 1974);.and G . Lenczowski, e d ., "Iran Under 
the Pahlavis," (Stanford: Hoover Institution Press, 1978), and 
"The Middle East in. World Affairs," 4th ed., (Ithaca: Cornell 
Univ. Press, 1980) for the first category. For the second, see 
F. Halliday, "Iran: Dictatorship and Development," (Harmonds- 
worth, Middlesex: Penguin Books, 1979); and B. Rubin, "Paved 
with Good Intentions: the American Experience and Iran," (New 
York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1980). It should be noted, however, 
that the spate of literature that have recently appeared on the 
scene address themselves to the same questions or the religious 
nature of the self-styled Islamic Republic or the Iran-Iraq war

2. H. Butterfield and M . Wight, "Diplomatic Investigations: 
Essays in the Theory of International Relations," (London: 
George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1966).
3. R. Aron, "Peace and War," (New York: Doubleday & Co., 1966)
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balance of power considerations. This is so because alliances 
have been a major process by which international power has 
been "balanced" and order maintained. Formation of alliances 
have also appeared to be an appropriate strategy through 
which states could increase their preponderance.

The significance of Iran’s search for security, outlined 
in the above framework for analysis, thus entails the pursuit 
of two related themes: a) An analysis of the origins and the 
development of the balance of power considerations as an hist
orical process, with particular reference to the formulation of 
Iranian perspectives; and b) Balance of power as a policy in 
Iranian foreign policy from 1945 to 1979. More specifically, 
the thesis has six objectives:

1. To describe and evaluate the security needs and 
perspectives of Iran;

2. To examine balance of power and alliance that in 
themselves have been subordinate to the above needs 
and perceptions ;

3. To investigate the Central Treaty Organization and 
Iran’s bilateral defence agreements;

4. To provide an explanation of the nature of Ir a n ’s 
government and foreign policy;

5. To establish I r a n ’s conception of its security 
policies toward the Persian Gulf area and beyond in

, the wake of the 19 6 8 British withdrawal announcement
from East of Suez; and

6. An assessment of the emergence of Iran as a regional 
hegemonical power in the 19 7 0 ’s.

Struct are :

Part I of the thesis begins with a conceptual analysis of 
the balance of power. As was noted earlier, the concept implies 
two different entities. The significance of these entities can 
be illustrated by the fact that the Post-war transformation of 
power relationships and the shifts in the international politics 
in general are nowhere better demonstrated than in the Upper
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Middle East. Moreover, the evolution in Post-war power 
politics is at its best when applied to Iran since the 
Iranian search for security took extraordinary dimensions and 
drastically changed both in character and in essence. The 
study of the region clearly shows the mechanism of classical 
balance of power at work. The first chapter, then, is con
cerned with the clarification and development of the concept.

The survey, under the heading "Theoretical Background and 
Definitions," establishes the elements of the principle as they 
have been understood by strategists- and power-politicians from 
the 16th century to the present. Further clarification is 
sought by developing a framework for analysis. It is maint
ained here that the balance of power is a refinement of a 
general system of power politics.-

This chapter also explores the different traditions of 
approaching the subject. The Continental and British perspect
ives on the balance are given. Furthermore, when put in the 
context of recent theoretical advances, distinctions are made 
among the scholarly approaches to the question. The approach 
adopted in this study, historical (deplomatic), is contrasted 
with behaviouralism and empirical studies and a juxtaposition 
is made.

Chapter Two reviews the Post-1945 history of alliance 
formation. The main purpose of this chapter though is to 
provide an explanation to the dilemmas encountered by small 
powers and their motives for joining, adhering, or withdrawing 
from alliances. '

To put the above into perspective, definitions of 
alliances are made and the study then narrows down to military 
alliances and the paradigms of "small state." National capab
ilities are verified against cooperative behaviour. In 
addition, the contemporary alliances are placed in their per
spective of historical antecedents and political developments 
so as to arrive at an understanding of their nature and 
mechanism. In this respect, origins and development, structure,
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and activities are discussed.

Part II of the study is given to the considerations 
risen out of the "problems" encountered by a small state such 
as Iran in accommodating the balance of power and alliance 
mechanisms into its security needs and perceptions. Further
more, the "prospects" that are brought about by that process 
of accommodation are examined. This part, which constitutes 
the main body of the study, is divided for analytical purposes 
as well as convenience into three substantive chapters.
Chapter Three deals with the nature of conflicts and challenges 
to alliances. Chapter Four looks at the Central Treaty Organ
ization, and Chapter Five focusses on Iran. A detailed 
narrative is compounded with analytical evaluation. Signific
ance of the nature of conflicts is demonstrated by the applic
ation of power politics.

Chapter Three, in the main, focusses on the experience of 
the Northern Tier in the Second World War. The chapter is 
given coherence, however, by illustrating the British and 
Russian policies toward the region on one hand; and the entry 
into the politics of the area by the United States on the other 
The policy of the containment is analyzed, so are the context 
and historical background of the pressures on Turkey, Greece, 
and Iran. The responses of these three Northern Tier countries 
to these pressures are traced.

The experiences of these countries proved altogether that 
they had no options open to them but to ally themselves with 
those states whose interests dictated the maintenance of their 
sovereignty even if dihis course of action entailed the accept
ance of political and military commitments. The choice was 
more conclusive for a strategically located country such as 
Iran, which lacked the military power, inter al i a , to conduct 
independent foreign policy.

Furthermore, the Iranians considered neutrality as futile 
as it was dangerous. There was an imperative need for meeting 
the probable danger to the Iranian independence by taking all
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possible defensive measures. Neutrality meant inviting 
Soviet aggression. In dealing with the Soviets, the Iranians 
never forgot the maxim rule that the invisibility of threat 
does not justify the ruling out of the possibility of threat.

The policy of third-power strategy, i.e. restraining the 
most dangerous and threatening power by invoking the assist
ance of the others, adopted by the three Northern Tier countr
ies in the context of the War and its immediate aftermath, is 
also examined and given due consideration in Chapter Three.

Chapter Four offers an insight into the principal security 
organization that grew out of the nature of conflicts: the 
Central Treaty Organization. Soviet expansionist pressures, 
the policy of containment, the Truman and Eisenhower Doctrines 
as well as U.S. Secretary of Sf.ate Dulles’s efforts to create 
a security organization are considered for their relevance to 
the central theme of the study. The chapter traces the chang
ing interests of the signatories and shows how these led to a 
gradual redefinition of politics of the Upper Middle East.

CENTO is also put in the regional political context 
explaining the behaviour and reactions of the Arab countries 
of the area. The position of the U.S. is analyzed and the 
criticisms of it by the regional members are evaluated. The 
concerns of the regional members about clarification of policy 
are,given and their relations are examined.

The study demonstrates that while in an alliance the 
dominant member (i.e., the U.S.) may be able to define the 
overriding interest.in terms of effecting the policies carried 
out through the alliance, it cannot prevent the regional 
members from becoming involved in situations which may 
necessitate action. This, coupled with the perceived denials 
of assurances on behalf of the U.S. by the regional members as 
well as the receding threat of Soviet aggression meant a 
gradual disenchantment with the alliance by the regional members, 
percipitating its ’’redundancy.’’
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The structure of this chapter broadly follows the chron
ological order of the alliance: from Cold War considerations 
to the creation of pre-conditions of (basically) economic 
compatabilities within CENTO that eventually led to the estab
lishment of the Regional Cooperation for Development (RCD).

Taken together, however, Chapters Three and Four offer 
a general description and an explanation of the attempts by 
Iran, inter a l i a , to further the aims of its security policies. 
They also establish the alliance utilization in the Iranian 
policy and offer an evaluation of the significance of both 
balance of power and alliance concepts in early parts of the 
period under study.

General description and explanation give way to a more 
specific issue-oriented comprehension of Ir a n ’s security 
policies in Chapter Five. The primary objectives of the study 
are significantly deal with and addressed to in this chapter. 
The second part of this chapter, the especial place of the 
Persian Gulf and beyond, helps to underline certain aspects of 
the overriding themes of this study in action and .further 
clarify an understanding of the entities of the balance of 
power.

A fundamental factor in the evolution of I r a n ’s security 
policies in the period 1968-1979 was the announcement and 
later withdrawal of Britain from "East of Suez." This move 
transpired for Iran an unprecedented opportunity to assert 
itself in the region. Chapter Five looks at this historic 
move and its ramifications; developments in the relations of 
Iran with the U.S. and the U.S.S.R.; the redefinition of Iran’s 
foreign policy; the Nixon Dictrine; and Arab reactions to this 
new and assertive Iranian posture.

The British withdrawal embodied a fundamental shift in 
the regional power configurations. In practice this meant that 
Iran must be able to respond flexibly and rapidly so as to re
establish an adequate balance. It was apparent that I r a n ’s
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security was inexorably dependent upon the security of the 
Persian Gulf. In pursuing its security policy objectives,
Iran advocated that the area should be kept free of big-power 
rivalry. The ramifications of the new and assertive Iranian 
foreign policy also meant that a power vacuum and a clash 
between Iran and Saudi Arabia over the dominance of the Persian 
Gulf did not occur. If anything, the Shah found the Saudis in 
complete agreement over his views about the security and stab
ility of the Persian Gulf.

The British withdrawal from the Persian Gulf also repres
ented a welcome-opoortunity for Iran capitalizing on the use
ful harmony between goals of greater independence, power, and 
influence and the West's declining willingness, and in some 
cases 5 ability to act forcefully on behalf of regional allies.

Important elements of a nations resources and institutions, 
leadership, elites, political parties, as well as the military 
dimension are evaluated and applied to Iran. The analysis here 
concludes and underlines the transformation in the Iranian 
regional and international foreign and security policies from 
basically an extension of its alliance policy to the new and 
assertive role. These new policies aimed at maintaining the 
status quo in the Persian Gulf while at the same time expanding 
Iranian influence within that framework.

' The study reveals that Iran did not receive support and/ 
or favourable reactions from the regional Arab states towards 
its policies for the security of the Persian Gulf. This failure 
in holding the status quo is examined and the study further 
underlines the counter-defensive policies adopted by Iran; and 
demonstrates the efforts undertaken to assume a self-reliance 
posture. Furthermore, when put in the context of the study 
it is concluded that Iran had little or no options open to 
her but to prepare militarily in order to reinforce its 
assertive security and foreign policies.

An assessment, furthermore, is made of the hegemonical 
ambitions of Iran in the Persian Gulf in Chapter Six, the
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concluding part of this study. The causes or conditions 
which helped Iran to alter its role are examined as well as 
the economy and domestic political factors. The role and 
place of the Shah in both domestic and international aspects 
of formulation of policies are discussed.

With reference to the successes achieved and progress 
made in the economic field, the study finds that these came 
from a rare combination of favourable circumstances, some 
fortuitous, some meritorious. These factors included the oil, 
political stability, steering a course between a laissez- 
faire economy and government intervention, and private enter
prise assisted by government in numerous ways.

The period of 1945-1979 was, of course, the period that 
the Shah exercised power in Iran. He was the initiator and 
the driving force behind most, if not all, major foreign and 
security policies. This was especially so after his consolid
ation of royal power beginning with 1953, the year of the oil 
debacle in Iran, and 1955, the year that Iran adhered to the 
Baghdad Pact.

The Shah acknowledged the balance of power concept as 
a guiding principle in international relations. From long 
practice he achieved a feat of balance between Russia and the 
West. This study further concludes that Iran’s foreign policy 
was remarkably stable and consistent in the period due to the 
above long tenure of the Shah and the essential consistency 
of his views.

As for the hegemonical status of Iran, the study reveals, 
contrary to universal assumption, that Iran did not attain that 
status despite the changing of the Middle Eastern power con
figurations in a direction favourable to Iran’s interests.
This is attributed to the insufficient technical,educational, 
and industrial base required to meet that challenge. However, 
it is stressed that Iran became regionally so powerful that it 
could not be overlooked or ignored with regard to the affairs
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of the area.

The remainder of Chapter Six is devoted to a kind of 
a postscript to the period under study. Thus, the fall of 
the Shah.is analyzed from an Iranian perspective. It is 
argued that the downfall could have been avoided provided ' 
that the Shah did not embark upon his liberalization of the 
political process to the extent that he did. Failing that, 
it is maintained that the military ought to have taken over 
so as to sustain the correct security and foreign policy 
objectives of the Shah’s administration. In this context, 
the role of the armed forces is discussed and conclusions 
are made to the effect that they were prevented from over
ruling the Shah due to their overriding loyalties to the 
historical institution of the monarchy.

In examining the cultural traits of the Iranians, as 
against Moslem Iranians, a psychological dichotomy of ’’good’’ 
and ’’evil,’’ borrowed from Zoroastrianism, is identified in this 
part of the study. Based on this and the fundamental under
pinning of the fear of Iranians from being enchroached and 
persecuted by the big powers, similarities and contrasts of 
the policies of the Shah and those of the self-styled Islamic 
Republic are given.

7 It is maintained that the Islamic clergy are basically 
Iranians at heart. It is, moreover, argued that this dark 
period in the Iranian history is. ruled by a theocratic dynasty 
in which the ascendency to the crown is determined by the 
Shi ’it hierarchy as it is practiced in Iran.

Balance of power as a policy was, of course, rejected by
the new government in Iran. This is borne out by the observat
ion made by Stanley Hoffmann,as is examined in Chapter 1, who 
aptly ascribes a deterioration of such magnitude to domestic 
turmoil or revolution.^ In this sense the foreign policies

4. S. Hoffmann ’’Will the Balance Balance at Home?,’’ Foreign
Policy, vol. 7, 1972, pp. 60-86.
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of the Shah could be described as the quest for the national 
interest outside, while the Islamic Republic has embarked 
upon the external projection of national moods and concerns.

It d,s pointed out that the Shah accepted the existing 
international order as providing an environment within which 
Iran could operate and would become more independent and 
powerful. By contrast, this has been discarded out of hand by 
the Islamic Republic. Their hostile view of international 
organizations and regional politics are discussed and attrib
uted to ideology. The similarities include the idea of 
enchroachment -on Iran by hostile forces. As was noted earlier, 
a pervasive anxiety toward "outside forces" is present in Iran 
and is manifested in the Islamic Republic’s pronouncements on 
security policies.

The study concludes that in the latter part of the period 
under investigation, the security in the Persian Gulf was 
indistunguishable from the security of Iran. The leaders of 
the self-styled Islamic Republic at first attempted to brush 
aside this significant element. To their costs, and to Ira n ’s 
cost, they finally reached the same conclusion when confronted 
by the realities of the (Iran-Iraq) war. The Shah found 
refuge in a Treischke maxim to the effect of securing peace 
from a position of strength and self-sufficiency. I r a n ’s 
prestige was eroded by his downfall. As such, this erosion 
induced other nations to consider putting pressure on Iran or 
even attack her.

xvii



^̂ There is no hatance of power concept 
except me and my thirty A vmy corps. "

Kaiser Wilhelm II



PART I:

THEORETICAL AND HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVES



2.

CHAPTER ONE: Theoretical Background and Definitions

1.1. Balance of Power: A Review

The concept of the "balance of power" is indispensable 
to the understanding of international relations, despite the 
very different meanings and uses of the notion and the 
equally divergent assessments of the political realities to 
which it refers. Originally considered as one of the two most 
prominent offsprings of the European states-system (the other 
being the international law), it has occupied a position of 
unusual importance in history.. The concept embraces a number 
of theoretical assumptions and propositions on war, peace, 
alliance and diplomacy among nations. It is complex, reflect
ing an accumulated experience in the analysis and practice of 
international politics for centuries. It has demonstrated a 
remarkable adaptability in the literature, often serving as a 
paradigm in analyzing international relations and is still 
very much with us. It might fade away only with the 
disappearance of the state-system: an empty prediction, for 
the ubiquity of the subject and, moreover, because the 
Machiavellian spirit and the "Princes" are here and will try 
to shape the world for years to come.

The remarkable versatility of the concept could be traced 
back in history by the way of the varied considerations given 
to it. Thus Isaac Browne put it in a verse: "T/zg balance of 
pow 'r ah! till that is restoi'ed^ what solid delight can retirement 
afford?”  ̂ Richard Cobden regarded it as a chimera, proposed to 
discard it as a fallacious, ur.described, indescribable.

1. I.H. Browne, "The Fire Side: A Pastoral Soliloquy," on 
the Earl of Godolphin’s taking the Seals, 1735. (Oxford Book 
of Eighteenth Century Verse), p. 300. Quoted in 
H. Butterfield and M. Wight, "Diplomatic Investigations: 
Essays in the Theory of International Relations," (London: 
George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1966), p. 154.
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incomprehensive nothing; and urged that it be dismissed from
further consideration. Woodrow Wilson planned to do away
with it, to replace it with a community of power, and
proclaimed that "the great game^ now forever discreditted-^ of the

3 .balance of power^ was abolished." Richard Nixon based his entire 
foreign policy on it and argued: "^e must remember the only time 
in the history of the world that we have had any extended period of peace 
is when there has been balance of power ... an even balance.""^ Henry 
Kissinger, N ixon’s right-hand-man found refuge in Metternich 
and subscribed in principle and in .'considerable detail to it 
as a guide to foreign policy-making and tried to restore the 
world on that basis as well. The latter two rose to power at 
the same time when the spector of Hans Morgenthau’s "liberal
ism" was haunting American scholarly community. He branded a 
foreign policy based on balance of power as "evil and stupid."^ 
It is perhaps an astonishing irony that the man whc replaced 
them in office, Zbigniew Brzezinski, said that "An unrealistic 
and fundamentally untenable balance of power approach is thus neither

2. The Political Writings of Richard Qobden," The Balance 
of Power, vol. 1, 1867, pp. 253-283. Quotations taken from 
M.G. Forsyth, H.M.A. Keens-Soper and P. Savigear, "The Theory 
of International Relations: Selected Texts from Gentili to 
Treitschke," (London: George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1970).
pp. 316-317.

3. A.J. Grant and H. Temperley, "Europe in the Nineteenth and 
Twentieth Centuries (17 89-1950)," 6th edition, (London:
Longman, 1 9 5 2 ) , p . 428.

4. "T i m e ," 3rd January 1972. Quoted in A. Buchan, "A World 
Restored?," Foreign Affairs, vol. 50, no. 4, 1972, p. 644.

5. While that important era of the US foreign policy and its 
architects are examined later in this study, it is interesting 
to note that via his testimony on the ratification of the SALT 
II treaty in the US Senate, in the week ending 11th Aug. 1979, 
Henry Kissinger not only caused a major shift in the debate in 
favour of a massive US arms buildup, but also "delivered a 
Spenglerian warning of American power on the wane," and added 
that "Rarely in history a nation so passively accepted a 
radical change in the military balance." Newsweek, 13th August, 
1979 .

6. H.J. Morgenthau, "The Politics Among Nations: The Struggle 
for Power and Peace," 5th edition, (New York: Alfred A. K noff, 
1973) , p. 167.
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existentially nor normatively the relevant concept with which to seek 
a "generation of p e a c e on the lines advocated by the formers. 
Lastly, Helmut Schmidt contented that: "Balance of power will 
continue to be the most important factor affecting global security^ 
because the universal, order will continue to be governed by rivalry^ 
competition and the juxtaposition of States^ peoples and ideas,

A,structural consideration of the evolution of the 
international society reveals that different intellectual 
concepts were to be found and applied to the specific inter
state problems of the time. One could cite examples such as 
the concepts of natural law and divine law in the age of 
classical antiquity, the rise of the Prince during the 
Renaissance and Reformation, the idea of Progress in the age 
of Enlightment, as well as Idealism and Materialism during the 
"age of the Dialectic;" and on this path one could detect 
Functionalism, Imperialism, Nationalism, the Federative 
principle, and so on. However, the above by no means conveys 
the impression that the use of those concepts was confined to 
the age of their inception. To avoid such a false impression, 
it is of prime importance to trace their further developments 
through the ages. Balance of Power; a by-product of a period 
after the Renaissance and before the Enlightment, a period 
known to us as the age of Absolutism, is indeed one of those 
truely surviving concepts which its presence on the internat
ional scene not only has not diminished but has gathered 
strength with the passage of time throughout the centuries.

The passing of the Renaissance and Reformation period was 
poised to set about a rather unfamiliar system of independent 
states and with it a new context of foreign policy which was 
in contrast to the instinctive tactics of the ruling princes

7. Z. Brzezinski, "The Balance of Power Delusion," Foreign 
Policy, no. 7, 1972, p. 59.

8. H. Schmidt, "New Tasks for the Atlantic Alliance," The 
Year Book of World Affairs, London, 197 5, p. 23.
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and their immobility to form a broad conception of the nature
of the international society at the time. At any rate, the
concept of the "balance of power" was eventually appeared and

qdeveloped by the help of the very structure of that society. 
Though there was no clear perception of it, let alone of its 
nature, the concept was nonetheless being sensed and manifest
ed in the context of schemes for the consolidation of that new 
society of states and the investigations concerning the polit
ical prejudices and diplomatic interests of the moment.

The ever-increasing use and reference to a "balance" in 
international affairs at this period generally shows that a 
nation or a principle was lacking, "the real a-ppveoiation of the 
dootr'ine had Just been mïssed or the forrnutat'ion of it went wrong.

The dominating not:'on in the sphere of international 
relations during the sixteenth century was still that of reason 
of state. This being so, Machiavelli never used the concept 
directly as it related to Italy or other areas, although in 
his days a balance of power undoubtedly existed within the 
peninsula. The closest that Machiavelli came to the notion 
could have been the occasion of considering the situation where 
in which neighbours of a state are at war and one of them is 
gaining preponderance as a result of that war. The topic is 
thus merely treated by him as a question of the wisdom of

9. Though some scholars like David Hume and Rousseau have 
tried to bring into attention examples from the ancient world 
on the existence of the idea, by the help of Kautilya
or Thucydides, among others \ Butterfield summarizes the gener
ally held view that "+he idea ... not only did not exist in the 
ancient worlds but did not take its rise even from the modern study of 
ancient history. More than most'of our basic political formulas^ this one 
seems to come from the m^odern world's reflection on its own experience." 
See Butterfield in H. Butterfield and M. Wight, op.cit., 
p . 13 3.

10. Ibid.', p. 137.
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remaining or not remaining neutral when one's neighbours are 
at war.^^

Francesco Guicciardini (1483-1540), Machiavelli's 
contemporary, came closer to an appreciation of the balance 
when he used the term "counterpoise" to indicate the need for 
international balancing, a term which was also used by 
Friedrich Gentz in early 19th century. He preached a strat
egy for the Florence on the basis of a balance. Though 
viewed from a negative point of view, Guicciardinin believed 
that the way to save one's nation from aggression is to see 
that the neighbouring nation-states be kept too busily 
occupied with one another elsewhere. His line of thinking 
was adequately shown for the .':ime in his Storia d'Italia 
(1537), in which he gave àn account of a syscem of forces 
which has been brought to an equilibrium during the reign of 
Medici's Italy.

Philip de Commynes, a French diplomat, expressed same
feelings at the time. Though chapter eight of book V of his
Memoirs is said to be "usually creditted.with heing the earliest

l2aaoount in modern European literature of the balance of power^ " the
picture given by him is more a composition of power rather
than a balance. However, for our purposes it was Guicciardini
who "ultimately made the crucial cAvance and gave the first vivid picture

IZof the balance of power. "

Gradually, as the new pluralist international system 
became subject of a closer scrutiny, the mode of the concept's 
operation became the focal point in intense debates. By the 
turn of the 16th century and into the middle of the next, the 
references to balance of power increased in number and its

11. For the discussion of a Machiavellian "balance of power
theory" see ibid.; F.H. Hinsley, "Power and the Pursuit of 
Peace," (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1963); and
R.R. Sullivan, "Machiavelli's Balance of Power Theory,"
Social Science Quarterly, vo].. 54, no. 2 , 1973 , pp. 258-270.

12. M. Wight in H. Butterfield and M. Wight, o p .c i t ., p. 149.

13. H. Butterfield in ibid. , p. 136.



7.

development gained a remarkable momentum. From then onwards 
the concept 5 being for so long implicit in the practices of 
external affairs, was finally made explicit, and in a 
laborious process of definition raised to the level of a 
principle of international relations during the period of the 
French Revolution and the Napoleonic wars.

In laying the formal basis of the new international 
order, the Treaty of Westphalia not only terminated the wars 
of religion but also legitimised an international order based 
on. the existence of independent, sovereign states. Due to the 
lack of clear working principles, the stabilization of the 
newly developed international system was carried out and 
concentrated upon a basis of dynastic principles and related 
practices. Problems of line of succession often led to prudent 
marriage settlements. What was needed was the effective oper
ation of that international system which they failed to 
accomplish. Thus royal marriages used as a replacement device 
were doomed to yield uncertainty and chaos as Spinoza aptly 
predicted that they would lead to war.^^ The net effect, 
therefore, was disruption rather than stabilization. This 
point could well be seen in the form of a series of wars of 
succession. Those of the Austrian, Bavarian, and Polish being 
good examples, and the Spanish the most prolonged and 
destructive.

It was in the course of the Spanish war and the period 
leading to it that the principle of the balance of power, 
practiced implicitly before, was rendered increasingly 
explicit in the diplomatic practices of European states.
Having established itself as an idea and/or a political slogan 
and repeatedly appearing in inter-state documents by then, the 
war was waged expressly, in the name of the "balance" on the 
part of the anti-French coalition which, by and large, 
succeeded in imposing its will in the shape of the separation

14. B. de Spinoza, "Tractatus Politicus," ch. 7, p. 355.
(The Political Works, e d . A.G. Wernham, (London: Clarendon 
P ress,1958). '



of the French and Spanish crown.

"... For the end that atl care and suspicions may he removed 
from the minds of men and that the Feace and Tranquility of 
the Christian World may he ordered and stabilized in a just 
Balance of Power (which is the best and most solid foundation 
of rmutual friendship and a lasting general concord)."

Read rthe;.clause in the Treaty of Utrecht (1713) which ended
the war and simultaneously elevated the concept to a principle
of international order. More important still, the treaty
imposed an obligation on its signatories to maintain that
balance. Although the use of the words "Christian World" has
prompted some scholars to express doubts that "the balance of
power" was still deriving its main impulse from the old

16conception of Europe, but nevertheless the concept used that 
legal document as a launching pad in order to be acknowledged 
as a regulator of international relations and attained a status 
as a diplomatic goal, to be positively sought after, and a 
prescription for statesmen to follow a conscious and sanguine 
approach.

The optimistic expectations regarding the principle,
mostly expressed through the prevailing theme of the time, i.e.,
the stabilization of the balance in terms of preserving the
peace, were soon to be disappointed a s .the 18th century turned
ouf to be one of almost continuous, if not invariably ferocious
warfare. Thus, it was only during the second half of the
century that a deliberate application of the principle could
be registered. In direct relationship to this, help was under
way in terms of a flood of schemes, all seemingly motivated

17by the noble desire to create permanent peace and order.
However, it should be stated that on closer inspection, it 
becomes apparent that many, if not all, contained features

15. Sir G. Butler and S. Maccoby, "The Development of Internat
ional Law," (London: Longmans, 192 8), p. 65. Quoted from
M. Wight in H. Butterfield and M. Wight, op.c i t . , p. 153.

16. See F.H. Hinsley, op.c i t . , pp. 170-171.

17. See ibid. , c h s . 1 & 2 ; and related works cited there.
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which detracted from their professed purposes. A signific
ant feature of these, and identical in all, was the support 
given to the creation of international political institutions 
varying in degree of constitutional sophistication, and were 
based on the unrealistic assumption that the rulers of Europe, 
not to speak of extra-European rulers, who had just won their 
protracted struggle for unrestricted sovereignty, would 
willingly surrender it to an untried international body of 
states representatives for the sake of the ideals of internat
ional stability.

Most of these schemes, from King of Bohemia’s to Saint- 
Pierre's, offered provisions for various kinds of organs 
such as an assembly of state representative and exhibited 
confederal features usually associated with alliances. It 
was not always clear to what extent they were meant to be 
lasting. What is beyond doubt, is that all were concerned 
with stabilizing the balance in one way or another.

Among the plans offered, those of Due de Sully, "the 
Grand Design" attributed to Henry IV of France and published 
in Sully's memoirs (1638); William Penn's Essays toward 
Present, and Future Peace of Europe (].693); and John Beller's 
Some Reason for an European State (171C)are the particular 
ones focussing directly on the principle of the balance of 
power in pursuit of peace. Perhaps the culminations of their 
efforts were to come later, and that was Saint-Pierre's 
Project pour rendre la paix perpetuelle en Europe Cl712)which 
was coincidentally-published with the final years of the 
completion of the Utrecht treaty. His scheme contained 
notorious features including the renounciation of war, mediat
ion by confederates in a dispute-like situation, majority vote 
in the international senate and resorting to a peace-keeping 
force in the event of a failure of a mediation and outbreak of 
w a r .

However helpful those schemes were, a true theory of 
the balance of power had to advance from the sphere of imagin
ation to that of model-building. Scientific concepts of
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balance taken from the mechanical sciencies proved helpful 
in this respect. The revolution of the natural sciences in 
the 17th century thus came to the aid of those enquiring into 
the nature, of the balance of power by the way of analogy, a 
hitherto unknown facility. It could not have been altogether 
a historical coincidence that speculation concerning the 
nature of the balance was taking place together with the 
progress of the scientific revolution of the 17th century, 
which had begun with Kepler's publication of the laws of 
planatary motion in 1619 and was virtually complete with the 
Newton's discovery of the laws of gravitation in 16 87. Ample 
inspiration for the construction of fruitful analogies was 
therefore being provided by the help of the centrality of the 
principle of the "balance" manifested in the realm of astro-" 
nomy and mechanics.

The heyday of this concept was to be the following 
century. Thus Fredrick the Great of Prussia expressly comp
ared the system of international relations to that of a fine 
balance of a clock; Edmund Burke called the balance of power 
the common law of Europe; and Prince Kaunitz, the modern- 
minded Hasburg minister, boasted of the arithmetical methods 
employed in his diplomacy. This important step from using of 
rhetorical figures to that of analogy is rightly echoed by 
Butterfield :

"... In any case the theory of the balance of power is to a 
great degree waachieved so long as people are thinking of a 
pair of scales (a negative idea in terms of 'neglected ^^ 
opposites') and merely using it as a figure of speech."

Butterfield also contends that the "beautiful equipoise" of 
the "heavenly bodies" sometimes was expressed in "a curiously 
Baconian ring."^^ However, this great transformation in the 
evolution of the concept could be summed up by Butterfield's 
opening of his article on the balance of power. Thus:

18. H. Butterfield in H. Butterfield and M . Wight, o p .c i t . 
p. 13 8. Bracket mine.

19. Ibid. , p. 141.
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.. The whole order in Europe was a kind of terrestrial 
counterpart of the Eewtonian system of astronomy. All the 
various bodies^ the greater and the lesser powers^ were 
poised against one another,, each exercising a kind of 
gravitational pull on all the rest - and the pull of each 
would be proportionate to its mass, though its effect would 
be greatly reduced as it acted at a greater distance. When 
one of these bodies increased its mass, therefore ... the r 
rest could recover an equilibrium only by regrouping them
selves ... and producing new combinations."^^

By then, though progress in theorizing had been achieved but 
the pace was slow in spite, and possibly because of the pop
ularity of the concept. State practices kept ahead of 
theorizing, making it difficult at times to distinguish theory 
from ideology. However, the gap between the two was being 
closed by degrees in the course of the 18th century, during 
which the conceptualization of the balance of power made some 
considerable progress in the light of the continental approach 
towards it.

The continental tradition was developed mainly by 
historians of Gottingen, the Hanoverian school of thought.
This central point of activity had its own reason and merits 
since Germany was an area prone to manipulation by the powers 
since the Treaty of Westphalia and, because it was in the 
centre of Europe, psychologically sensitive to the dimension 
of territorial contiquity. The continental tradition of the 
balance developed within the context of a growing intricacy of 
that equilibrium, especially because in the course of the 18th 
century, both Prussia and Russia had to be considered integ
ral part of i t . The debate on the nature of the balance 
reflected these conditions on the continent. However, the 
modern concept of the European states-system was adopted, a 
step towards more sophistication, though the element of 
diplomatic partiality was rarely altogether absent. Evidence 
of this is to be found in the works of K a h l e , Anchillon.,
Heeren, and Ranke, and the response they aroused in the

21British circles.

20. Ibid., p. 132.
21. F.H. Hinsley, o p .c i t . , pp. 182-183 .
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Kahle sought to provide a diagnosis of international 
society in the mid-eighteenth century by holding that each 
nation in^ its natural state must be considered as the enemy 
of all others 5 or disposed to be as such. Anchillon maint
ained that balance of power was an essential condition of 
international order. Heeren, in praising the European 
states^system, suggested that this international order might 
gradually be expanded until it embraced the whole globe.
Ranke went on further to the recognition of the operation of 
force in the resulting order of things. It should be noted, 
however, that these efforts had one thing in common with 
previous ones, that is the question of the management of the 
balance of power poised itself invariably. Rigid internation
al institutions were not a practical proposition, and so new 
modes of adjustments had to be considered which could ensure 
flexibility.

The management of the balance of power in operational 
terms was thought to be rested in several principles of which 
that of compensation may be regarded as the most prominent 
and effective one. Kahle argued that the most legitimate 
rulers must sometimes renounce their rights in order to maint
ain the balance. Anchillon claimed on a similar line that a 
state might justifiably be compelled by other states to 
sacrifice for the common good territory to which it held good 
legal title, just as by way of a domestic analogy a ruler 
could compel his subjects to give up part of their wealth for 
the benefit of the community.

State practices relied largely on the expedient of 
"territorial compensation" to render the principle of the 
balance flexible. Thus, the application of this device was 
implicit in the Treaty of Utrecht, where territories were 
generously divided among Habsburgs and Bourbons. Newly 
discovered territories outside Europe, as potentially more or 
less automatic equalisers among states, were also added to the 
list, a point that Montesquieu was among the first to draw 
attention upon. However, it should be stated that stabilizing
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the balance by the help of this method is by no means
2 2confined to the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.

Another means of adjustment, with far-reaching 
characteristics, arose out of the practical difficulty of 
quantifying the concept of power itself, an awkward aspect of 
the principle of the balance since it involved considerations 
of domestic developments of states. For a long time it had 
been assumed in the continental conception of the balance of 
power that it was possible to make reasonably precise compar
isons of the real strength of various states. The 18th century 
thinkers found it difficult to define the concept of power and 
a debate ensued as to the exact nature of the ingredients of 
which state power was composed. It was soon to be accepted 
that the possession of a large army does not necessarily lead 
to more strength, an experience that Louis'XIV of France was 
faced with. Therefore attention was directed on the overall 
efficiency of the government to mobilize its resources. As 
such substantial changes in the overall efficiency of important

22. The continuing scenario contains first and foremost the 
"spectacular" and equally "cynical" destructions of Poland 
accomplished in four stages. The first three (1772, 1793,
1795) , 'which in a sense mark the end of the classic period of the balance 
of powerj ' were merely committed in the name of the balance of 
power (Morgenthau, op.cit. ,p. 179). The implications of these 
compensations were so great that in M . Wight's view: 'Nothing in 
European history has done more to discredit the idea of the balance of 
power than the belief that it led naturally to such a crime as the 
Partition of Poland, ' (M. Wight in H . Butterfield and M . Wight, 
o p .c i t . , p. 157). Towards the end of the 19th century, the 
division of China into spheres of influence was followed aff
ording equal access to the trade of a handful of great powers 
under the device of the 'open door'. The Ottoman Empire was 
finally carved up after a century of partition schemes at the 
close of the 1st World War in the 20th century. At the end of 
the Second World War territorial re-arrangements were affected 
at the expense not only of Germany, Japan, and Italy, the 
defeated powers, but also of yet another partition of Poland, 
and of Czechoslovakia and China, allied states unable to res
ist the major allied power's determination to compensate each 
other in this manner in order to 'preserve' the world balance. 
The story continued after the Second World War in the light of 
the 'hand o f f  policy of one's sphere of influence, adopted by 
the two Superpowers especially in the Africa and Latin America. 
Down to the present time, the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
is somehow too great to be missed as a resemblance to that 
device as well.
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States had to be prohibited if the balance of power were to 
be maintained effectively. In such an event, a right of 
intervention would have to be created on the part of the 
remaining powers to keep the growing capability of any state 
within acceptable bounds. Thus, the inherent logic of the 
principle of the balance of power, as then interpreted, 
carried the paradoxical and equally peculiar implication of 
provoking foreign intervention against well-governed states - 
a castrophic presumption if brought about overtly today.

—  During that period, however, it was impossible to
establish reliable criteria by which the growing power of
such a state could be considered too big and out of hand.
Thus, it was conceived in the treaty of 1772 between Austria
and Prussia that the Polish territories acquired not only
shall be completely equal in proportion but bear the same
characteristics as the fertility of the soil and number and
quality of the population concerned. Carried forward.
Congress of Vienna appointed in 1815 "a statistical commission
charged with evaluating territories by the standard of number, quality,

22and type of population, " In the latter part of the nineteenth 
and early 20th centuries the colonial territories overseas 
were also brought into considerations■

Though the idea of the interrelationship between domestic 
and international affairs developed out of the question of 
checking the preponderance and being watchfull, but the whole 
idea not only led to some discussions on the revival of the
perils of the concept of the balance of power, as was pointed

2 4 . .out by von Justi, but it more importantly opened new
dimensions which, being more or less associated with the

23. Morgenthau, op .cit'. , p. 17 9.
24. J.H.G. von Justi, "Die Chimare de Gleichgewichts von 
Europa," (Altona; 1758). See E.B. Haas, "The Balance of 
Power; Prescription, Concept, or Propaganda?," World Politics, 
vol. 5, no. 4, 1958, pp. 463-464.
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measurement of the capabilities, continued to assert 
influence on the thought about the subject. Thus, Fenelon 

.. held that the balance of power should be regarded as an over
ruling law. The internal laws of a country ... should give way to the

25right that so many nations had to security.” H. Butterfield, in
considering the legitimacy of the pre-emptive action,
cites an article published in 1802 in the Edinburgh Review
that "... took the line that you should check the potential aggressor

26before he really emerged." However, the question of power itself 
was unresolved.

Closely connected with the balance of power itself, 
several other concepts and properties manifested themselves 
in the debate. The first two, in partnership with each other, 
were the sea power and balance of trade. The British school 
of thought, at the time when the continentals were arguing 
about the nature of the balance, drew most of their attention 
to practical terms involving its management. Their cautious 
approach, having been marked from the beginning by a sense of 
voluntrism which was in contrast to the somewhat objectivism 
of that of the continentals, was framed in a context of 
deliberate and calculated manipulation.

Thus, incorporating the prominent commercial element, it
was held that the overall significance of the British trade is
an integrated part of the general balance of power. Therefore
the control of the marine power and hence being in control of
the power distribution in Europe, to say the least, prompted
Francis Bacon to the recognition that "a change in trade-

27relations can alter the balance of power;" a rather sombre view to 
others since they had to accept the British hegemony. The 
scrupulous British naval strength was also the factor that 
nobody could deny it, and with its'backing they seemingly

25 H. Butterfield in H. Butterfield and M. Wight, op.cit., 
p. 140.

25. Ibid., p. 145.

27. Ibid., p . 141.
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shaped the undefended balance at sea and thereby made their 
weight tacitly present.

The concept of the "balancer" or the "power that holds
the balance" was another characteristic of the classical
period of evolution of the concept of balance of power itself.
Associated with the element of growing British seapower, it
was understood that the holder is the power that is in a
position to contribute decisive strength to one side or the
other in the power conflict of the European states-system.
Based on t h i s , Wight argued that the introduction of that
notion caused the fullest transformation of the concept of

2 8the balance of power thus far. As early as the 16th 
century, the maxim of "cui adhaero praeest," that is: "the 
party I support wins," was laid down and was used to describe 
the position of Queen Elizabeth in the struggle between France 
and Spain. But it was in their intense course of rivalry of 
the second half of the 17th century that the British role as 
balancer capable of tipping the European balance of power came 
into its own. Its diplomatic advantages to Britain were

2 9stressed by the political philosopher Lord Halifax in 1688, 
who was echoed by the writer and political essayist Jonathan 
Swift, who enlarged the meaning of the term by emphasising the 
special advantages accuring to the holder of the balance and 
its essentiality to the very idea of the balance of power. He 
maintained that it was not necessary "that Power should he equally 
divided" between the two principals and the holder, "for the 
halanoe may he held hy the Weakest, who by his Address and Conduct - 
removing from either Scale, and adding to his awn - may keep the Scales 
duly poised. To further the principle of maintaining the

28. M. Wight in ibid. , p. 159,
29. Marquess of Halifax, "The Character of a Trimmer." See 
M. Wright (ed.) "Theory and Practice of the Balance of Power: 
1486-1914," (London: Dent, 1975), p. x v i .
30. J. Swift, "A Discourse of the Contests and Dissension 
in Athens and Rome," 1701, ch. i. Quoted from M. Wight in 
H. Butterfield and M. Wight, o p .c i t ., p. 160.



17 .

balance, the true function of the holder would have been
precisely to "keep the scales dully poised," as suggested
by Swift. While adhering to the idea of the balance of
power explicitly from the late 17th century onwards, Britain
claimed the right to be the balancer of the system by virtue
of her imposing command of the seas. However, Richard Cobden
was to claim in 1836 that Britain was playing that role "not

with the blindness of the goddess of justice herself, or with a view to

the equilibrium of opposite interests, but with a Cyclopean eye to her
21own aggrandisement."

Cobden’s remarks exemplified that not all of the
quarters were satisfied with the balancer position being
as SUT,led by the British. Indeed, others could detect a policy
of "divide and rule" adopted by them to further their claim at
the international scene. The maxim, being received as a method

3 2in order to adjust the whole system of balance of power,
was not hidden from the careful eyes of the continental powers,
thus they noticed that :

"While Britain traditionally claimed to hold the balance of 
Europe with her right hand, with her left-hand she was 
establishing an oceanic hegemony which refused foi^^two 
centuries to admit any principle of equilibrium. "

However, though the holder of the balance was being able
to manoeuvre freely, it could do so as long as there was no
change in the composition of power in terms of its commitments. 
Arriving at a new pattern of power almost would have resulted 
_in having another power to hold the balance, and with respect

31. R. Cobden, "The Political Writings," ch. Ill, ’the 
Balance of Power,’ CLondon: 1867). Quoted from M.G. Forsyth, 
H.M.A. Keens-Soper, and P. Savigear, op.cit. , p. 312.
32. Morgenthau, op.cit. , p. 17 8. •
33. M. Wight, o p .c i t ., p. 164. It was against such a back
ground that prompted Hitler to conclude that "What Britain 
called the balance of power was nothing but the disintegration and 
disorganization of the Continent," The Times , January 31, 1941. 
Quoted from ibid., p. 16 8.
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to this the role of the balancer was not necessarily 
assumed only by the British, as was the case with the 
Tzarist Russia during the reigns of Elizabeth and 
Catherine the Great, Germany after the creation of the 
Reich could have also played the role ideally. The role of 
the balancer was also by no means confined to Great Powers. 
Quite often a small power might find itself in a position to 
hold the balance by virtue of its strategic location or its 
opportunistic sense of leadership, performing the task some
times on grounds other than sheer might of its military forces

Under the powerful impact of Napoleon’s attempted over
throw of the entire system of the balance, the British prag
matic approach towards that phenomenon tended to fuse with the 
objective continental one. As a result, the characteristic
ally mechanical conception of the continental type gradually 
ceded to the voluntrist conception of the balance favoured by 
Britain. In the course of this transformation, the much more 
sophisticated notion of a free-wheeling balance employing a 
multiple balancer emerged; which, it was hoped, would provide 
ample scope for diplomatic flexibility and manoeuvre. The 
process was initiated in 1803 by Lord Brougham, who in an 
essay entitled; "Balance of Power," indicated the prime 
importance of the concept of balance thus :

"The grand and distinguishing feature of the balancing theory,
is the systematic form to which it reduces those plain and 
obvious principles of national conduct; the perpetual attention 
to foreign affairs which it inculcates; the constant watchfull- 
ness which it prescribes over every movement in all parts of
the system; the'subjection in which it tends to place all
national passions and antipathies to the views of remote 
exvediency; the uneasing care which it dictates of nations most _. 
remotely situated, and apparently unconnected wifi ourselves;... "

Three years later, in 1806, Friedrich Gentz, a Prussian

34. Lord H. Brougham, "Balance of Power," in ’Works of 
Henry Lord Brougham,’ vol. VIII, ’Dissertations - Historical 
and Political,' (Edinburgh: 1872). Quoted from M.G.
Forsyth, H.M.A. Keens-Soper, and P. Savigear, o p .c i t . , p. 269 .
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civil servant and secretary of the Congress of Vienna in 
181 5 5 made a substantial contribution to the subject through 
elaborating the concept of the free-wheeling balance, its 
adjunct the multiple balancer, and evaluating the inter
regional nature of the newly developing historical balance 
in a fresh context. Vigorously opposed to the Napoleonic 
expansionism and the hegemony of one single power in Europe, 
he advocated that the post-war international order should be 
based on a hierarchial structure, derived from the application 
of the balance of power in a framework of an over-ruling 
international law. Pressed by this, or perhaps intended to 
air the views that would favour other great powers, notably 
Britain, he even went further and defended a just intervent
ion in the internal affairs of other states to maintain the 
balance, preferably "counterpoise" in his vocabulary, and war 
in favour to preserve that status q u o .

T h u s , as the champion of the status quo and defender of 
the balance of p o w e r , he opened his powerful essay with:

"What is usually termed a halanoe of power, is that 
constitution subsisting among neighbouring states more or 
less connected with one another; by virtue of which no one 
among them can injure the independence or the essential rights 
of another, without meeting with effectual resistence gg 

some side, and consequently exposing itself to danger. "

The central thesis of Gentz "s argument, therefore, was 
that diversity of power, not equality, was an essential 
condition for its balance. He maintained that by creating the 
new notion of free-wheeling equilibrium based on the interplay 
of both big and small powers, he might give the mechanical 
continental theories of the balance of power prevailing during 
the 18th century the dynamic quality they lacked. Having 
perfected the idea, he might have wished a resumption of the

35. F. von Gentz, "Fragments upon the Present State of the 
Political Balance of Europe," CLondon:. 1806). Quoted from 
i b i d ., p . 2 81.
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second half of the 18th century practices in the realm of
3 6international system, a period in which the prevailing 

theme was*a tendency to regard the system as stable for the 
time being, a sort of presumption in favour of keeping 
things as they were.

Gentz also emphasised the importance of small states, 
as ideal balancers, in a position to shift their weight from 
one side to the other, so as to redress any imbalances that 
might occur. This composition flourished because of the 
vindication of the existence of the small states by the 
balance of power system, a process that was corresponded to
one of the peculiarities of the European order - "an order in

. • 27which freedom was more important than tranquility," Thereby, the
balancing system provided provisions for small states to
ascertain not only theii existence but independence in the
realm of foreign policy.

Gentz’s conception had the great advantage of leaving the
definition of what constituted the ingredients of power to the
discretion of the states concerned, and ..would not exclude
action on the part of the balancers in the event of the growth
of internal strength by any state. Disliking the device of
territorial compensation, he also placed heavy emphasis on the
mechanism of shifting alliances, a view that was once prompted
Richelieu to maintain that "in the existing system, small states
had greater freedom of action than larger states - in the case of an

alliance it was the larger rather than the smaller power that was likely
* 28to he abandoned by its "partner, " In fact there came a point where 

the smaller states, b\' virtue of their manoeuvrability and 
shifting their allegiance, could mark their impact.

36. E.H. Hinsley, op .cit, , p. 19.3.
37. H. Butterfield in H. Butterfield and M. Wight, op.cit., 
p. 145.
38. Ibid., p . 142.
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Gentz also drew attention to the growing regional 
complexity of the balance of power in Europe and pointed out 
the necessity of involving small powers. At any rate, his 
expectation of a free-wheeling equilibrium were thwarted by 
the advent of the industrial revolution, which he never 
lived to witness, and which was to show that only major 
industrial powers would in future be capable of functioning 
as effective performers and balancers.

Gradually other developments were made in the evolution
ary path of the concept. It was established that, however 
operated, the preservation of the independence of states 
would be one of the prime targets, as well as that it would
not invariably guarantee peace, a shortcoming noted by Edmund

3 9 *Burke as early as 17 60, before the partition of Poland.
The notion began to gain ground that to be lasting, the 
balance had to be supported by a political system composed of 
all European states. Thus Lord Brougham saw in the balance of 
power a "general union" that It has effected: all the European powers 
In one connecting system - obeying certain laws, and actuated, for the 
most part, by a common principle, The idea of the balance of
power thus logically led to the notion of a political Concert 
of Europe, not unlike those suggested during the 17th century 
in numerous writings but within a different set of historical 
expectations. To be effective as well as manageable, the 
balance had to be subjected to central political control. The 
two basic notions of stabilization and management had to march 
hand in hand.

The balance of power, therefore, was being interpreted at 
the time of the Congress of Vienna not only in its rather 
older conception of a need to combat hegemony, but also that 
of the newly acquired meaning of expediency. Urged to develop 
new ways of managing the relations among states after having

39. Annual Register, 17 60.
40. Lord Brougham, "Balance of Power," op.cit.
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experienced the impact of Napoleon by conveying precise r u l e s , 
the victorious powers gathered in Vienna in need of a new 
balance that could achieve stabilization and by the same 
token could relieve them from the hazards of the past power 
politics. The Congress of Vienna in 1814-1815 committed the 
signatories to defend the evolving balance, a committment 
that was to be spread over a decade and be repeatedly heard 
of in several other congresses, or what actually became to be 
known as the Congress system. The settlement in Vienna was 
followed by the second Treaty of Paris of November 1815 (the 
Quadruple Alliance), the renewed Treaty of Chaumont, origin
ally signed in March 1814, and the Holy Alliance of 1816.

The Quadruple Alliance CRussia, Britain, Austria, and 
Prussia), fixed the frontiers of France and the conditions of 
peace with her, and bound the four Great Powers to maintain 
them. The Holy Alliance, inspired by Czar Alexander I of 
Russia, proclaimed the adherence of all rulers to the princip
les of Christianity and in that they would regard each other 
as brothers and conduct the international affairs of all 
Europe as members of one and the same Christian nation.
Above all, the Treaty of Chaumont was more conducive and 
challenging with regard to avoiding war in the light of the 
balance of power. The allied powers looked to "draw closer 
the ties which unite them for the vigorous prosecution of the 
war," and aimed at;

"Butting an end to the miseries of Europe, of securing its 
future repose, re-establishing a just balance of power, 
and maintaining against every attempt the order of things 
which shall have been the happy consequence of their 
efforts.

The Chaumont Treaty is markedly striking for it suggested a

41. Treaty of Chaunx)nt, "British and Foreign State Papers," vol. I,
1938, p t . I, pp. 121^129. Quoted from E. vose Gulick, 
"Europe’s Classical Balance of Power,"- (Ithaca: Cornell 
University Press, 1955), pp. 151-152.
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"coalition equilibrium." As an improved form of the balance 
strategy 5 it called for an automatic peace-time coalition of 
great powers to preserve the balance of power in the European 
state system. The idea was not new, but the application of 
that in the European statecraft was no more than the realiz
ation of the ideal toward which balance of power theorists 
had been pointing for more than a century; an army of propon
ents from Fenelon, Saint-Pierre and Vattel to Brougham and 
Gentz. The Treaty clearly was an offspring of the balance of 
power tradition, it was written and signed by balance of 
power statesmen ^ men like Metternich and Castlereagh -and 
contained typical balance of power ingredients and phraseology 
focussed at a just European distribution of power.

The Congress system, however, did not last for long, as
4 2someone as hopeful as Gentz himself had accurately predicted. 

The prevailing theme among the great powers w a s 'to preserve 
the new system, and thus peace; their behaviour was conducive 
with that respect, for that they were prepared to relinquish 
their individual interests in the pursuit of an international 
system via the recognition of the fact that it was in their 
interest to do so. The system collapsed out of the differenc
es on these very grounds as well as the revival of their 
rivalries, that is a combination of rivalries, restrained 
during the period as a price for maintaining the spirit, and 
differences of opinion as to how the system should be used. 
Re-creating a new equilibrium and varied conceptions of 
Europe in a context of aims and limits of an international 
system meant that the Congress system would have to fade away.

It has been recorded that the failure df the Congress
system did not put an end to the collaboration between the
great powers but ironically marked the beginning of a new, era

4 3initiated by Castlereagh, who became uneasy about putting

42. F.H. Hinsley, d p . c i t ,, pp. 197-198.
43. Ibi d ., c h . 9.
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great emphasis on status quo and was ready to adjust to 
the existence of differences of interest between the powers. 
Criticising the Holy Alliance on the grounds of impracticab
ility, he called it a "sublime mysticism and nonesense," along with 
Metternich who duly rendered his share of labelling it as a 
"loud sounding nothing, "

Whether it was the Chaumont spirit or the reminiscence 
of the Congress of Aix-la-Chapelle of 1818 - the first conf
erence ever held between states to regulate international 
affairs in time of peace during that period - a notion gained 
ground that attempts should have to be made to assume 
responsibility for the settlement of political issues and 
containing aggression. These activities were realized by the 
great powers in a number of conferences dealing with problems 
endangering the p e a c e , notably the Belgian question of early 
1830’s, the Eastern question of the 1850s and 1878, and the 
colonial problems of Africa at the beginning of the 20th 
century. The conferences, carried out in an ad hoc nature, 
were to be set up on occasions that demanded concerted action. 
These uninstitutionalised actions, became known as the Concert 
of Europe, were more or less successful in preserving general 
peace during ninety years or so. The Concert, guided and 
practiced by remarkable diplomatists, came to an unfortunate 
end sometime before the World War I when rigid alliances 
appeared on the scene.

The Concert of Europe was in origin and essence a common 
agreement on the principle of the balance of power. Although 
there is no doubt that it skilfully contributed to prolong 
the peace, its loose association was faced with circumstances 
beyond its control - uncynical and mostly the products of the 
developments in thought and other aspects of 19th century 
Europe. This by no means indicates that the balance of power 
was not affected. Quite the reverse, the tacit nature of 
these very developments opened new dimensions in the life of 
the concept.
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A combination of written undertakings in terms of 
alliances - that were to replace the imperfect customary 
international law of the Concert, as was seen by Bismarck 
for one, and the passions of status quo as well as the 
reluctance in collaborations concerning yet other re 
distribution of power - imperialistic ambitions, arms race, 
and tariff wars put an end to that feature of past century. 
However, the underlying reason for almost all of these facts 
was an amalgamation of not quite unprecedented initiatives, 
notably legitimacy, the injection of ideology by the French 
Revolution into the body of politics, and the rise of 
nation-state and pursuing related objectives in nationalistic 
contexts.

The principle of legitimacy, existed before the 19th 
c e n t u r y , c a m e  into the foreground of the international 
affairs from the Congress of Vienna onwards with great import
ance attached to it. Talleyrand put it in front of the 
Congress that in order to create an effective balance of 
power and the new equilibrium, there should be direct ties 
between them and legitimacy and that it should be used as a 
device to render stable the units within the equilibrium. 
Interpreted as a means to that end, he put heavy emphasis on 
the principle thus: "that sacred pTincIpté of lègitimàoy from which

all order and stability spring, This so obvious a principle 
that was to be shedding new light on the balance during most 
parts of the 19th century and thereafter, was violated not 
ironically in 1815 itself, but on other occasions as well - 
particularly in 1860 when France obtained the cession of 
Savoy and Nice as compensation for the increase of territory

44. H. Butterfield, ‘'The New Diplomacy and Historical 
Diplomacy," in H, Butterfield and M. W i g h t , op.cit., p. 188. 
Butterfield cites the recognized dynastical rights here.
45. C. Brinton, "The Lives of Tallyrand," (New York: 1936), 
pp. 169-170. Quoted from E. Gulick, op.cit. , p. 229 .
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obtained by Sardinia in Italy, a case that prompted 
instant British reaction.

The embodiment of the new element of ideology into the 
general body of politic not only alarmed the balance of 
power practitioners but also set about a transformation.
The states-syatem felt the impact of the French Revolution 
in a context of legitimism, the defence of social order, and 
the determination to stamp out dissidence. Thus Metternich 
and Castlereagh, professing a belief in the existence of 
general laws governing the relations among states and who did 
not admit of any recognition of the prospect of liberal and 
national advance, were thoroughly alarmed. The ever- 
increasing law of the balance, as regarded by them, however, 
transcended the national sympathies and therefore its 
mechanical workability was more important to them than 
cultural affinities and national hopes. While Metternich 
antagonised Britain over the question of ideology, and which 
the latter eventually became wedded to the principle of non
intervention*, his fears regarding the incompatability of 
liberalism with the basic principle of the balance of power 
were unjustified, he was on firmer grounds in being suspicious 
of the forces of nationalism in this respect. Nationalism and 
liberalism were neither strong enough nor sufficiently 
articulate at the time of the Congress, ? ut in time they were 
to exite and raise passions if a course of territorial r e 
distribution and compensation was due.

However, more was to come. Particularly, international 
relations before the French Revolution of 1849 were moderated 
by expediency, the wise policy of maintaining an equal 
balance of power, and marked by a common sense of sharing a 
civilization thought as being conducive to the practices.
The growth of near-equality between several leading states, 
in one way or another, imposed the need for calculation and 
restraint upon all the individual leading states and therefore 
destroyed the idea of treating Europe as a whole or a simple
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community as well as fasilitiated the growth of egotism 
of the individual state and its insistence upon its complete 
autonomy." In other words, nationalism rooted out the 
principle of moderation fundamental to those circumstances.
The rivalries among the great powers, at the time of the 
1848 Revolution, did not subside on the grounds of these new 
ideological forces, and thus "the revolutions of 1848 had been 
observed as a 'turning point at which history failed to turn," At 
any rate, nationalist sympathies and aspirations inter alia 
were not challenging the order but advancing it as well.

The technological progress and ever-increasing accumul
ation of knowledge implied a necessity of change in the 
practices of internal affairs of states. These changes 
together with the improvement of government called for the 
reconciliation of the momentum of public opinion to the state. 
As a result, the relations of government and society under
went a distinct alteration towards greater cohesion from 
about the 1860s in all the more developed countries. This 
was prominently displayed in the changing character of 
national sentiment in the form of increasing concentration 
on the organs and symbols of the state. The heightening of 
the emotional attachment towards the armed forces as symbols 
of the national state, for example, was an indication of this 
process. Loyalty to the nation gave way to loyalty to the 
state among the general public in most places.

The transformation of cosmopolitanism into nation-state 
during the latter part of the 19th century was being helped by 
the emergence of great statesmen, like Bismarck, and equally 
influential scholars, men like Leopold von Ranke and Heinrich 
von Treischke, who were basically nation-state oriented and 
argued vigorously in favour of the raison d'etat. Ranke 
maintained that the balance of power is capable of accommodat
ion, hence the system in which movement and change were the 
normal condition would adjust itself accordingly to national
ism. Thus he advocated the reconciliation of the two concepts

46. F.H. Hinsley, op.cit. , pp. 220-221.
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in a way to which Palmerston could hardly have objected. 
Palmerston was after all a disciple of Castlereagh in 
giving priority to the "maintainence of the peace of 
Europe" and the "preservation of the balance of power" in
terms of the existing treaty systems over the advance of

(
48

47the liberal and national causes. Ranke also recognised
the operation of force in the resulting order of things.

The amazing transformation of ideas from the time of
Abbe de Saint-Pierre's publication of Project pour rendre la
paix pi'erpetuelie eh Europe and its ratification by Rousseau
to times of Treischke could amply be seen in the latter's
article of "The State Idea," in which he not only put forward
the argument for the necessity of a strong state in his
usual "provocative" and equally powerful manner, but preached
that "the appeal to arms wi'-t he valid until the end of history, and

therein lies the sacredness of war^ " and thus ''the grandeur of history
49lies in the perpetual conflict of nations, '' He assumed that when 

great states are strong enough to be self-sufficient they are 
anxious to secure peace, "for the safety of their own existence 
and the civilization of which they are the guardians, " and that "any
organized system of States rmst asswne that no one state is so powerful

. . 6 0as to he able to permit itself any licence without danger to itself, "

Charged with this, und the strong lobbying of other 
scholars, Clausewitz for example, and coupled with his 
"extraordinary superiority in all departments of the game, 
i.e., practicing subtle balance of power policies ; Bismarck

47. Ibid., pp. 222-225,
48. H, Butterfield in H, Butterfield and N , W i g h t ,' dp, c i t . 
p. 147. ' “
49. H. von Treitschke, "The State Idea," in M.G, Forsyth, 
H.M. Keens-Soper, and P. Savigear,.d p . c i t ., pp. 326-329.
50. H. von Treitschke, "Politics," t rans.•by B, Dugdale and 
T. de Bille (.1916 ) , vol. II, p. 5 93. Quoted from M. Wight, 
op.cit., p . x i x .
51. A.J. Grant and H. Temperley, op.cit., p. 2 61.
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embarked upon constructing a system of alliances in 
grandiose style. This system, however, was that of a 
competing-alliances 5 "it was a Balance, not a Concert, of Power,

The First World War caused a line of thinking in 
Britain and United States that resented all of the above.
It was held that the alliances turned rigid and thus the 
preaches of the aforementioned scholars and the tendency 
towards militarism were responsible. It gave reasonable 
grounds to President Wilson, in the quote cited earlier, to 
blame'the cornerstone of them all - the balance of power; as 
well as the elaboration of another concept, i.e., that of the 
collective security.

Though the concept of the balance of power was to be
repudiated in greater detail later on, but it seemed that
this theme was prevailing before the War. Thus General
Friedrich von Bernhardi wrote in 1912 : "Above all the
principle of the European balance of power, which has since
the Congress of Vienna led to a somewhat sacrosanct but
completely unjustified existence, must be completely 

5 3crushed." In 1914, when it was realized that war was 
inevitable, the German Foreign Under-Secretary expressed 
regret that "Germany, France, and perhaps England, " had been drawn 
in the war, none of whom wanted it in the least and that war 
came from "this damned system of alliances, which were the curse of 
modern times,

However it was performed, the balance" of power worked 
with great calculation in its pure sense. It brought forward 
general peace from 1871 to the outcreak of the war, tacit 
acceptance of the status q u o , and self-restraint. In the 
words of A.J.P. Taylor, the balance of power during these

52. Ibid., p. 322.
53. M . Wight, o p .cit., p. xix.
54. A.J. Grant and H. Temperley, op.cit., p. 32 2.
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years "seemed to he the poU.ttcat equ'ivatent of the taws of economics^ " 
and thus self-operating. "Only those who rejected laissez faire 
refected, the Balance of Power - religious idealists at one extreme^ 
international socialists at the other.

The aftermath of the First World War urged the great 
powers 5 albeit mostly the victors > to try and seek an alt
ernative in the place of the balance of power. In the light 
of the prevailing theme of "change” and "a new course of 
action," therefore the League of Nations and its system of 
so-called collective security was established. This was a 
system that was believed to encompass all the states, 
irrelevant to their powers, and that they would commit them
selves to the repression of individual attempts to make use of 
force: in other words, the substitution for the old order in 
which the individual state’s resorts to force was considered 
legal and in which other states joined in order to stop a 
troublemaker only if they felt that this was in their inter
ests at the moment. .

The idea of the collective security was launched as the 
basis of a new international system that its proponents argued 
was no longer based upon the balance of power. They intended 
to direct it against aggressive policy not against excessive 
power. Hence it was put forward that in the course of the 
transformation of a temporary preponderance of a state’s 
power into the permanent preponderance of all law-abiding 
states against any troublemaker,, resort to force could be 
made in order to secure peace, a point which the Covenant 
openly justified.

The inter-war period was, however, marked by the failure 
of collective security and by the absence of any balance of 
power system; a period which even the "Locarno spirit" or 
pacts like Briand-Kellog’s could not help. The historical 
record of collective security under the League appeared un
happy for its basic objective assumptions regarding distrib
ution of power, reduction of levels of armaments, and the

55. A.J.P. Taylor, "The Struggle for Mastery in Europe: 
1848-1918," (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1971), p. x x .
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effectiveness of economic sanctions, all proved invalid; 
and the elaborate legal and structural apparatus rendered 
ineffective. Not only did it fail to prevent major war, 
but it also failed to eradicate alliances and other manif
estations of the so-called discredited system.

The "community of power" and its associate variables 
not only did not replace the balance of power, but also did 
help the staying power of its naturalistic conception to 
survive in one way or another. Therefore it was realized 
during the later years of the League that it cannot replace 
the Concert of Powers but could be used to perfect it. On 
the same lines, the principle of collective security was 
thought of not a replacement for the balance of power but 
a principle that could improve, regulate and institutionalize 
the concept. It was "only a more scientifio development of the 
doctrine of the balance of power as laid down by Pitt^ Castlereagh and 
Palmerston. On this basis , collective security could not 
succeed in throwing away the balance of power ; on the other 
hand, it could be regarded well as one of the spectacles of 
it, a further refinement in balance practice or a chapter in 
a legalized Holy Alliance, which as has been observed, shared 
similarities like the primary concern with status q u o , the 
idea of deterrence, the role of the great powers, the

5 7acceptance of "war and peace," and so on with each other.

All the same, the world had to face with yet another war 
in a matter of just over two decades on a scale not known 
before. Whatever the underlying reasons behind the sparking off

56. C.K. Webster, "The Art and Practice of Diplomacy," 
CLondon: Chatto and Windus, 1961). Quoted from M . Wight in
H. Hutterfield and Wight, o p .c i t . , pp. 173-174. ■
57. I.L. Claude, Jr., "Power and International Relations," 
CNew York: Random House, 1962), pp. 223-133.
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of the World War II, balance of power considerations or 
otherwise, the system underwent yet other transformations 
that originally were the extension of previous attempts in 
adjustments. But it was soon to be revealed that the 
circumstances were entirely of different nature.

When the dusts of the Second World War settled down, 
the great powers soon started to revive what was left from 
the League and coupled with the learned lessons of the War 
and results of the decisions made at their conferences , 
created the United Nations. It was hoped that the UN would 
attempt to avoid the reasons behind the failure of the 
League by providing for a collective security force capable 
of applying military sanctions and supplied primarily by 
Great Powers. This plan, however, was one of the first 
casualties of the Cold War,

Thwarted by the Soviet vote in the Security Council and 
assured at the time of a comfortable two-thirds majority in 
the General Assembly, the US attempted to retain a 
collective security scheme in a different form as well as 
its control. Thus came the Uniting for Peace Resolution and 
its subsequent use in the Korean War. However, the Soviet 
Union disputed its legality and argued in favour of the 
Security Council. The scheme was finally hurried when the 
UN was outflanked in the Suez Crisis and the Hungarian up
rising . As a result of the failure of collective security in 
the Suez Crisis, a new,initiative was made by the then 
Secretary General of the UN, Pag Hammarskjold. Usually 
referred to as "preventive diplomacy," it was a less 
ambitious type of the UN intervention based on the accept- 
.ance of the situation that the UN was ineffective in major

58. The assessment of the Second World War period and its 
aftermath in the context of balance of power politics is to 
be made in Chapter 3. For the origin of the war in the above 
framework see: F.H. Hinsley, op.cit.; A.J.P. Taylor, "The 
Origins of the Second World W a r ," OTew York: 1968); and 
W.J. Newman, "The Balance of Power in the Interwar Years: 
1919-19 39," (New York: Random House, 196 8).



33.

issues of the Cold War and that, even in other issues, it 
cannot operate with military contribution drawn from the 
Superpowers. The outcome of this was the UN Emergency 
Force sent to the Middle East and later to some other i
troublespots, notably the Congo and Cyprus. This device was 
also to be proved infutile based on disagreements between 
the Superpowers. However, its objective was to localize 
the conflict, to exclude the Great Powers, and to prevent 
an escalation of the minor conflict into a major one. The 
position of the Superpowers on the situation in Congo clear
ly showed the ineffectiveness: the US chose to interprète the 
action as preventive diplomacy, the Soviet Union considered 
it as a collective security action against the Belgians.

As such, it has been argued that the UN by its very 
principles of its Charter negated the whole idea of the 
collective security. This being done by the voting procedure 
of the Security Council, i.e., the veto power and other rules 
assigning a preponderant role to the great powers, and in the 
absence of working balance of power, it offered "the alternat
ives of community of power or anarchy.

The events outlined above are examples that clearly 
showed the intangibility of the idea of the community of 
power. Based on this realization, the principle of balance 
of power which once referred to as obsolete during the inter
war period came back into the foreground of international 
affairs, so much so that the argument ever since has been 
centred around it.

It should be noted that the US left its position on 
"entangling alliances" and entered the First World War occupy
ing the traditional role of the British - that of the holder. 
The Second World War completed this process by making her into 
what became known as a Superpower. Along with the Soviet 
Union, a Great Power achieving the same status a short while

59. M. Wight in H. Butterfield and M. Wight, o p .c i t . , p. 174.
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later, they both adopted approaches of their own to 
international problems. The Soviets were determined, 
justly in' a sense, to prevent the reoccurance of the old 
order, a point succinctly made by Stalin as early as in
19 40: On an offer made by Britain to form a common ground
on the basis of the re-establishment of the European balance
of power, he replied:

"The so-oatted European balance of power had hitherto 
oppressed ... the Soviet Union, Therefore the Soviet 

_ Union would take all measures to prevent the re-
establishment of the old balance of power in Europe."

The Soviet feeling of insecurity, one might say, has not 
a bit changed from the stand taken above since the World War 
II. This being so, the American approach, on the other hand, 
was one of idealism towards the problem, thereby their in
security stemmed from the failure of that point of view. They 
had hoped to transfer to an international organization the 
maintenance of some new system of balance of power and to 
guarantee security, keep order, by force if necessary, 
through an organ of that organization. American idealism 
disappointed against the realities of power and human nature. 
Doctrinal and ideological conflicts became as threatening as 
the religious wars; the UN was progressively paralyzed; and 
Communists took over in China, Instead of seeking security in 
a new form of balance of power adopted to the needs of a 
rapidly changing world, the two Superpowers retired into a 
position of facing each other aggressively in the context of 
the Cold War.

By mid-1950’s the giants had moved into a small-scale 
nuclear deadlock, a situation that became known as the 
"balance of terror." First referred to by Lester Pearson in 
a speech to commemorate the 10th anniversary of the signing of

60. Nazi-Soviet Relations 1939-1941: Documents from the 
Archives of the German Foreign Office, (Washington D.C.: 
Department of State, 1948), p. 167. Quoted from ibid.,'p. 155
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the UN Charter in June 1955, that "it had replaced the
balance of power," the idea was explored in greater detail
by A. Wohlstetter in 195 9. Based in the context of
deterrence and employing the notions of "surprise attack,"
"assured second strike," and inflicting "retaliatory
unacceptable damage," he concluded that the rhetorical balance61of terror is a precarious o n e .

Fundamentally, the replacement of the multipolar 
structure by one heavily dominated by the two superpowers, 
each appearing more or less equal to the other and far ahead 
from their nearest rivals, was perhaps the most adjustment in 
the world balance of power. This transformation, achieved in 
the early years of the nuclear era, manifested clearly not only 
the end of a homogeneous pool of Great Powers but signalled a 
departure in terms of a hierarchial o n e , a system that would 
be dominated by an Adversary Partnership between the two 
pre-dominant powers. The transformation has said to be the 
result of the invention of termonuclear weapons , and that 
this aspect of post-War period regulates the distribution of 
power. Thus, a distinction, however, should have to be made 
about the balance of terror and the balance of power.
Therefore :

"The latter consisted of an approximately even distribution 
of capabilities that included actually mobilized military 
forces; it involved primarily the power to defend and to 
seize territory. The balance of terror is based on readily 
available termonuclear forces - it exists even if the rival 
quantities are unevenly matched as long as each side has 
enough of these forces to inflict unacceptable reprisals^ ^ 2

for this balance-involved the power to deter or to destroy,"

The bipolarity reached its height in the 1950’s, but its 
hardening impact oh the world balance was to be subsided after

61. A. Wohlstetter, ’’The Delicate Balance of Terror,"
Foreign Affairs, vol. 37, 1959, pp. 211-234.

62. S. Hoffman, "Balance of Power," in ’International 
Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences," D .L . Sills, Ced.), 
(London: Macmillan, 1968), p. 509.
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some understanding was reached after the Cuban Missile 
Crisis. Thus a change in international politics began to 
evolve in-the 1960's in connection with the confrontations 
impending in that era. Therefore an "era of negotiation" 
was begun and 'it was possible to claim that a "detente" has 
been achieved in the early Seventies. In other words, it was 
"possible to do what is necessary in the military field to prevent war 
without having to forego doing what is possible in the political field 
to preserve peace."

Thus it was claimed that the model of the balance of 
power, prevailed in 1945-1972, was m o d e r a t e d . T h i s  
moderation took place in the framework of a drastically : ' 
changed international system. It was thereafter assumed 
that analyzing world affairs in bipolar terms might be relevant 
in a military sense only and would be an obstacle in under
standing t oda y’s world in general. Furthermore, the unusabil
ity of stockpiling, the emergence of new nations’ power- 
politics , the intractability of various conflicts independent 
from the Cold War, the development of what became to be known 
as transnational links, and alike helped to present a new 
context in which the blocs were strained or broken, multiplied 
the actors and created a new scene with a different scenario. 
Thus "the ^delicate balance of terror^ entails also the paralysis of 
powerj and this paralysis enhances the role of third parties. /\nd it 
was to be remembered also that in addition to the aboye, two 
other cardinal precondition of a balance of power policy 
practiced in the old order or in two-and-a-half decades after 
the World War II are gone: the distinction between public and 
private activities and the distinction b e tween•internal

63. H. Schmidt, "The Balance of Power," t rans. by E, Thomas, 
CLondon: William Kimber, 1971), p. 15.
64. S. Hoffman, "Weighing the Balance of Power," Foreign 
Affairs, vol. 50, no. 4, 1972, pp. 618-643.

65. Z. Brzezinski, bp.c i t ., p. 56.
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politics and foreign politics. It is possible, therefore, 
to say that a very stable strategic nuclear stalemate has 
existed ever since the late 1960s between the USA and the 
USSR, in spite of endeavours by some scholars to prove it
o t h e r w i s e . i T h e  situation has been confined and codified by
the SALT I agreement of 19 7 2 and its continuation in the SALT
II. Today it has been accepted that this state of affairs is
unambigiously satisfactory, productive of confidence on both 
sides and therefore conducive to an ever-broaddnihg dialogue 
and that it has been marked by the alternative and burgeoning 
theme of detente.

As for the principle of the balance of power, it seems 
fit to cite the remarks of two present-day power politicians: 
Zbigniew Brzezinski and Helmut Schmidt. The former, in deal
ing with the present situation, i.e., a combination of a 
bipolar power world with a multiple state interplay, and that 
the interaction today is based on manoeuvers rather than a 
balance of power, gives a Fenelonian picture:

"A balance of power should not be confused with diplomatic 
manoeuvers designed to offset the power of another state or 
to increase one^s leverage vis-a-vis another party. A 
balance of power implies something more enduring and stable.
At the minimum^ it means an approximate equilibrium vn 
actual military power between the principle potential 
dversaries, as well cs the .existence of a system of relations' 
in which excessive ambition of one or several parties in the 
balance are contained by the very existence of these more 
stable relations."

66. See for example: M. Mackintosh, "Moscow’s View of the 
Balance of P o wer, World' T o d a y , vol. 29, no. 3, 197 3, pp. 
108-118. Mr. Mackintosh discusses that the balance of power 
is always precarious for the weaker of the two superpowers. 
Therefore, the Soviet Union opposes the transformation into 
multipolarity since it gives the status of "partial super
power" to the rest and that it places the USSR in a permanent 
minority and would weaken the crisis control arrangements.
On this- ground, the Soviet Union is strongly opposed to the 
EEC, especially its enlargement, and to the possibility that 
it might develop into a political entity, or worse still, that 
it might move into the field of military integration in the 
more distant future.

67. Z. Brzezinski, bp.cit., p. 54,
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And as for the latter:

"The balance of power^ governed by a lOealth of measurable 
and vrmeasurable^ objective and subjective factors including 
military^ geographical y economic y political and psychological 
elements ... will continue to be the most important factor 
affecting global security y because the universal order will 
continue to be governed by rivalry y competition and the 
juxtaposition of States y peoples o.nd ideas.

68. H. Schmidt 5 "New Tasks for the Atlantic Alliance,"
op.cit., p p . 3 2 and 23.



39 .

1.2 Recent Theorising

The overthrow of the old order in conjunction with the 
outbreak of the World War I, in a lesser extent, and sub
sequently the Second and its aftermaths, in full, provided a 
reasonable ground and ample opportunity for the scholar to 
re-examine or rather re-evaluate the doctrine of the balance 
of power. It was considered that the principle has undoubt
edly been a guiding one in the practice of European state
craft and, moreover, it has been used by a great many 
theorists and commentators as well as statesmen and diplom
atic historians as a concept explaining important and often 
vital aspects of international relations. Furthermore, it 
was pointed out that classical literature on the subject 
consisted of vague and more or less ambigious descriptions of 
the way the system was supposed to operate, with few attempts 
to underline the conditions under which the system could have 
been expected to achieve its objectives and regulate the 
affairs.

Thus the attention was drawn to the inquiry into the
structural workings of the principle in both conceptual and
analytical frameworks. As was said earlier, this momentum,
however, did not gain much force in the interwar period.
During the 1920s there was relatively no sign of fresh
attempt since it was thought to be "discredited." Thus,
Pollard C192 3) sought to bury the idea; and conceived as a
theory, he declared that it is not only illogical, but

6 9fallacious and harmful.* Towards the late 19 20s, "it became
70customary to refer to it as an obsolete principley" and was being 

ridiculed as "that favourite objective of eighteenth century 
statesmanship.'^^ In 1932 Cornejo defined the balance in the

69. A.F. Pollard, "The Balance of Power," J. of the British 
Institute of International Affairs, vol. II, 1923, pp. 60ff.

70. M. Wight in H. Butterfield and M . Wight, o p .c i t ., p. 17 2
71. A. Aspinall, in a review of Guedalla’s ’Palmerson,’ 
History, vol. XIV, 1929, p. 16 6.
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context of cooperation, spiritualized social elements
11

73
7 2seeking a universal rhythm. In the same year de Balia

concluded- that it was a struggle towards preponderance.
Lasswell treated the balance of power in 19 35 as a balancing

7 4system and that equilibrium is the main theme there.
Griswold (1938) , Wolfers (.1940) , and Spykman (1942) devoted
their efforts more or less to describe the subject in a
context of the then American foreign policy and thus Spykman

7 5reached the appreciation of the balance as hegemony. The 
last major work published in this period was that of Wright 
CT942). In his "Study of War," he made a distinction between 
a "static" and a "dynamic" balance of power, the former being 
equivalent to equilibrium and status quo and the latter the 
policies adopted to maintain that c o n d i t i o n . T h i s  period, 
however, witnessed the publication of several other works on
the concept as was thought to be practiced in previous

^ . 77centuries.

Still, it was not until after World War II that inter
national conditions favoured the widespread application of 
the concept: The matter became acute after 19 47 with the

72. M.H. Cornejo, "The Balance of the Continents," (.Oxford: 
Oxford Univ. Press, 1932).
73. V. de Balia, "The New Balance of Power in Europe," 
(Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 1932).
74. H.D. Lasswel, "World Politics and Personal Insecurity," 
(New York: 1935).
75. E.W. Griswold, "The Far Eastern Policy of the US,"
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 19 38); A. Wolfers, 
"Britain and France Between Two Wars," (.New York: Harcourt 
Brace, 1940); N. Spykman, "America’s Strategy in World 
Politics: The United States and the Balance of Power," (New 
York: Harcourt Brace, 1942).
76. Q. Wright, "A Study of War," (Chicago: University Press 
of Chicago, 1942).
77. For example: A.W. Ward and G.P. Gooch, "The Cambridge 
History of British Foreign Policy: 1783-1919 ," (.Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1922-3); C.K. Webster, "The 
Foreign Policy of Castlereagh: 1812-15," (London: Bell and 
S o n s , 1 9  31).
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outbreak of the Cold War and the ensuing disenchantment 
with international political institutions. In 1948, 
Morgenthau, while reaffirming the traditional function of 
the balance as a regulator of international relations in 
lieu of international law, and while himself remaining 
sceptical as to its ultimate value to international society, 
held that states were in practice striving not just to main
tain the balance, but because of the difficulty of assessing
the quantification element of power, to achieve a margin of

7 8safety over and above that of other states.

An extensive exploration of the nature of the concept
undertaken by Haas in 195 3 was still essentially within the

7 9accustomed stream of thinking^on the subject. From then 
onwards thought on the balance reflected the rapidly spread
ing alarm at,first, the escalation in the strength of 
nuclear devices and their delivery systems, and, second, the 
increasing potentialities of violence on the sub-state level. 
The central questions now being asked were: Cll was stability 
of the balance, whether politically desirable or not, 
feasible any longer?; and C2i was the very existence of these 
new and terrifying weapons, untried and uncontrollable as they 
seemed, a guarantee for stability, irrespective of whether, 
in theory, they upset what was now the balance of world power?

A spate of literature began to appear, classified under
the term "strategic studies," concerned, as in pre-nuclear
centuries, with theorizing on the nature of the new balance.
Now that war conducted by nuclear devices seemed inherently
irrational, the firsr concern of theorists had to be the
avoidance of war. The basis of these endeavours .was the
scientific treatise produced by Neumann and Morgenstern on the

80Theory of Games and Economic Behaviour in 1944. The way in

78. H.J. Morgenthau,' op, c i t .
79. E.B. Hass, op .c i t .
80. J. von Neuman and D. Morgenstern. "The Theory of Games 
and Economic Behaviour," (.Princeton: Princeton University
Press , 19 44) .
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which psychological considerations were beginning to over
shadow the customary logistical ones was reflected in the 
change of, emphasis from balance of power to balance of 
terror from 1957 o n w a r d s . T h e s e  years also saw the appear
ance of what were to be two classic works dealing with the

8 2strategy of conflict and on fights, games, and debates.

As new aspects to the daunting balance of terror began 
to present themselves, further fields of enquiry were opened 
in an effort to achieve fresh theoretical refinements. Such 
was the case with bargaining theory, which reflected the

83urgent need to avoid nuclear conflict at almost any cost.
This in turn gave rise to thinking on the subject of crisis
management. Closely connected with this was the emerging
literature on modes of decision-making inaugurated by
Snyder, B ruck, and Sapin in 196 2 ,^^ the implicit objective
here being safe decision-making. There was also no shortage
of ultra-realistic assessments of nuclear strategy and war,

8 6as presented in one particular imaginative attempt.

Within the mainstream of traditional thought on the

81. A.L. Burns, "From Balance to Deterrence: A Theoretical 
Analysis," World Politics, vol. 9, 1957, pp. 505-529;
A Wohlstetter, o p .c i t .- and P. Gallois, "The Balance of 
Terror," (Boston: Houghton Miffin Co., 1961).
82. T.C. Schell'ing, "The Strategy of Conflict," [Cambridge, 
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1960); and A. Rapport, 
"Fights, Games and Debates," (Ann Arbor: University of 
Michigan, 1960).
83. O.R. Young, "The Politics of Force: Bargaining During 
International Crisis," (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
1968).
84. C.F. Hermann Ced ), "International Crises: Insights 
from Behavioural Research," (New York: Free Press, 1972);
E.B. Haas, R.L. Butterworth, and U.S. N y e , "Conflicts Manage
ment by International Organizations," (Morris town, N.J.: 
General Learning Press, 19 72); and P. Williams, "Conflict, 
Confrontation and Diplomacy," (New York: Halsted, 1975).
85. R.H. Snyder, H.W. Bruck, and B. Sapin, "Foreign Policy 
Decision-Making," (New York: Free Press, 1962).
86. H. Kahn, "Thinking about the Unthinkable," (New York: 
Horizon, 1962).
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balance 5 attempts - this time completely disinterested
politically - were beginning to be made to elaborate
typologies of balances with a view to ascertaining their
relative stabilities. Drawing on biological science for
inspiration and moving into the fields of systems theory,
Kaplan in 19 5 7 employed the comparative method of analysis
to great effect in shedding light on problems of system 

8 7maintenance. The central point of the exercise was to 
determine which type of polarity of world power could en
sure maximum stability, and in this respect Kaplan’s findings
pointed to a multipolar system, a conclusion shared by Deutsch 

8 8and Singer. The latter was subsequently able to expand his
findings on the basis of work done in his project, "Correlates
of War." Waltz, on the other^hand, preferred the bipolar

8 9system of balance as being the more stable. Since, however,
overall stability resting on the great powers, in whatever
polarity, was no guarantee that world equilibrium would not be
upset by the action of small or middle powers, the role of
these states in the balance drew the attention of scholars 

90also,

87. M.A. Kaplan, "The Balance of Power, Bipolarity and other 
Models of International Systems," American Political Science 
Review, vol. 51, 19.57, pp. 6 84-695 , "See alTo" his "'System and 
Process in International Politics," (New York: John Wiley and 
Sons, 1957); "Theoretical Inquiry and the Balance of Power,"
Yearbook of World Affairs, vol, 14, 1960 , pp. 19-39; and 
"The Pattern of International Politics," in M. Kaplan and
N. Katzenbach, "The Political Foundations of International Law," 
CNew York: John Wiley and Sons, 1961), ch. 2.
88. K .' Deutsch and J.D. Singer, "Multipolar Power Systems and 
International Stability," World Politics, vol, 16, 1964,
pp. 390-406,
89. K.W. Waltz, "The Stability of the Bipolar World,"
Daedalus, vol, 93, 1964, pp. 892-907.
90. L.P. Bloomfield and A.C. Leiss, "Controlling Small Wars:
A Study for the 1970s," (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1969); 
and M. Brecher, B. Steinberg, and J. Stein, "A Framework for 
Research on Foreign Policy Behaviour," J. of Conflict 
Resolution, vol. 13, 1969, pp. 75-101.
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History was to invalidate some of the basic assumptions 
still taken for granted by theorists of the balance as late 
as the mid-1960s. Two developments were responsible for 
this. First the rapid development of nuclear and allied 
technologies made it virtually certain that the day was not 
too distant when nuclear weapons could be turned out with 
relative ease, with a minimum of technical apparatus, and, 
above all, in clandestine conditions. Second, it was becom
ing more and more apparent that the knowledge of nuclear 
production could not be with-held indefinitely either from 
states hitherto ignorant in this respect or - a more sinister 
prospect still - from nonstate actors, and that there was an 
increasing likelihood that the monopoly of force which 
sovereign states had enjoyed for half a millenium might be 
lost. ' ^

This rendered much of the work still exclusively
focussed on the investigation of the world balance of state
power somewhat irrelevant. Even the emotional element
reflected in the division of scholars into optimists and
pessimists regarding their expectation of the survival of
particular balances of state power seemed deposed of any 

91substance. In 1957, Hertz was still able to argue on the 
historical analogy of the evolution of military technology 
from the late medieval fortresses, which helped to consolidate 
the territorial state, to the advent of nuclear weapons that 
the most important change during that period was the dimens
ion of territorial scale. In the nuclear age, according to 
him, the state was no longer safe in this respect, and only
vast structures covering far-flung geopolitical spaces were

9 2territorially impermeable, ' R. Wolhstetter t^fed to show 
the obverse, namely that the state was in danger not so much

91, F.H. Hinsley, op,cit., (optimist); and S. Hoffman's var
ious stands in the Foreign A f fairs, (pessimist).

92. J.H. Hertz, "The Rise and Demise of the Territorial 
State," World Politics, vol. 9, 1957, pp. 474-493.
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from the supra-state dimension as, on the contrary, from
infra-state developments, springing from the new power of

93 . .terrorist-groups.

States, it seemed, were becoming vulnerable in both 
dimensions and, far from presenting the main threat to the 
world balance, were themselves presenting the object of 
attack. If this line of reasoning were taken to its 
ultimate conclusion, then the centuries of state-centred 
balances were drawing to a close, as the horizontal, inter
state dimension was being gradually superseded by a highly 
perplexing, vertical one. The prospects of this disintegrat
ion of the world interstate system and the ensuing chaos 
prompted a swing back to the ^tudies of world order, as
evidenced in the establishment of the Institute for World

9 4Order in New York.

The recent theorising - that i s , predominantly post- 
World War II considerations - on the principle of the 
balance of power, as pointed out earlier, focussed on the 
structural workings of the balance and thus scholarly
endeavours aimed at this have been carried out in conceptual

9 5as well as analytical frameworks, The literature ' on the

93. R. Wolstetter, "Terror on a Grand Scale," Survival, 
vol. 18, 1976, pp. 98-104.

94. For a general account see: J, he d r i n g , "Recent Advances
in Peace and Conflict Research," (.Beverly Hills: Sage 
Publications, 1976^; as for further particulars see:
A, Lepawsky, E.H. Buehrig, and H.D. Lasswell Ceds.), "The 
Search for World Order," (JNew York: Appleton-Century-Crof t s , 
1971); R.A. Falk, "This Endangered Planet: Prospects and 
Proposals for Human Survival," (New York: Random House,
1971); R.A. Falk and S.H. Mendlovitz Ceds.), "Regional 
Politics and World Order," CSan Francisco: W.H. Freeman, 1973);
and R.A. Falk, "A Study of Future Worlds," CNew York: Free
Press, 1 9  7 5).

95. It is perhaps appropriate at this stage to pay attention 
to a point here: that of the scholarly stand and thus the 
approach towards the subject. The question is best exempl
ified in the comparison between the general approach taken by 
the British on one hand and the Americans on the other in 
dealing with the issues in the realm of international 
politics. The British have probably been more concerned with
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balance of power in recent years could well be divided into

the historical than the contemporary, with the normative than 
the scientific, with the philosophical than the methodolog
ical, with principles than policy. This of course is by no 
means a testimony that the British conservatism has abandoned 
the current issues at the time when the ever-increasing pop
ularity of behaviouralism in terms of the application of 
quantitative and statistical methods to the traditional 
materials of diplomatic history dominated the American 
quarters. Most of the recent works published on the princip
le of the balance of power, contributed mainly by the 
Americans, bear the mark of this attempt towards operation
alization. The main stream here is the inconsistency in the 
reported results and interpretations, because each study 
employs different theoretical specification, data and methods 
It appears to seem that in these endeavours the main pre
occupation of the scientist is to postulate a set of axioms 
to describe the doctrine. In other words: "In attempting to 
operationalize the concept there is- the understandable temptation to 
shrivel it to a set of indicies which are immediately measurable ... In 
doing this y howevery there is a danger of losing sight of the suggest
iveness of the original concepty which depends on the spawning of 
multiple affiliations ... This y of course y is unfortunate ..."
(A.J. Miller, "Pattern of Cleavage: The Balance of Power 
Reprieved," Millennium. vol. 6, no. 1, 1977, p. 27). While 
Miller emphasizes an advantage of the concept of the balance 
of power that "It belongs to a recognisable intellectual traditiouy 
ultimately shared by all students of politics y " Clbfd. , p. 17) and 
criticizes the "revisionist" and hawkers of new models of 
world politick who fail "to recognize how our theories have the 
habit of doubling back, on themselves and reappearing like shadows from 
the pasty" Cl bid". The emphasis here is on counter-attacking 
the behaviouralists especially the fundamentalists in their 
attempts to replace the "redundant" balance of power with 
transnationalism); Paul Schroeder, a self-confessed diplom
atic historian, and though deserving some praise for 
behaviouralists, receives the conservatist camp as having a 
great contempt of the other: "The reaction of diplomatic
historians to these projects has primarily been one of deafening 
silence. Whether from ignorance y inability to understand or use the 
techniques y preoccupations with other concerns y or the feeling that the 
quantitative manipulation of diplomatic documents and events yielded 
calculations and generalizations too crude and simple ta be of interest 
to the historian y they hav̂ '- largely ignored both these studies and the 
techniques employed in them." (P.A. Schroeder, "Quantitative 
Studies in the Balance of Power," J. of Conflict Resolution, 
vol. 21, no. 1. 1977, p. 4). Schroeder maintains that the 
patterns sought by operationalists are concealed or 
distorted precisely by treating diplomatic events as if they 
-were separate and detachable when they are not. In 
sum, the present author adheres to the conclusions reached 
by Maurice Keens-Soper: "I discount those whose intei^ests is
restricted to exploiting the past in search of data relevayit to their 
w.odels of the international system. This is a fanciful abuse of the 
pasty though earnestly disguised as scientific endeavours." (M. Keens-
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balance of power in ‘recent years could well be divided into 
four groups. The first, dominated by Haas, Claude, and 
Wight, is an attempt towards making clear the different 
usages of the concept, underlining the distinctions and point
ing out the confusions. The second is marked by those who 
have tried to present a model or demonstrate the inadequacy
of the concept in application, scholars like Kaplan,

9 7Rosenau, Rosecrance, Nye and Keochane. The writings of 
those who have applied the findings of the second to the 
historical materials emirically are in the third group, 
dominated by Singer and Small, Healy and Stein, and Zinnes. 
This group is also somehow overlapping the second one. And 
the fourth group is merely of those who have used the concept 
without reference to the issues raised by the previous three : 
the everyday usage found in books, articles, and media.

Soper, "The Practice of a States-System," in M . Donelan Ced.) 
’The Reason of States: A Study in International Political 
Theory,’ (London : George Allen and Unwin, 1978), n. 1, p. 40) 
See also P. Savigear, "International Relations and Philosophy 
of History," ibid., Ch. 11.
96. E.B. Haas; I.L, Claude, Jr.; and M . Wight. The article 
by Wight is to be found also in his "Power Politics, Ced.
by H. Bull and C . Holbraad) , CHarmondsworth : Penguin Books, 
1979) where he analyzed the concept of power in detail.
97. Kaplan, o p .c i t .; J.N. Rosenau (ed.) "Linkage Politics," 
"New York: The Free Press, 1969); R. Roscrance, "Action and 
Reaction in World Politics," CBoston: Little and Brown, 1963); 
R. Keohane and J.S. Nye, Jr., Ceds.), "Transnational Relations 
and World Politics," (.Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1972) .
98. J.D. Singer and M . Small, "Quantitative International 
Politics," CNew York : The Free Press, 196 81; and "National 
Alliance Commitment and War Involvement : 1815-1945 ," in 
J.N. Rosenau Ced.), "International Politics and Foreign 
Policy," (New York : Free Press, 1969), pp. 51^-542 ; B. Healy 
and A. Stein, "The Balance of Power in International 
History : Theory and Reality," J. of Conflict Resolution, 
vol. 17, no. 1 , 1973 , pp. 33-61; and D.A. Zinnes , "An 
Analytical Study of the Balance of Power Theories," J. of 
Peace Research, vol. 3 , 1967 , pp. 270-287 ; and with
J. Gillespie and G.S. Tahim, "Modelling a Chimera: The 
Balance of Power Revisited," J. of Peace Science, vol. 3 
no. 1, 1978, pp. 31-44.
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Therefore the notable ones are a matter of choice but one
can single out Liska, Kissinger, Hoffman, Brzezinski, and

9 9Schmidt in general. - The main features of the literature 
to be covered h e r e , however, is more or less following the 
above order.

Thus H a a s , received the balance of power as a term 
which is not free from philological, semantic, and 
theoretical confusion, and made a distinction between the 
meaning and the application of the term. In the meaning 
given to the balance of power, he distinguishes eight 
different shades; and with regard to the application of the 
term in the discussion of international affairs, he recog
nises four areas of intentions. Therefore, according to him 
the term carries the meanings of: 1) distribution of power : 
a simple literally connotation ; 2} equilibrium: a simple 
equilibrium of power ; 3) hegemony: a simple hegemonial mean
ing of power ; 4) stability and peace: balance of power not 
as a method for realizing stability and peace but identical 
with it; 5) instability and war : contrary to 4; 61 power 
politics: a combination of p o w e r , Realpolitik, and balance 
of power as ’ one concept, that is the state survival in a 
competitive international world demands the use of power 
unhibited by moral considerations ; 7) a universal law of 
history : struggle towards preponderance and resistance

99. G. Liska, "International Equilibrium," (Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 1957), "Quest for Equilibrium: 
America and the Balance of Power on Land and Sea," CBaltimore 
The John Hopkins Univ. Press, 1977), and "Beyond Kissinger: 
Ways of Conservative Statecraft," (Baltimore: The Johns 
Hopkins Univ. Press, 1975); H.A. Kissinger, "A World 
Restored: Metternich, Castlereagh, and the Problem of Peace, 
1812-1822 ," (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 19.57), and 
"The Necessity for Choice: Prospects of American Foreign 
Policy," (New York: Harper and Row, 1961); S. Hoffman, 
"International Organizations and the International System," 
International Organization, vol. 24, no. 3, 1970, and 
"Weighing the Balance of Power," op.cit.; Z Brzezinski, 
"Alternative to Partition," CNew York : McGraw Hill, 1965), 
and with S. Huntington, "Political Power: USA/USSR,"
(London: Chatto and Indus, 1966); and H. Schmidt, op.cit.
100. E.B. Haas, op.cit.
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against this; and 8) as a system and guide to policy
making: conscious and deliberate behaviour and decision 
making for a just equilibrium.

In applying the term to the real world, he distinguishes 
four different areas of intention. Thus, the balance 

of power here means: 1) a purely descriptive intent : 
depending on the occasion, either a mere distribution of 
power, or equilibrium, or even hegemony, or preponderance 
of power ; 2) as propaganda and ideology : a catchword to 
draw attention to peace or war, or used to explain policies 
in terms of natural laws, moral rightness, or historical 
necessity ; 3) used as a tool of analysis, a theory, to mean 
power politics, equilibrium, hegemony, and universal law ; 
and 4) as prescription : a Robbesian state of nature where it 
is used to mean guide-and-system,

While Haas maintains that each meaning and intention 
must be considered separately in terms of the immediate 
context, even though meanings and intentions may change as 
the context changes, either in compliance with the u s e r ’s 
overall scheme or in defiance of his thought; Claude 
reviewed the balance of power with similar reservations. Its 
meaning, according to him, if not shrouded in mystery, is at 
least cloaked in ambiguity. And the problem with the balance 
of power is not that it has no meaning, but that it has too 
many of them.

Claude suggests that the concept is used in the liter
ature in at least four different ways : 1) as a situation: 
that is equilibrium, disequilibrium and the distribution of 
power ; it is the international order of a period ; 2) as an 
ambigious concept : that is a policy of states or a principle 
capable of inspiring the policy of states : a policy of 
prudence, a means of producing or maintaining a condition, a 
policy used to describe a situation of disequilibrium, and 
struggle for power ; 3) as a system: a certain kind of

101. I.L. Claude, J r . , op.cit.
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arrangement for the operation of international relations 
in a world of many states; and 4) as a symbol: realistic 
and prudent concern with the problem of power in internat
ional relations: that is a harmonious relations among 
nations. Claude, however, maintained that the balance of 
power despite of its ambiguities and multiple usages carries 
an idea which is relevant to the problem of the management 
of power in international relations.

102Martin Wight proceeded with a primary distinction 
between the pattern of power and balance of power. The 
former corresponds with the geopolitical configuration, a 
consideration of strategy; the latter is an idea designed to 
consider military potential, diplomatic initiative and 
economic strength. The balance of power, according to him, 
is notoriously full of confusions arising from : ].) the 
equivocation and plasticity of the metaphor or "balance" 
itself : that is in the meaning of the priority of equipoise 
to preponderance; 2) an overlap between the normative and 
descriptive senses ; and 3) implying an estimate in weighing 
the balance requiring judicial detachment, the judgement 
expressed beihg an adjective one, is necessarily carrying a 
subjectivism.

The balance of power in the realm of international 
politics implies two different entities. First, it is a 
system of foreign policy, or in other words, a set of actions 
by the actors in international politics aimed at upholding, 
neglecting, or repudiating that in favour of some other 
supposed system. Second, it is an historical law or 
theoretical principle of analysis derived from or applied to 
the o n e ’s reflection on international politics, Wight 
contends that there are nine different meanings manifested 
in the context of those two entities. Thus, balance of 
power comes to mean : 1) an even distribution of power : based 
on the idea of equipoise, it is a state of affairs in which

102. M. Wight in M. Wight and H, Butterfield, op.cit.
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no Power is so preponderant that it can endanger the others. 
This meaning takes the forms of a simple balance or a 
multiple balance with respect to the number of the actors 
involved; 2) a necessity of even distribution of power: the 
implication in terms of the status quo and equilibrium, a 
normative use of the term ; 3) the existing distribution of 
power : any possible distribution of power without taking into 
account "equilibrium;" 4).the principle of equal aggrand
izement of the Great Powers at the expense of the weak : 
pursued in the maintainance of an even distribution of power ; 
5) margin of safety: policy towards superiority ; 6) a special 
role in maintaining an even distribution of power: as implied 
by the role of the balancer ; 7) a special advantage in the 
existing distribution of power : ip the geopolitical sense ;
8) possessing preponderance : or possessing that advantage ; and
9) an inherent tendency of international politics to produce 
an even distribution of power : a "law" advocating equilibrium. 
On these varying meanings, Wight maintained that the very 
idea and language of the balance of power has a mobility that 
tends, so to speak, to defeat its own original purpose.

* . . 103P.A. Reynolds, in considering the concept, deals with
three different' kinds of confusions found in the literature 
about ’that disturbingly loose and inconsistent notion.’
These are referred to as: 1) the usage that slip hazardously 
between "theoretical" statement and supposed real-world 
analogues, frequently to the detriment of both theory and 
practice ; 2) the usages explored by Haas, Claude, and Wight 
in above, that is, in general terms: a) the system which is 
in balance, and the concern of theorists'is with the factors 
that affect the ability of the system to maintain itself; 
b) a policy aimed at maintaining the balance of power, or in 
other words, a policy of intervention by one balancing unit 
in relation to one contingency only - potential dominance by 
one power or group of powers. Here, a role is assigned to 
the balancer ; and c) in relation to the safety margin, that

103. P.A. Reynolds, "The Balance of Power: New Wine in an Old 
Bottle," Political Studies (Oxford), vol. 23, nos. 2-3, 1975, 
p p . 352-364.
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is the policy in a context of a direct corrective action by 
one of the two parties involved in an unstable situation in 
response to a percieved power accretion by the other. And 
3) the ambiguity surrounding the definition of the concept 
of power itself.

Balance of power, as Reynolds tells us, delivers the 
three senses of system, policy, and power; A balance of power 
system is.the one which is enabled to persist through struct
ures and processes that keep within limits changes in the 
capacities of the units to influence each o ther’s behaviour ; 
a balance of power policy is the one which refers to m aint
enance of a -balance of capabilities ; and with regard to power, 
it is the capacity to bring abouB a change in the behaviour of 
another entity, and the attributes or capabilities from which 
that capacity derives.

A.J. M il l e r , regards the flexibility of the balance 
of power as its great feature and also its strength. He also 
asserts that the features of the concept, or in other words, 
the cornerstones of the balance of power form the basis of 
its contemporary critic and fuel the impulse to retire the 
concept. Features are: 1) the state, which is the essential 
one ; 2) a limited conception of polycentrism, that is an 
exclusive club exists and that membership is restricted to 
Great Powers upwards ; and 3) balance of power as an over
arching goal; that is a military security.

Indeed, the search for the cornerstones of the balance 
of power and their impact on other concepts in . international 
politics is not confined to the above. The doctrine of the 
balance has said to be in close connection with, inter a l i a , 
state, the interaction between domestic and international 
sides in a policy of a state, the configuration of power 
relations, and the role of small state.

104. A.J. Mill e r , op.cit.
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The essence of the state is so self-evident that in the 
discussion of alternative models in international relations, 
heavy emphasis is placed on the tradition of the balance of 
power, as well as on the out-datedness of the state itself. 
Thus, what is at stake here is the justification of these 
models and an attempt at replacing them with the idea of the 
state.

James Rosenau and John Burton^^^ were among the first to 
question the appropriateness of the conceptualizations of the 
balance resting upon the notion of state. Thus Rosenau, 
through the introduction of the two concepts of "issue-areas" 
and "the penetrated political system," attempted to change 
analysts’ perception of the discipline of political science - 
particularly comparative politics and international relations 
so that they would accord with political configurations as 
he saw them emerging in world politics. The notion of an 
issue-area was thought to involve a shift in the angle of 
perception of international politics. States are locked 
into clusters of issue-areas and the participants in each are 
likely to vary. The concept of the penetrated political 
system, on the other hand, was an attempt to destroy the 
distinction between national and international political 
systems. It referred to the phenomenon of non-members of a 
society taking actions which are accepted and, perhaps, 
thought legitimate by members of a sociexy. The reference 
then is to forms of integration across state boundries.

John Burton held that there are many other transactions 
in addition to those initiated and regulated by governments 
that also cut across state boundries. Better than to drop

105. For discussions on state, see E.V. Gulick*, H. Butterfield 
and M . Donelan; bp. c i t ,
106. J'.N. Rosenau, "Linkage Politics," and "International 
Politics and Foreign Policy ;" and J.W. Burton, "Systems,
States, Diplomacy and Rules," (.Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1968), and "World Society," CCambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1972).
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the term "international relations" in favour of the collect
ive embrace of "world society." Thus, a world map which 
represented all significant transactions in this society :

"would be like a mass of cobwebs superimposed on one anotherj 
strands converging at some points'more than others y and 
being concentrated between some points more than between  ̂
others. The boundries of states would be hidden from view,"

The state in his view, therefore, becomes one actor among 
m a n y .

The balance of power in the context of Rosenau and 
Burton’s models is thus treated as otiose and unsatisfactory 
To Rosenau, for instance, the idea of a balance of power is 
difficult to fit with the issues which have been handled 
simultaneously in the domestic and the external environment 
processes of a state. For Burton, the ingredient of 
equilibrium and its maintenance is wholly incompatible with 
his "world" governed by overlapping behavioural systems in 
relations to which states perform regulatory roles.

■ 't

Though the above attempts in the re-conceptualization 
of world politics viewed the balance of power in a context 
of a blending milieu between the domestic and international 
sides of foreign policy from a different angle, it was yet 
to be debated whether the doctrine is lost somewhere or 
otherwise. Thus Eo.ffman maintained that although the 
"linkage" is present the deterioration or breakdown of the 
balance of power can indeed often be attributed to domestic 
turmoil or revolution. Foreign policy today, according to 
him, is not so much the quest for the national interest 
outside, as it is the external projection of national moods 
and concerns. The relevance of balance of power polices and 
techniques would not turn dubious in this context since the

107. J.W. Burton, "World Society," ibid., p. 43.
108. S. Hoffman, "Will the Balance Balance at Home?"
Foreign Policy, vol. 7, 1972, pp. 60-86.
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state remains the major unit of decision. Moreover, it is 
likely to try to protect itself vigorously against the 
threat of " p e n e t r a t i o n " or to promote itself by exploiting 
the domestic discords of others. Therefore, it is conciev- 
able according to Hoffman, that in a world of security
conscious states, the balance of power not only is not 
redundant but flourishes in the form of a fluctuating one.

There was a time when a British Foreign Secretary,
Sir Edward Grey, was so ignorant of Asian affairs that he 
hardly knew the Red Sea from the Persian G u l f T h i s  
view was also present in the perception that balance of 
power dominion is in E u r o p e , a point expressed by Lord John 
Russell on the mechanism of the balance of power and ivs 
relation with the small states; "the balance of power in 
Europe means in effect the independence of smaller states." 
The subjects of other areas than those governed by Great 
Powers were supposed to be out of the circle of the power 
play, a point manifested in the equivocal undertaking of 
Lord Russell against nationalism, thus;"The Great Powers 
had not the habit of consulting populations when questions 

, affecting the' Balance of Power had to be settled This
was to be repudiated since nationalism was on march and 
contributed to a process of change that has now become an 
explosive political force, influencing the world balance.

Though this transformation is also linked with the 
ever^changing realities of international relations, but 
there came the time when the small state could not be 
written off any longer. In fact, a small state today is 
able to insulate itself against the manoeuvring drifts of 
the great powers and also in picking up client states in the

109. W.S. Blunt, "My Diaries," (london: 1919), vol. II. 
Quoted from C.S. Venkatachar , o p .c i t .
110. Quoted in A.J.P. Taylor, "The Struggle for Mastery in 
Europe," o p .c i t . , p. 151.
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interests of its security. Global conditions, moreover, 
are far more unsettled than the 19th century, and the pace 
of change in small states is hardly susceptible to effect
ive manipulation from outside, especially from a rather 
static and traditional balance of power vantage point. The 
workability of the doctrine for the small states is stressed 
by Hoffman:

'̂The small nat'lons would find security^ not in submission to 
a leader y or in a neutralized sheltery hut in the balance of 
power itself y which would allow them to pursue more 
their interests within its less constraining limits, "

The changing global conditions not only have had an 
impact on small states, but also have shaped the pattern of 
power configuration among nationa in general. It is a long 
time since the debate over bipolarity and multipolarity, and 
the general assertion is that international affairs are in 
a new context far from the principles of Cold War. This 
being shown by the activities among nations in favour of 
reconciliation. It is therefore evident that in a world which 
is evolving into this international system, balance and 
multipolarity will have far more application than they have 

» had in the past. This pattern of course bears the desire 
to ensure security through a flexible system of alliances 
and the readiness to accept former enemies as allies.

Indeed, one of the features of the new context of 
international relations is the fluidity of alliances, or 
in other w o r d s , to do away with the traits of rigid bipolar
ity in the past that reduced both actors and the range of 
issues to a minimal <=̂o that, in the words of Kissinger:
''every issue seems to involve life and death. Diplomacy turns rigidy 
for no state can negotiate about what it considered to be requirements 
of its survival,

111, S. Hoffman, "Weighing the Balance of Power," op.cit. p. 619.
For a general treatment of Small States, see A. Schou and
A.D. Brundtland Ceds.), "Small States in International
Relations," (Stockholm: Almqzvist and Wiksell, 1971). See
also Chapter 2, part 3: The Small Power's Dilemma.
112. H. Kissinger, "The Necessity for Choice: Prospects of 
American Foreign Policy," o p . c i t . , p. 17 2.
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As a result, multipolarity in the'balance of power 
system requires the actors, as Hoffman tells us, to pursue 
two things :

"A) Ftexibitity of alignments y i,e,y the willingness to 
make alliances with almost anyone in case of need - in 
particular in order to stop a troublemaker - without any 
concern for the domestic regime or ideology of the ally 
and the willingness to abandon or break such alliances 
whenever the initial circwnstccnces have changed; and B)
An acceptance of international hierarchy y i.e,y the 
refusal to envisage such permanent hostility among the 
major actors that the recruitment of clienteles of 
allies among the smaller states would become imperative 
and the consideration of occasioyjrj  ̂common interests 
of the major states impossible,"

The bipolarity v.s. multipolarity configuration was but 
one of the basic questions included in the contribution of 
Morton Kaplan to the field. He is more or less credited 
as the first one of the so-called modernists, as against the 
traditionalists, who attempted to make the concept of balance 
of power operational. In his "System and Process in 
International Politics," we are told of certain conditions 
about the international context, that is axioms about the 
actors, stability, war, and alliances. Thus the pattern of 
interaction between two or more state actors, which composes 
a system of action, will be called a balance of power system 
if the following three conditions hold 1) the system is 
without a political sub-system that authoritatively regulates 
the behaviour of system members, such as a fully UN; 2) there 
are at least five essential actors; and 3) the six rules of 
actor behaviour are followed: a) act to increase capabilities, 
but negotiate rather than fight, b). fight rather than pass up 
an opportunity to increase capabilities, c) stop fighting 
rather than eliminate an essential national actor, d) act to 
oppose a coalition or single actor which tends to assume a 
position of preponderance with respect to the rest of the 
system, e) act to constrain actors who subscribe to super-

113. S. Hoffmann, "Balance of Power," Ph'cyclopedia of Social 
Sciences, o p .c i t ., p. 507.

114. M.A. Kaplan ,' dp . c i t .
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national organizing principles, and f) permit defeated of 
constrained essential actors to re-enter the system as 
acceptable role partners or act to bring some previously 
inessential actor within the essential actor classification. 
Treat all essential actors as acceptable role partners.

Thus war and alliances are acceptable behaviour among 
the essential actors as part of the equilibrating process.
And moreover, as Kaplan tells us, alliances are fluid and 
flexible, they are made for instrumental and not ideological 
reasons, and actors are indifferent about whom their 
alliances partners are. These characteristics flow from the 
operation of the six essential rules of such a system.
Kaplan's assertion lies in his prediction that, when viewed 
from the perspective of the system, alliances are equiprob- 
able and time-independent: "the balance of powei '' system 
postulates that any alignment is as probable as any other 
alignment prior to a consideration of the specific interests 
which divide nations. ^Moreover, any particular alignment 

- should not predispose the same nations to align themselves 
with each other at the next opportunity. According to him,

' therefore, the alliance formation process in a balance of 
power system is a 'stochastic process. That is, in a balance 
of power system alliances occur from time to time, and these 
events over time are subject to probability laws because the 
past behaviour of the alliance process has no influence on 
future behaviour. If we have a process in which "the 
future is independent from the past," we have a purely 
random or stochastic process. Kaplan specifically indicates 
that he is thinking in such probabilistic terms when he 
uses the metaphor of the behaviour of molecules in a tank of 
gas to characterize balance of power alliance politics.

Kaplan does not make clear whether his propositions are 
empirical generalizations or rules he thinks governments would 
follow if they were rational. He alternates between 
description and prescription. He states, in a number of
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places, that his "balance of power" system has had histor
ical counterparts. He specifically mentions the nineteenth 
century and states that the term "balance of power" makes 
intuitive sense if it is applied to the description of the 
international system that persisted throughout the 18th 
and 19th centuries. Furthermore, after listing his six 
rules of the balance of power system, he gives examples for 
each rule, many of them taken from the Bismarckian period.

This period has been more or less used as the empiric
al base in other attempts of this kind. Thus A.L. Burns,

115 .and Singer and Small, in pursuing the hypotheses that 
the international system is evolving into a multipolar 
world and that the notion of balance of power is inconsist
ent and vague in explaining the new global conditions, opted 
for, on the similar lines introduced by Kaplan, empirically 
testing some propositions which, in their own view, were 
exemplifications of refined and narrow notions of balance of 
power. It should be noted, however, that the major 
approaches towards the^multipolar system, shared by the 
above scholars as well, are those that have been taken into 

, consideration' as a general framework. These approaches are; 
1) the rules of a theoretical balance of power system; 2), the 
functioning of alliances; 3) historical systematic period
ization; and 4l the application of structural balance theory 
to the international system.

Burns' theoretical analysis of the international system 
focussed initially-on that of the classic balance of power 
system of the 19th century. There is a balance of power in 
operation if changes in relationships among two states 
affect a third nation. Therefore it is possible to think of 
an international system in which mutual arms reduction 
Calliance) between two powers places a third in a less-secure

115. A.L. Burns, "From Balance to Deterrence; A Theoretical 
Analysis," o p .c i t .; J.D. Singer and M . Small, op.cit., and 
"Formal Alliances: 1815-1939," J. of Peace Research, 3, 19 66, 
pp. 1-32.
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position. If two nations reduce their'.arms jointly, the 
newly created surplus of weapons and men are now available 
for use against the third power. The implication is that 
cooperation created by the alliance is offset by the 
conflict created between the allies and the third power or 
group of powers. This principle, if valid, would severely 
limit the possibilities of drastic conflict resolution in 
the system.

The balance of power, alliance formation, and general 
system dynamics were the ingredients of the empirical study 
of Singer and Small. In their research, they focuss on 
alliance aggregation, a structural variable at the system
atic level of analysis, as a predictor of war. They test 
the hypotheses that: 1) the greater the number of alliance 
commitments in the system, the more war the system will 
experience; and 21 the closer to pure bipolarity the system 
is, the more 'war it will experience. They operationalize 
their dependent variable, "more war," by using five measures 
of conflict and operationalize their independent variable 
by employing seven measures of alliance aggregation. For 

, the two centuries under analysis, their findings are 
ambivalent. They find high positive correlation between 
alliances and war in the twentieth century and consistent 
negative correlation in the nineteenth century.

Singer and Small discuss what they believe is generally 
assumed to be the underlying mechanism existing in a balance 
of power system:

"Central to this notion is the understanding that the invisible 
or unseen hand will function only to the extent that all 
nations are free to deal and interact with all others as their 
national interests dictate. Thus y it is assumed that every 
dyadic relationship will he a mixture of the cooperative and 
the conflictualy with political y economic y ideological and 
other -issues all producing different interest configurations 
for each possible pair of nations. The net effecty it is 
believed y is such a welter of ci'oss-cutting ties and such a 
shifting of friendships ajtd hostilities that no single set of 
interests can create a self-aggravating and self-reinfdicing 
division or clearoage among the nations ... It follows from
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this sort Of model that anything which restrains or 
inhibits free or vigorous pursuit of the separate 
national interests will limit the efficiency of the 
establizing mechanism. And among those arrangements 
seen as most likely to so inhibit that pursuit are 
normal alliances ... If alliances commitment reduces 
to some degree^ the normal interaction opportunities 
available to the total system y and the loss of such 
interaction opportunities is supposed to inhibit the 
efficiency of the balance-of-power mechanismy we should 
find that as the system 's' interaction opportunities 
diminishy zggg will increase in frequency y magnitude y or 
severity,"

. . . 117Singer, in an earlier essay with Karl Deutsch,
elaborated on the concept of the interaction opportunity.
In his project with Small, however, he tested whether a 
decrease in the number of uncommitted nations due to 
alliance formation prevents the successful operation of
cross-pressures on nations, cross-pressures that are assumed
to ward off war. These assumptions form a tenuous chain: the 
greater the percentage of uncommitted nations, the greater 
the interaction opportunities, the greater the cross
pressures, and, therefore, the greater the chance for peace.

The above empirical hypotheses of Kaplan, and Singer 
and Small were also put to test by other scholars with vary
ing results. Thus McGowan and Rood applied a probability
theory, a Poisson model, to Kaplan's "theory" of the balance

1 1 o ^of power. They seem to suggest that the major powers in
the 19th century have followed fluid and flexible patterns in
alliance formation. They showed that the frequency and

116. J.D. Singer and M. Small, "Alliance Aggregation and 
the Onset of War: 1815-1945," in J.D. Singer Ced.), 
"Quantitative International Politics: Insights and Evidence," 
o p .c i t ., p. 249.

117. K.W. Deutsch and J.D. Singer, "Multipolar Power Systems 
and International Stability," o p .c i t .

118. P. McGowan and R. Mood, "Alliance Behaviour in Balance 
of Power System: Applying a Poisson Model to Nineteenth 
Century Europe," 'American Political Science Review, 69,
1974, pp. 859-870.
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duration of alliances among major powers during the period 
was random, as shown in the Poisson distribution. McGowan 
and Rood go on to suggest that the balance of power 
collapsed due to rigidity in alliance some time after the 
turn of the century.

Zinnes in "An Analytical Study of the Balance of Power 
119Theories," studied a key quote on the principle derived 

from various traditional writers and drew a set of six 
definitions o f  a balance of power world and tested the 
propositions of Singer and Small against them. On this, 
perhaps the first study on the Singer and S mall’s, Zinnes 
concluded that their definition was of a considerable 
different character than any of the traditional definitions. 
Systems which qualify under traditional definitions are said 
to be considered by Singer-Small standards to be poor repres
entations of a balance of power, while the better Singer- 
Small representations are not considered balance of power 
systems by the traditional writers.

The propositions of Singer and Small were subjected to
* other empirical tests later on. In a project at Cornell
University, USA, a data bank was set up consisting 9 82
events selected from the period of 1870-1881. Thus Healy
and Stein tested the previous works, notably those of Kaplan,
Burns, and Singer and Small in the light of what became to be

120known as the Situational Analysis Project CSAP) there. 
According to them, the propositions which were put forward by 
those authors did not hold up well under detailed testing.
The rules of the balance of power were violated - in particul
ar, an "ingratiation effect" was found in the place of the 
balance - restoring mechanism; alliances led to a lessening 
of cooperation and attention between allies; and historical 
periodization was found to be inaccurate.

119. D.A. Zinnes, o p .c i t .
120. B. Healy and A. Stein, dp. c i t .



63.

The empirical studies, to be followed by other efforts,
such as the incorporation of the technique of Optimal

121Control Theory, were of course of different nature comp
ared to other models presented with relation to the doctrine 
of the balance of power. Among these are the ideas of 
transnationalism, on similar line to the notions which were 
put forward by Rosenau and Burton, and the cross-cutting 
cleavage.

12 2 .Transnationalism, in cloçe connection to the linkage 
theory, is often regarded as an influential example of the 
drive to break away from the state-centred conception of 
international politics. The assumption underlying trans
nationalism is that world politics is changing, but our 
conceptual paradigms have not kept p a c e . Into the worn 
paradigm of a state-centred world, afloat on the "myth" of 
sovereignty and transfixed on the issue of security, trans
nationalists wish to inject a touch of realism. They are 
concerned with incorporating into any future paradigm of 
world politics the contact, coalition, and interactions 
across state boundries that are not controlled by the 
central foreign policy organs of governments. Nye and 
Keohane point out the range of phenomena appropriate to this 
amended conceptualization of world politics - churches, 
revolutionary organizations, multinational business 
enterprises, labour movements, charitable foundations, and 
private international financial transactions. In particular, 
transnationalism is an attempt to integrate the study of 
international economics with international politics.

It is integral to this view of world politics that the 
behaviour of governments are progressively modified by their 
interface with transnational phenomena, since - as these

121. For the technique see M. Athans and P.L. Falb,
"Optimal Control," CNew York: McGraw Hill, 1966), and its 
application in Zinnes, J.V. Gillespie, and G.S. Tahim,
o p .c i t .
122. See, for instance, J.S. Nye, Jr. and R. Keohane, o p .cit
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phenomena have a pedigree which precedes that of the govern
ments of the modern state system - there would otherwise be 
no justification for discarding time-worn paradigms of 
international relations. In the work of Nye and Keohane 
this view is expressed through two assumptions. First, that 
national governments and transnational actors will define 
their relationships more through bargaining and coalitions 
than through win-lose situations. Second, they believe that 
the political significance of transnational relations is in 
the process of rapid amplification. Taken together, these 
convictions amount to a statement of faith in a more moderate 
future international system, where political accommodation is 
a more likely form of conflict resolution than accommodation 
through violence.

Whether transnationalism is believed to be the paradigm 
of the future is not only yet to be seen but is very much 
disputed as well. What is certain, however, is that balance 
of power was dismissed by Cobden. Transnationalism with its 
up-dated and futuristic Cobdenian view, attempts to dismiss 
balance of power as well, but as diplomatic historians tell

» us the doctrine survived successfully without giving in to
12 3concepts being imposed upon it.

12 3. For example, K.N. Waltz, "Man, the State and War: A 
Theoretical Analysis," CNew York: Columbia University Press, 
1959 ) , p. 209.
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1.3 A Framework for Analysis

We now leave the theories recently developed on the 
balance of power and turn to ascertain the underlying wisdom 
implied by the doctrine in international politics. In other 
words, we try to establish the philosophy of the balance of 
power as it is prescribed by Helmut Schmidt: "Balance of power

will continue to he the most important factor affecting global security y 
because the universal order will continue to be governed by rivalry y 
competition and the juxtaposition of States y peoples and ideas, " 
Furthermore, the following lays down those certain points 
that might be interpreted as the understanding of the 
principle in this study.

Looking at the international scene with the eyes of 
the strategist or the pcwer politician, we postulate that 
the balance of power is a refinement of a general system of 
power politics. While the search for power originally 
imlies the desire for self-preservation, a generalized desire 
for power-seeking over a long period of time converts this 
process into an end itself. On this ground, the discussion 
of balance o f ♦power is thus identical with that general 
system. Moreover, power politics is regarded as the only 
discernible pattern in which balancing is an inherent 
process. As such, it is not therefore separate from but 
identical with competitive power struggle.

To use Raymond A r o n ’s terms., the balance of power is a 
model of "strategicrdiplomatic behaviour." The essence of 
international relations is seen as a contest of states on a 
chessboard on which the players try to maximize their power 
at each o t h e r ’s expense, and on which the possibility of war 
makes military potential and might the chief criteria of 
power. Seen as a combination of the immutable and universal 
law of international politics and the policy guidelines 
which some statesmen have consciously adopted in order to 
preserve the security and independence of their particular 
state, the principle of balance of power has rested on the



6 6 .

premise that there exists within the framework of inter
state relations an essential dispersion of power, and that 
this fragmentation feeds the interaction of competing and 
conflicting w ills. Given the permanent tendency towards 
that international picture, the balance of power policies 
seek to create a world in which some measure of order and 
predictability is restored in interstate relations.

According to the doctrine, the most effective method of 
neutralizing the destructive effects of military might is 
for all states to engage with vigilance and preservance in 
a balancing act, thereby preventing any one among them from 
achieving hegemony through force. States must forever be 
preoccupied with shifts in the nature and distribution of 
power, that is, with changes in the capabilities - 
military and otherwise - of other states. Once shifts in 
power have been perceived, states must be able to respond 
flexibly and rapidly so as to re-establish an adequate 
balance. To achieve this objective,- states will need to 
maintain their military defence preparedness under constant 
review, and resort to such other balancing techniques as the 

, formation of alliances, agreements on compensation and 
spheres of influence and, in some cases, military intervent
ion .

Any informed understanding of the principle of the 
balance of power must be based upon a prior comprehension of 
the key role of power in the political process. In our 
approach, it is accepted as axiomatic that nation-states 
inherently seek to acquire and pursue p ower. In his 
Leviathan, Thomas Hobbes discerned a "general inclination of 
all mankind" toward a "perpetual and restless desire of 
Power after power, that cease only in Death." Added to the 
belief of many commentators that power conflicts are 
characteristics of all political relationships - more so 
perhaps among nation-states than on any other level of polit
ical interaction, it can also be argued that the concept of
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power is to the realm of political expérience what the 
concept of wealth is to the economic realm. In all, both 
ideas serve as the principal integrating concept of the 
discipline.

When it is asserted that nations "pursue" power or are 
engaged in a perennial "power-struggle," what precisely is 
meant by such statements? The concept of power possesses a 
number of significant connotations. Though some comment
ators believe that the concept of national power is 
intrinstically issue-oriented, other interpretations provide 
the ample ground here, that is, the struggle for power is 
synonymous with life itself; as Hobbes said, the pursuit of 
power "ceases only in D e a t h ." A nation which did not 
pursue power would be, or soon would become, extinct.

The possession of power is, of course, crucial to the 
achievement of that goal which many commentators regard as 
the paramount objective of external policy: the maintenance 

, of national security or self-preservation. Nearly every 
other goal to which a nation might be committed - peace,

. justice, a rising of the standard of living, a sense of 
global community, regional cooperation - presupposes the 
continued existence of the state as an independent political 
entity.

Nations also seek to acquire and use power to promote 
a variety of other goals. Here, it may be useful to think in 
terms of two broad-categories of cases involving the utiliz
ation of power: those entailing cooperative and harmoriious 
relationships among nations, involving the "sharing" or 
pooling of power for common purposes; and those involving 
conflict and tension among nations, generating "power 
struggles" and wars among them. In the judgement of some 
commentators, the former category of cases does not properly 
belong to the study of politics at all, since in their 
conception the political process inherently requires conflict,
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produced by some degree of opposition and disagreement, 
among the nations engaged in it.

This view, however, seems undully restrictive. There is 
no inherent or logical reason why the concept of power must 
always imply conflict. In reality, even ideological and 
diplomatic adversaries engage in a range of relationships, 
some admittedly hostile and some reasonably harmonious, 
perhaps leading to a detente in spheres like nuclear prolif
eration, trade, and cultural agreements. At minimum, as the 
history of disarmament negotiations amply illustrates, it 
should be recognised that international politics may well 
involve power struggles and conflicts on behalf of ultimate 
goals shared by most states within the family of nations ; not 
uncommonly, such conflicts may occur as part of a process of 
arriving at agreements among states on some objective^.

The concept of national power, if construed narrowly,
could be equated with the capacity to wage, or threaten, war
successfully and, after victory, to impose the national will
upon the adversaries. The cornerstone of this meaning is the .
realization that at the back of diplomatic interchanges is
the threat of armed forces, the possibility that policies
will be supported by the use of violence. In Kenneth W a l t z ’s
succinct expression: ’’In international politics power has

124appeared primarily as the power to do harm.’’

Again, however, to confine the concept of power to the 
application of military force and the capability to impose 
harm seems unnecessarily restrictive. National power 

■ expressed as violence, or threatened violence is, as a matter 
of fact, infrequently relied upon by nations to realize 
their goals. Normally, nations employ a wide variety of 
techniques, ranging from reliance upon friendship and mutual 
interests, to persuasion and diplomacy, to nonviolent forms of

124. K.N. Waltz, ’’International Structure, National Force and 
the Balance of World Power,’’ in J.N. Rosenau Ced.), ’’Internat
ional Politics and Foreign Policy,’’ op.cit. , p. 305 .



69 .

coersion and sanctions - like propaganda and boycotts - to 
threatened hostilities, to war, for accomplishing their 
purposes. Thus, national power could be broadly defined as 
the ability of one nation to induce, by whatever means at 
its disposal, specified behaviour by another.

Defining the concept of power quite broadly has one 
fundamental drawback, which is particularly troublesome in 
the assertion of the balance of power. Such a definition 
of national power tends to make it almost difficult to 
measure, or sometimes even accurately estimate, the power of 
one nation vis-a-vis another in the international system.
When power is construed as denoting mainly military force, 
this approach has the merit of enabling decision-makers to 
arrive at reasonably accurate estimates of the power of their 
own and of other nations and to base national policies upon 
these calculations.

However, it may as well be conceded that, when power is 
. defined in broad terms, attempts to measure or estimate it 
are, and will remain, highly subjective and impressionistic.

, Now this qualification does not mean that a broad definition 
of national power completely lacks the utilization or ought 
to be discarded. On the contrary, the notion that power is 
tantamount to influence and status is in some respect more in 
conformity with what modern nations actually seek to accom
plish externally, than is restricting the concept of national 
power merely to the capacity to inflict harm. More than in 
any other historical era, present day states are pervasively 
and routinely engaged in endeavours to influence opinions 
outside their own borders, to inculcate a favourable "image" 
for their nation abroad, and to engender a feeling of goodwill 
and respect in other nations.

Granted that power is a pivotal concept in the analysis 
of international relations, a logical corollary is the idea 
that the maintenance of a "balance" or "equilibrium" of power
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among the nations of the world ought to be a dominant 
objective of statecraft. Based on this, it is envisaged 
that a just equilibrium in power among the members of the 
family of nations is required as it will prevent hegemon- 
ial tendencies. Reminiscing from the classical balance of 
power period, prevention of the achievement of hegemonial 
power by any state is a conception underscoring the idea 
that, for the sake of the continued independence of the 
members of the international system, global power must always 
remain decentralised. No single•state or coalition of states 
must be allowed to dominate the system or impose its hegemony 
upon i t .

The contradictory connotations of the balance of power, 
the notions such as equilibrium and status q u o , equilibrium 
présérv at ion policy,' decentralize d di str'ibut io h of p o w e r , no 
hegemony, prepdnder'a'n'c e of power, etc. , are rather immaterial 
in our approach for these conflicting conceptions are 
resolved by differentiating between the public assertions of 

, power politicians and their 'actual operational goals.
Ostensibly statesmen nearly everywhere endorse the idea of 

, the balance of power as the status q u o . They desire a stable 
international system, in which, threats to national security 
are minimized and the prospects for peace enhanced. Yet, on 
the level of operating policies, where goals are often 
unpublicized and left implicit, most states desire a 
preponderance of power. In the process of planning their 
military strategies and defense budgets, therefore, national 
officials routinely allow for a "margin of safety" in 
estimating the defence requirements of the state.

States generally do not feel secure unless they establish 
that margin. However, the very attempt to achieve this 
superiority increases the feeling of insecurity, for one's 
margin of security is another's margin of danger. Alliances 
are thus likely to lead to counteralliances and armaments to 
counterarmaments. In this sense, the balance of power is 
said to be aggravating the conflict of competing interests.
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The US/USSR Post-World War II relationship, and the 
subsequent establishment of NATO and Warsaw Pact., for 
instance, followed this pattern. It is, however, accepted 
that the new global conditions developed from early 19 7 2s 
onwards are supposed to provide no grounds for a return to 
the prevailing themes of the 1950s.

Still, the reciprocal interaction between the emerging 
patterns of international relations and the new approach 
towards the issues is also implying a rather different 
orientation in foreign policy decision making. Of particular 
interest here, however, is the ingredients of the internation
al postures of the superpowers, especially the Americans. At 
best, the US ought to follow a realistic approach in the sense 
that it should break away with the kind of policies pursued in 
the South-East Asia, or the search for "strong men," ^anti- 
colonialist" "anti-communist," but "pro-American" partners.
This was a policy that created an image of the US as a 
"leading imperialist power," intervening unilatterally in 
various parts of the globe in pursuit of a policy of sphere 
of influence.

The corresponding programmes of economic aid, intended o 
strengthen the basis of a free society in the developing 
nations, more or less benefitted the extreme right-wing 
elements; communism instead of being suppressed gained 
strength. At other places, where aid helped to keep authorit
arian regimes in power, independent bases of public opinion 
for challenging authority suffered. No wonder that the 
Soviets, with the help of Carterite mandatory human-rights 
formulations, found successful refuge in an up-dated version 
of a Lenin's dictum: from "He who is not for me is against me," 
‘to "He who is against the US is for the USSR."

Moreover, such descriptive terms as the Third World, 
Afro-Asian bloc, Non-Aligned nations etc., are not a coherent 
concept in the analysis of the strategic forces of the balance 
of power which is approached here, and especially when
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received in the context of the new international relations. 
For in their respective regions the developing nations will 
continue to present many vexed problems of their own: 
integration, disintegration, unity in diversity, and so 
forth. Each will have to determine the price it is willing 
to pay for its revolution and turmoils and the currency in 
which it will pay - neo-traditional, democratic, communist, 
or savagely autheocractic.

The future balance of power may come to mean no more 
than a kind of holding operation on a world-wide scale. 
Yesterday’s dialectic was that of a central balance between 
a handful of powers and imperialism, which pushed back the 
limits of the diplomatic world. Today, the minute of truth 
is postponed, and all the intangible components of power and 
all the uses of power short of massive coercion gain in 
importance - elements and uses that are very widely distribut
ed and hard to evaluate. Tomorrow’s dialectic will have to 
be that of a complex balance, both global and regional, 
allowing for a fragmentation of the strategic-diplomatic 
contest under the nuclear stalemate, and an emergent commun- 
 ̂ity in which competition will, of course, persist.
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CHAPTER TWO: Post-1945 History of Alliance Formation

Since World War II, the complexities of power politics 
have necessitated the creation of institutions new to world 
politics: alliances and regional security organizations.
These arrangements are different in principle from a trad
itional alliance because they incorporate a higher degree of 
coordination between the armed forces of the participating 
powers than formerly existed, and because they tend to 
further regional cooperation in many areas that are not 
strictly defensive in nature.

Alliances have commonly been identified with aspects of 
international relations that could lead to conflicts, 
specifically with reference to the balance of power. At one 
level, alliances could be viewed as a natural mechanism of 
the international system. At another, the formation of 
alliances appeared to be an appropriate strategy through 
which states could increase their preponderance.^ According
ly, alliances have been a major process by which international 
power has been "balanced" and order m a i ntained.

Countervailing alliances have been formed to deter or
2to defeat nations which, haye sought to achieve preponderance.

As a major contribution to the mechanism-of international 
politics, alliances have sustained continuity of policy and 
have introduced an important element of predictability into 
conflicting situations.

1. See Quincy Wright, "A Study of War," CChicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1965), p. 131; Hans J. Morgenthau,
"Politics Among Nations," (JNew York: Knopf, 1967), p. 175; 
and Fredrick H. Hartman, "The Relations of Nations," (New York 
Macmillan, 1967), C h s . 16-19. Edwin H. Redder also makes this 
point in' "The Concept of Alliance," Tnternationa1 Studies 
Quarterly, 12 ( 196 8), pp. 65-86 . See also Herbert S. 
Dinerstein, "The Transformation of Alliance Systems," American 
Political Science R e v i e w , 5 9 (Sep. 1965) , pp. 589-601.^

2. Ken Booth, "Alliances," in John Baylis, et a l ., 
Contemporary Strategy: Theories and Policies, (London: Croom 
Helm Ltd; 1975), p. 185.
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3An examination of the "Games Nations Play" cannot be 
complete if due consideration is not given to the important 
concept of alliance. It is also, for the purposes of this 
study, a logical extention of the balance of power consider
ations.

In focussing our attention on alliances here, we first 
conduct a review of the literature and examine the concept 
itself. This would help to arrive at the definition of the 
military alliances which is utilised as the conceptual frame
work for the study of the Central Treaty Organization in 
Chapter 4. Second, no examination of the alliance system is 
complete without a survey of the chief examples. As such, 
the international political configurations and alliance form
ation after the Second World War is looked at. Finally, the 
dilemmas faced by small powers in their search for their 
security are examined.

3,. This is borrowed from John W. Spanier, "Games Nations 
Play: Analyzing International Politics," (London: Nelson, 
1972).
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2.1 Alliances; A Review

"AZtianoes ave regulators in the equilihrium mechanism.
They are as old as spear and as modern as strategic nuclear 
weaponSy and tribeSy city-stateSy peopleSy and states have 
sought various kinds to fulfill their respective security 
needs. Nowadays entire continents are entrenched in 
alliances. Yet even the permanent ones seldom last. They 
fail and fall apart; they are successful but may experience 
a disintegrative process. Today’s ally may be a neutral 
tomorrow and an adversary the day after, ’’

As the above quotation comprehensively states, alliances 
constitute one of the most ancient political compacts entered 
into by nations. And when we speak of international relations 
we cannot avoid referring to alliances.^

Alliances therefore, constitute a universal component of
relations between political units irrespective of time and
place. Moreover, it can also be said that alliance politics
lie at the core of nations foreign policy so that when one
speaks of alliances, one actually speaks of foreign policy in 

7 .general. This makes alliance policy an integral part of
foreign policy.^ This is so because alliances enable states

» to seek the cooperation of other states in order to enhance
their ability to protect and advance their interests. In a
negative way, an alliance policy becomes a necessity for some

9states who actually seek to avoid alliances.

4. Omer De Raeymaeker, et al., "Small Powers in Alignment," 
"CLeuven, Belgium; Leuven Univ. Press, 1974), p. 21.

5. George Liska, "-Nations in Alliance: The Limits of Inter
dependence," CBaltimore: John Hopkins Press, 1962), p. 3.

6. Ole R. Holsti, P.T. Hopmann and J.D. Sullivan," Unity and 
Disintegration in International Alliances: Comparative Studies," 
CNew York: John Wiley & Sons, 1973), p. 3.

7. Ibid.

8. Hans J . Morgenthau, "Alliances and Balance of Power," 
"Perspectives in Defense Management, (Jan. 1971), p. 15.

9. Robert E. Osgood, "Alliances and American Foreign Policy," 
CBaltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1968), p. 17.
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So pervasive are alliances in human history that they 
have compelled the conclusion that they stem from the very 
nature of man himself :

"If indvviduat man isy in truthy a potitioaZ or social 
animaly and by his very nature craves the society of his 
fellowsy it would appear that collective many the stateSy 
is a social creaturcy if habitual behaviour is any guide.
The behaviour of states from the time when they first made 
their appearance in the world indicates that they starved^^ 
in need of the society and cooperation of their fellows. "

Alliances may be the most ancient of state practices but
11they still continue to flourish on the world scene. And

yet even if it is quite ubiquitous on the human scene, the
12concept of alliances cannot be treated as a simple one. In 

spite of the fact that "the cursory view" of the literature 
"will quickly reveal that writing on international alliances 
and conditions has been prolific," most of this research does 
not meet the scientific standards of explicitness, visib
ility, and repeatability. So that while there are many 
histories of the workings of alliances, there remains a lack
of any workable theory on the basis of which nations might

13learn how to "operate alliances better".

Another relatively unworked field is the membership of 
small powers in alliances. It is not surprising that one

10. Pitman, B. Potter, "An Introduction to the Study of 
International Organizations," CNew York: The Century Co., 
1922) , p. 401.

11. Ibid.

12. Julian R. Friedman, C. Bladen, and S. Rosen, "Alliances 
in International Politics," CBoston: Allyn & Bacon, Inc., 
1970,) p. 4.
13. 0. Morgensten, "Military Alliances and Mutual Security,"
in D.M. Abshire and R.V. Allen Ceds.), ’National Security: 
Political, Military and Economic Strategies in the Decade 
A h e a d , ’ (New York: Fredrick A. Praeger, 1963), p. 677.

14. Erling Bjl, "The Power of the Weak," Cooperation and 
Conflict: Nordic Studies in International Politics, Vol. XII, 
1968, p. 157.
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writer has suggested that additional investment of time and 
energy in the study of alliances as a component of inter
national politics is clearly warranted.

Concept of Alliance; The ultimate purpose of a state 
is to protect the people of the state, their culture and 
their well-being. Because international relations is not 
governed by one supreme law, each state must therefore 
depend upon its own implied and applied capabilities.

National capabilities must also rest on considerations 
of sufficiency of resources whether economic, political or 
military. In a world of growing scarcity of resources, a 
national decision-maker must determine how he can best 
allocate national resources in order to attain national 
goals. One alternative is to seek the cooperation of^other 
states in the attainment of material goals. There are 
several ways by which nations display cooperative behaviour;
1) Formal alliance: A cooperative effort in which the rights 
and duties of each member are codified in a treaty;
2) Coalition: A cooperative effort formed for the attainment
of short-range, issue-oriented objectives; 3) Informal
alignment: Learned expectations on the part of the nations as
to how much cooperation might be expected from other nations ;
and 4) Behavioural alignment: Actual efforts of nations to
coordinate their behaviours in a similar manner with respect

17to common objectives.

15. Friedman, op.cit., p.32.

16. P. Buckholts, "Political Geography," CNew York: The 
Ronald Press Co., 1966), p. 19.

17. M . Haas, "International Systems: A Behavioural Approach," 
CNew York: Chandler Publishing Co., 1974), p. 101. For the 
strategist view see, John Baylis, et a l . , o p .c i t . , pp. 176- 
179 where the "roots of alliances" have been defined in five 
overlapping categories of: 1) balance of power considerations, 
2) coalition theories, 3) national attributes, 4) affil
iation theories, and 5) domestic factors.
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Typically-, an alliance involves a commitment among two 
or more states, formalised by a legally binding international 
agreement, to come to one another’s aid in the event of a 
certain specified action by an outside state or states.

A more detailed definition of the concept of alliance 
in the traditional sense is as follows:

.. Partnershipy or contracted agreement between two or more 
powers in persuit of a given object. In contrast to a format 
permanent link between stateSy such as a union or confederat- 
iony an alliance has a temporary nature. The contracting 
powers y who forfeit none of their political indépendance in 
favour of the partnership y are termed Allies. The object of 
an alliance is specific; it entails mutual support in given 
circumstances for the attainment of given objectives y and 
not as is the case with a union or confederation y the joint 
realisation of overall national aims."

The utilization of force is implicit in another defini
tion which considers alliances as a formal agreement that 
pledges states to cooperate in using their military resources 
against a specific state or states and usually obligates one 
or more of the signatories to use force, or to consider
(unilaterally or in conjunction with allies) the use of force,

1 . ... , 20*in specific circumstances.

Alliances have also been considered to be instruments of 
national security; as such, they are defined as "formal agree
ments between two or more nations to collaborate on national security 
vssues. "

The incorporation of these two elements in an alliance,

18. C.P. Schleicher, ’’International Relations; Cooperation 
and Conflicts,’’ (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, Inc., 
1962) .

19. Meyers Encyclopedia (6th ed.), quoted in Johannes Gross, 
"Toward a Definition of Alliances," ’Modern World', (1968),
p . 30 .

2.0. Osgood op . c i t . , p. 17.

21. Holsti, op.cit. , p. 4.
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i.e., the use of force and national security, often help to 
underline and distinguish what is known as a military 
alliance. Central Treaty Organization was definitely such 
an alliance. To put CENTO into analytical perspective, 
therefore, it is important to examine in some detail: a) the 
nature of a military alliance, its theoretical functions, and 
its relationship to the establishment of a security community 
among its members; and b) the requirements for regionalism 
and regional integration together with the relationship bet
ween the establishment of a security community and the require
ments for regional integration.

Military alliances are a necessary function of the 
balance of power operating wiihin a multiple-state system. 
Indeed a military alliance is a contractual instrument which 
defines an obligation between two or more international 
parties. Since it is normally negotiated under conditions 
which permit the parties to exercise some freedom of choice, 
a military treaty is a document which gives evidence of a 
concensus between the signatories. It is assumed that the 
existence of a military alliance is evidence of a legal 
commitment which binds the parties to the agreement or 
establishes an obligation that governs the behaviour of one 
party towards another. A military alliance generally commits 
the parties to come to the assistance of each other under a 
given set of conditions. The commitment in the treaty is 
intended to assure each member that.the other members will 
respond automatically to a threat provoked by a non-member.
In essence the function of a military alliance is to establish 
a degree of predictability in the behaviour of the staves 
which are parties to it, an expectation that a threat to one 
party will be countered by a joint rather than an individual 
response. A military alliance, therefore, establishes a 
greater-'sense of security among the members as a result of 
increases in the power available for defensive action against 
external or internal threats.

A military alliance constitutes a warning to non-members. 
Ideally it will indicate either that a threat cannot be



80.

successfully implemented, or that the cost of implementat
ion will surpass any potential gain which might be achieved 
from it. In either case the military alliance can 
constitute a deterrent against a rational decision to 
threaten the parties to the alliance. If the deterrent is 
successful, the security of the parties can be achieved 
without the actual employment of a response.

Any sense of security provided by a military alliance, 
however, depends upon the e:>cistence of trust among the 
members that the promised aid will be forthcoming when the 
need arises. The amount of deterrence provided by a military 
alliance partially depends on the degree to which the 
potentially hostile states believe in the predictability of 
the alliance members. If an alliance commitment is to be 
defensive, its members may have to provide material evidence 
that they intend to comply with it. This is because trust 
and credibility are extremely difficult to establish and 
maintain through verbal or written communications alone. One 
means by which such trust can be established and cultivated is 
through cooperation that extends beyond the military consider
ations. In this respect the growth of regionalism and regional 
integration can play a very important role in developing the 
efficiency of a military alliance. An example in this context 
is the Regional Cooperation for Development CRCD) which grew 
out of CENTO and is examined in this study (.Chapter Four) .

The degree of consultation within an alliance may also 
prove to be a function of the degree of integration between 
the members. In order that consultation be meaningful and 
create trust among the alliance partners, however, joint 
efforts in deciding policy and joint involvements in implement
ing the decisions are necessary.

The main objectives of a military alliance are to 
increase the power of the state and to establish balance or 
preponderance of power with respect to the common interest 
which motivated the alliance. The minimum increase in power
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necessary to make an alliance useful to the individual
member would be determined by the political objective of the
state. To establish deterrence, for instance, a state must
achieve a balance with the opponent. Deterrence-, in turn,
is inherent in the theory of containment, as was articulated
by George Kennan, who advocated the establishment of an
equilibrium of power between the West and the Soviet Bloc

2 2rather than a preponderance of power. When nations have 
agreed to participate in a military alliance, a decision 
maker may be motivated by national issues, as well as inter
national ones. His objectives, therefore, may fall into any 
one of three categories: a) he may desire to bring about a 
change in national on international arena. In this case he 
may be interested in weapons with which he can threaten or 
coerce his opposition; b) he may desire to deter a transform
ation in a national context or an international one. In this 
case he may be interested in acquiring both military and non
military resources with which he can support the status-quo; 
and c) he may desire a combination of the above two object
ives .

The Baghdad Pact was negotiated in circumstances under 
which the above objectives were prevailing. The objectives 
of the United States centred around the framework of contain
ment. Those of Iran and Iraq aimed at the preservation of the 
status-quo. Pakistan’s focussed on altering the unfavourable 
status-quo vis-a-vis India. Turkey was interested in contain
ment and deterrence of aggression.

The Baghdad Pact differed from many traditional alliances, 
however, because there was a strong disparity of power among 
its members. The pre-dominant power in an alliance is the 
state which is the most powerful or which is expected to make 
the largest contribution of force to the activities of the 
alliance. If all the members define the dominant interest

22, George F. Kennan, ’’Sources of Soviet Conduct,” Foreign 
Affairs, vol. XXV, (July, 19^7), pp. 566-582.
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identically, they presumably will have little cause for 
disagreement on the level of force to be maintained. If 
they differ, they may disagree; in which case the pre
dominant power will be in a position to define the level of 
force in accordance with its own evaluation of the dominant 
interest. Circumstances may exist which prevent the dominant 
power from freely defining the level of force solely in 
accordance with its own interest. For instance, the territory 
of the weaker powers may have strategic significance; or they 
may possess vital natural resources.

On the other hand when the members disagree on the 
definition of the dominant interest, they may also disagree 
on the method by which the force of the alliance will be 
employed. The pre-dominant power may intend to deter an 
opponent, while the weaker power may intend to coerce'^another 
opponent. The policy of coercion may be incompatible with 
the concept of deterrence held by the dominant power, yet the 
level of force necessary to deter may also be sufficient to 
coerce. For example, the amount of power necessary for the 
members of CENTO to have established a deterrent against the 
Soviet Union might have been quite sufficient to constitute an 
instrument of coercion against India. If the pre-dominant 
power in the alliance is interested only in deterring its 
major opponent, it must retain a veto over the utilization of 
force and must not permit force to be directed against a third 
party, even though it may be desired by an alliance partner. 
Therefore, in an alliance the weaker power may have an improved 
potential to overwhelm an outsider as a result of the alliance, 
but it may find that its ability to initiate it is reduced by 
the alliance. If the small power is restrained by the pre
dominant power and prevented from making a first move, the 
smaller power may not have improved its bargaining position 
by joining the alliance. Consequently, the principal reason 
for which the smaller power joined the alliance may be hind
ered by the pre-dominant power. The weaker power may, in this 
context, find it to its advantage to terminate the alliance 
relationship with the major power, and may seek to dissolve
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the alliance permanently.

The duration of military organization is usually 
defined in the terms of the treaty. Whether or not a state 
will continue to participate in the activity of the alliance 
for this duration depends upon two considerations: that the 
alliance continue to be a useful instrument for satisfying 
the interest of all the partners and that the alliance 
constitutes a greater asset than liability for each state.
If the alliance does not satisfy these conditions, a state 
either will withdraw or will cease- to participate in the 
activity of the alliance. An alliance may be terminated 
either if the strength of the threat diminishes, or if the 
focus of the threat passes from the region. But, it may 
survive the disappearance of a threat if the attention of the 
members can be shifted to a secondary interest.

In the event that the dominant interests of the members 
in an alliance are not identical, two situations exist: 
a) the course of action chosen by the pre-dominant power in 
meeting its interests may be irrelevant or harmful to the 
interests of the smaller member. This smaller partner, then, 
must attempt to shift the interest of the predominant power 
to that of his own. In order to achieve this shift, the 
smaller power may engage in methods of peaceful settlement in 
order to facilitate consideration of the a l l y ’s interest first 
before his own, or may engage in a form of blackmail with the 
threat either to withdraw from the organization or to re-align 
with the source of 'the'threat to the pre-dominant power.
This blackmail could occur even though the only solution to 
the smaller power’s problem is through the alliance; b) the 
situation may exist in which the course of action taken by one 
power actually furthers the interests of another power, even 
though their objectives are different. The weaker power may 
believe that the assistance it is receiving will be continued 
only so long as the predominant power is involved in the 
conflict. The weaker power may not find it desirable that the 
pre-dominant power reach an agreement until its own objectives 
are achieved; therefore, the smaller power may find it
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advantageous to get involved in the course of action taken 
by the predominant power. The history of CENTO illustrated 
many examples of these forms of relationship within the 
framework of an alliance.

Since either the international or domestic opponents of 
a government may object to a state’s participation in a 
military alliance, such an alliance constitutes a liability 
in either the international or the domestic political arena. 
The liabilities may stem from the mere fact that the 
alliance identifies a political arrangement between states 
which is visible to the states outside the organization. 
Furthermore , a state may become involved in the disputes of 
the partners, whilst it would have remained neutral to the 
same disputes in the absence of an alliance. An alliance 
formulated to meet an immediate international crisis may 
force a member state to collaborate with a government that 
supports a different political system than the one which the 
state is trying to promote on the international level. There
fore, to contract an alliance for short-range advantages may 
delay the long-term objectives. An alliance may associate 
one state with the government of another state which does not 
possess broad domestic political support. The subsequent 
collapse of the weak government may be interpreted both 
domestically and internationally as a political defeat for the 
more stable member. Non-member states that have a dispute 
with an alliance member may create a counter-alliance to off
set any advantages accuring from the existence of the first 
alliance. Counter-alliances, therefore, tend to expand the 
locale and intensity of the original dispute. The history of 
Iran’s, Ira q ’s, and to some extend Turkey’s involvement with 
the Baghdad Pact amply illustrates the crisis to a domestic 
government that an international alliance can bring about.

When the members of an alliance coordinate their policies 
with those of their allies, they lose some of their freedom to 
initiate action and to define their own interests. Because of
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their subordinate position, the weaker powers, whilst 
possibly securing the greatest number of assets from the 
alliance, may also accure the greatest number of liabil
ities. The possibility exists that the assistance which one 
state receives from another by virtue of the arrangements 
in the alliance will benefit the political or social groups 
opposing the government more than it will benefit the elite 
in power. Although the alliance may have been created to 
strengthen the stability of the state, it may ultimately be 
a factor which' contributes to political and social 
instability. Finally, an alliance may constitute a liability 
for the government of a state if it becomes a focal point 
around which an opposition to the aligned government can 
rally. This liability has been particularly evident in the 
post- World War II era. Political activists who have 
experienced colonial rule or external influence frequently 
interpret any tie with a former power as the re-establishment 
of the influence; the charge of selling out to them has been 
a political slogan frequently used to undermine the political 
support of a government which has aligned with the West.

In the Cold War era, military organizations established 
most frequently between states that subscribed to similar 
ideologies. Ideological differences, though, do not create . 
obstacles to states seeking an alliance with one another when 
both parties are promoting identical objectives. A corollary 
to this thesis suggests that ideological similarities will not 
perpetuate an alliance after it loses its utility for the 
m e mbers. The impact of modern military technology on the 
strategies adopted by states in defensive alliances tends to 
bear out this corollaiy.

In the era before the development of nuclear weapons and 
intercontinental ballistic missiles, the small and middle 
powers were strategically important to the major powers 
because their territories constituted a potential for 
defensive action. The British bases in Egypt, for example, 
were the centre of Great Britains defence in the Middle East
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during World War I and World.War II. Today, when a nuclear 
strike against almost any country in the world can be 
launched from the submarines or the high seas or the 
territory of the major power, the territory of the small or
middle power has lost some of its strategic importance. The
territory of the smaller state is no longer an essential for
defensive action, although.it may still constitute a line of
demarcation which, if crossed, would signal the need to 
launch a retaliatory attack against an enemy. Since major 
powers have less need for strategic locations, they are less 
compelled to seek defensive alliances with smaller states. A 
major power is also less prone to respond to a smaller power’s 
threat to withhold access to its territory if the major power 
does not come to its defence. Whereas defensive alliances 
created prior to the nuclear age have survived the techno
logical developments, they are less effective in determining 
the predictability of states in the nuclear age.

The Baghdad Pact was created during a period- when the 
threat of nuclear was was of major concern; however, the fear 
of such a war was not a factor which motivated its development 
The statesmen who were responsible for the P a c t ’s development 
appeared to be interested both in the establishment of a "shew 
of force” in the Middle East, and in stopping conventional 
warfare of a World War II variety. The Soviet threat to the 
area was perceived as a continuation of the historical 
pressures that she exerted on the region as against pressure 
related to her new-found nuclear capability. This supposit
ion can be partially explained by the fact that the first 
suggestion for a Middle East alliance came in 1951, before the 
development of the Soviet Un i o n ’s nuclear arsenal, and at a 
time when the United States was involved in a conventional 
war in Korea. Furthermore, the Baghdad Pact represented an 
attempt to apply techniques to the Middle East that were 
developed from Europe before the nuclear age.

Ronald Y a l e m ’s definition of the term region as a 
’̂geographic ccrea comprised of a number of independent states sharing
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23common economic^ social^ and political values and goals y ” would, on 
the face of it, apply to the Upper Middle East as well. The 
issue here is to see whether or not the tailor-made pattern 
for the Baghdad Pact would have fitted the region. Scholars 
of regional integration have used various criteria to define 
a region. For example, the term has been used to denote a 
contiguous geographical area, a cultural entity, or an 
economic unit.

Mere geographical proximity alone does not generate
integration, as innumerable examples demonstrate. History
is full of examples indicating that the neighbouring countries
have fought more than the countries widely seperated from each 

24-other. Nevertheless, geographical proximity is thought to 
be a pre-condition for regional integrations. It is apparent 
that if countries are geographically contiguous they are in 
a relatively better position to communicate with each other, 
to respond to each other’s needs and messages, and to 
establish common institutions.

There is also a general agreement that compatibility of 
the main values held by the politically relevant strata of 
the population of the integrating countries is a necessary 
condition for regional integration. Thus pluralistic 
security-community is achieved by sovereign independent nation
states through foregoing the use of violence in settling their 
disputes.

It is necessary tb distinguish clearly the difference 
between security communities and security organizations. 
Nation-states constitute a security community when they agree

23. Ronald J. Yalem, ’’Regionalism and World Order,”  ̂
’’Washington, D.C.: Public Affairs Press, 1965), p. 15.
24. Bruce M. Russet, ’’International Regions and the Inter
national System,” CChicago; Rand McNally & Co., 1967), p. 169



to resolve their differences by peaceful means. Agreement 
on the principle of non-violent resolution of conflict may 
be tacit or explicit. Mutual conflicts may be resolved with 
or without the help of an institutional structure. The 
security organization, especially those created after the 
World War II are basically defence organizations and they are 
not created for the purpose of resolving conflicts among or 
between their own members. The major objective of a regional 
security organization is to protect the region from any out
side aggression. Members of a security organization do not 
necessarily constitute a security community. For instance, 
Turkey and Greece, in spite of the fact that both are members 
of NATO, do not constitute a security community, so long as 
they are unable or unwilling to resolve their conflict over 
the issue of Cyprus without resorting to physical force. 
Similarly, membership in a security community docs not 
necessarily mean membership in a security organization.

Regional organizations with closer links and shared 
institutions at the government level represent a level of 
integration higher than the level achieved within the frame
work of a pluralistic security community. In regional organ
izations greater integration is brought about by a sense of 
mutual dependence, and a desire for cooperation beyond the 
boundries of the nation-states.

Regionalism and regional integration, then, are clearly 
related to problems of security and to alliance systems. A 
security alliance may create a favourable environment in 
which initiatives toward integration might be undertaken. 
Indeed, this step was taken by CENTO regional members and they 
began to build on the CENTO alliance the foundations of a non
military regional cooperation. In this way they surpassed the 
Cold War aspects of the original treaty and created a situ
ation whereby the military alliance became a starting point, 
not a culmination of diplomatic activity.

The concept of alliance may also be distinguished from
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other forms of international cooperation if the following 
pivotal features are present: a) existence of an enemy or 
enemies, actual or anticipated; b) contemplation of military 
engagements and the risk of war; and c) mutuality of interest 
in either the preservation of the status quo or aggrand
izement in regard to territory, population, strategic

2 5resources, and so forth.

Thus, the alliance may be viewed as a relationship 
between two or more nation-states characterised by: a) pair
ing or collaboration with one another for a limited duration 
regarding a mutually perceived problem; b) aggregation of 
their capabilities for participation in international affairs- 
c) pursuit of national interests jointly or by parallel
courses of action; and d) probability that assistance will be

2 6rendered by members to one another.

For the purpose of this study, alliances are viewed as 
’’regulators in the equilibrium meohanism, ” As such, the formation 
of Central Treaty Organisation was based on the balance of 
power in the Upper Middle East. This alliance may be 
analysed in the light of theoretical literature involving 
the use of the equilibrium assumption:

’’The actors on the stage of international politics-principally 
states - are supposed to have the natural tendency to 
consciously or unconsciously oppose excessive conceyitrations 
of power in one nation or group of nations. Under conditions 
of the possible use of force y the increment in the coercion 
capacity of one power unit will lead to a more or less 
proportionate growth of the means of coercion of at least one 
other unit in the system. Great disturbances in the 
equilibrium of the systemy for instance y through the v>ise of 
a hegemonical powery will generally lead the other actors to 
augment their coercive capacities and/or to join together for 
the purpose of containment. This leads to equilibrium or 
stalematSy situations which may then be provisional or 
permanent y partial or total. Chayige is yiot pcsszhle. 
Equilibrium may be disturbed ayia ei^yitually cyid up lai a new 
equilibrium on a differeyit level,”

25. Friedman, o p .c i t ., p. 5,
26. Ibid.
27. De Raeymaeker, et a l ., d p .cit., p !0.
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There are two alternatives open to small states in the
movement toward equilibrium which can be best achieved by a

2 8system of alliances: 1) Alignment: A small state can
decide to ally itself with one or more states in order to 
deter a potential aggressor. This can be done on either a 
bilateral or a multilateral basis; 2) Non-alignment: A small 
state may decide to provide its security outside alliance 
systems. Various kinds of non-alliance policies range from 
neutralisation or permanent neutrality to neutralism, non- 
alignment, and-non-involvement.

Features of Alliance: The main aspect of an alliance 
treaty is usually underlined by way of a clause in its 
preamble. This features a fundamental commitment, shared by 
the signatories, that in the event of a contingency, the 
alliance partnerCs) wil.i. duly respond to each o t h e r ’s aid.
Such contingencies have been identified either as ’’aggression" 
or "armed attack." This feature of an alliance has been trad
itionally identified as the casus foederis :

’’casus foederis is the event upon the occurrance of which it 
becomes the duty of one of the allies to render the promised 
assistance to the other, ThuSy in the case of defensive 
allianccy the casiis foederis occurs when war is declared or 
commenced against one of the allies. Treaties of alliance 
often defi'ne precisely the event which shall be the casus 
foedérisy and then the latter is less exposed to controversy,
But on the other handy there have been many alliances conducted 
without such a precise definitiouy and consequently y disputes 
have arisen later between the parties as to the ̂casus foederis,”

Not only in disputes arising from an interpretation of 
the casus foederis, but alliances treaties, in common with 
all treaties, have a]so been subjected to questions with 
respect to the original power of the signatories to conclude 
the treaty, the duration and binding effectiveness of the pact, 
scope of the obligations assumed, and the effect of the treaty 
upon other treaties and other parties. One particular
28. Ibid. , p . 21.
29. L. Oppenheim, "International Law: A Treaties," ed. by
H. Lauterpacht, (London: Longmans, Greem & Co., 19 37), p. 762 .
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instance of legal questions involving treaties is the exist
ence of national justification upon foreign troops garris
oned in the territory of the host country. Because 
alliances are constituted by treaties, questions involving
alliances so considered have come to be included within the

30scope of international law.

Besides armed aggression or armed attack, contemporary 
treaties of alliance have identified in advance either 
specifically in the agreement or .in broad and general terms, 
the enemy or the victims against whom the alliance is organis
ed. Thus "communist expansion" or "capital imperialism" have
been mentioned as the most common targets of alliances con-

31structed in the existing bipolar cold war.

Another feature of alliance is that they are limited in 
scope. The treaty normally mentions the members of the 
alliance, the territories covered, and the particular geog
raphical area embraced by the alliances is either explicitly

3 2or implicitly stated.

Treaties of alliance are not only aimed at limited purp
oses of attack or defence in particular geographic areas, they 
are also ad hoc and decentralized in nature. They are de
scribed as ^  hoc because: 1) The treaties are for a short and 
usually specified duration of time ; 2) They have a narrow 
policy-range, because most of them today are either aimed at 
anti-communism and some anti-capitalism; and 3) Their agencies
and institutions usually function on the basis of a decentral-

3 3ized though coordinating agency.

In sum, the most common features of alliances include:

30. Potter, o p .c j t ., pp. 405-406.
31. M.V. Naidu, "Alliances and Balance of Power: A Search
for Conceptual Clarity," (JLondon : Macmillan Press, 19 75), p. 24
32. Ibid., p. 26.
33. Ibid.
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restricted membership, they are composed of only like-minded 
states, with common bonds; limited scope of activity, 
usually limited to the- military goals of attack or defence 
in defined territory; limited duration and effectiveness, 
they are organised for a fixed length of time, lacking in
dependent and final authority to decide or act in any manner 
upon the vagaries of national politics. They are best 
described therefore as: temporary relationships between two 
or more states that are joined together on an ^  hoc basis 
through an agreement for the achievement of limited military 
purposes like prosecution of war or defence against aggress
ion, potential or actual, all in the name of national
. ^ ^ 34interest.

34. Ibid.
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2.2 International Political Configuration and Alliance
Formation After World War II.

The political map that emerged after the conclusion of
the Second World War was indeed very much different from the
one existed in 19 39 and embodied in the ideas of "collective 
security" of the League of Nations. Its transformation, the 
coming developments in late 1940’s, and the onset of the Gold 
war meant the United States and the Soviet Union had effect
ively emerged as the dominant and competing poles of power in 
international politics.

To consolidate their power positions and their hold on
the system, these two powerful nations, later to be labelled
as the Super-powers, embarked upon building a network of 
alliances round the w o r j d . In their efforts, they utilised 
some elements of the old concept of collective security, but 
based the new configuration on the traditional and still pre
dominant considerations of the balance of power. The comp
etition for alliance formation after World War II was so 
fierce that it has been referred to as "pactomania, ” i.e.
",.. 'indisori.minately colleot-ing allies whether they were strategically

^laced or noty strong or weaky developed or underdeveloped.

In 1947, on the basis of an historical tradition of 
involvement in Latin America for over a century, the United 
States signed the Inter-American Treaty of Reciproca,l Assist
ance (the Rio Act) undertaking to assist in meeting an attack 
against one of the other American states. Two years later it 
participated in the creation of the North Atlantic Treaty.
The inclusion of the Federal Republic of Germany and its sub
sequent re-armament in NATO brought the Soviet’s response of 
initiating an alliance of their own, the Warsaw Treaty Organ
ization. The process further intensified during the Cold War 
and as a result of the policy of containment. More o v e r , 
alliances appeared that were not specifically related to the

35. John W. Spanier, o p .c i t . , pp. 69ff. , 19I f f .
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Cold War as well. The League of Arab States, the French 
Community, and the Commonwealth of Nations are examples of 
this kind. The Arab League is also the only such organiz
ation that does not contain a major Power as a member.

The most important of Post-War alliances, or regional
3 6security organisations in the context of this study, are 

North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) , Warsaw Treaty 
Organization (Warsaw Pact), and South East Asia Treaty 
Organization (SEATO), Australia, -New Zealand, U.S. Treaty 
Organization (ANZUS), and the Central Treaty Organization 
(CENTO) which is a subject matter of this study. The other 
regional organizations that have prominent provisions on 
security arrangements are the Organization of African Unity 
COA U ) , and the Arab League.

A proper understanding of the nature and mechanism of 
the contemporary alliances is achieved if they are placed in 
their proper perspectives of historical antecedents and 
political developments. The following contains a brief survey 
of the political facts and the environments that have helped 
to shape these alliances. Before doing so, however, it is 
useful to differentiate the fundamental elements present in 
the major as against the smaller alliances and underline their 
constitutional distinctions. For these purposes the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization and the Central Treaty Organiz
ation are taken into consideration.

Although it is sometimes overlooked, alliances differ in 
their constitutional purposes to a great extent. As such,
NATO is primarily a military organization ; CENTO was designed

36. None of the security alliances are fully regional because 
they do/not include every state or territory in the region. 
Some are regional organizations from the point of view of the 
location of the home states of the allies and also the treaty 
area. Others are regional from the standpoint of the treaty 
area only.

37. The "Gulf Cooperation Council," a relatively new member 
of the community of alliances, is discussed in Ch. 6, part 3.
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to operate in the political, economic, and cultural fields,
as well as the military. The former is a collective defence
pact, while the latter was considered a collective security
arrangement. According to Arnold Wolfers, a collective
"defence" arrangement is aimed at a particular known party
outside the association. A collective ’’security" arrangement
is designed to oppose any aggressor, known or unknown, within

3 8or without the association.

NATO undoubtedly belongs to the first category. The 
preamble of the treaty announces that the members resolve 
to "unite their efforts for collective defence." The purpose 
of the alliance is to oppose Soviet aggression in Europe.
The potential military target of the alliance therefore lies 
outside its boundaries and is clearly identified. Moreover, 
NATO has never contemplated using all or part of its military 
machine against a member state.

Central Treaty Organization, on the other hand, met all 
the qualifications of a collective security arrangement. The 
Baghdad Pact defined the organization under the Article 51 of 
the United Nations Charter. As we will see later CChapter 4), 
the signatories of the Pact simply mentioned cooperation for 
L'heir security needs, and therefore did not pool their de
fensive resources together as has been the case with NATO.

North Atlantic Treaty Organization

NATO came into being on September 17, 1949, as the result 
of the North Atlantic Treaty which was signed at Washington 
on April 4, 1949. There are fifteen members and they include 
Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Federal Republic of Germany, 
Greece, Iceland, Italy, Luxemburg, Netherlands, Norway, 
Portugal, Turkey, United Kingdom and the United States of 
America. NATO aims to provide a system of collective defence 
in the event of armed attack against any member; to strengthen

38. Arnold Wolfers, "Alliance Policy in the Cold War," 
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Univ. Press, 1959).
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free institutions in the area "by bringing about a better 
understanding of the principles on which these institutions 
are founded"; to promote stability and convergence in the 
members’ international economic policies; and to seek 
solutions to problems affecting modern industrial societies.

Origin and development: The postwar consolidation of
Western defence was undertaken in the light of the preceived 
hostility of the Soviet Union as reflected in such actions as 
the creation of the Communist Information Bureau CCominform) 
in October 1947, the coup in Czechoslovakia in February 1948, 
and the blockade of West Berlin begun in June 1948. American 
willingness to join Western Europe in a common defence system 
was expressed in the Yanderberg Resolution adopted by the US 
Senate on June 11, 1948, and subsequent negotiations culmin
ated in the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty on April 4,
19 49, by representatives of Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, 
Iceland, Italy, Luxemburg, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, the 
United Kingdom, and the United States of America.

The treaty did not prescribe, the nature of the organiz
ation that was to carry out the obligations of the signatory 
states, stipulating only that the parties should establish a 
council which, in turn, would create a defence committee and 
any necessary subsidary bodies. The outbreak of the Korean 
War on June 25, 1950, accelerated the growth of the alliance 
and led to the appointment in 19 51 of Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower 
as the first Supreme Allied Commander in Europe. Emphasis on 
strengthened military defence of a broad area, reflected in 
the accession of Greece and Turkey to the Treaty on February 
18, 195 2, reached a climax at a meeting of the North Atlantic 
Council at Lisbon, Portugal, on February 20-25, 1952, when the 
never-to-be-achieved goal of deploying a defence force of 50 
division in Western Europe was enunciated. Subsequent plans 
to strengthen the alliance by rearming the Federal Republic 
of Germany Cas part of the European Defence Community) 
collapsed, with the result that the FRG was permitted to
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establish its own armed forces and on May 5, 19 55, to join 
N A T O .

N A T O ’s gravest problem during the mid-196 0 ’s was the 
estrangement of France over matters of defence. French 
resistance to military ’’integration’’ under NATO reached a 
climax in 1966 when President de Gaulle announced the removal 
of French forces from consolidated commands and gave notice 
that all allied troops not under French command had to be 
removed from French soil by early 1967. These stipulations 
necessitated the routing of supply lines for NATO forces in 
Germany ; transfer of the alliance’s European command from 
Paris, France, to Casteau, Belgium; and relocation of other 
allied commands and military facilities. Since its withdrawal 
from the integrated military command, France has participated 
selectively in N A T O ’s activities.

During the 1970 ,’s, NATO suffered from additional internal 
strains. Early in 1976 Iceland threatened to leave the 
Organization because of a dispute with Britain over fishing 
rights off the Iceland Coast. Disputes between Greece and 
Turkey, initially over Cyprus and subsequently over offshore 
rights in the Aegean Sea, resulted in Greece’s withdrawal from 
N A T O ’s integrated military command and a refusal to participate 
in NATO military exercises. In October 19 80, five months 
after a Greek threat to close down US bases on its territory, 
efforts resulted in an agreement for Greece to return as a 
full participant in the Organization. Although details of the 
accord were not revealed, it appeared to involve expectations 
that differences betwtien Athens and Ankara would subsequently 
be resolved.

In 1977 US representatives attempted to convince their 
European allies to increase defence spending and to expand 
cooperation in weapons development programmes. As a result, 
the NATO defence ministers agreed to seek a real increase in 
defence spending of 3 percent per y e a r , with the commitment
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being repeated in 1979 for the period 1980-1985. Much of the 
distinction within NATO during 19 80 focussed on efforts to 
ensure that members lived up to the agreement, which was 
viewed as particularly critical in the light of the Soviet 
invasion of Afghanistan, the Iraqi-Iranian w a r , unrest in 
Poland, and less than wholly satisfactory NATO manoeuvers 
during the year.

Structure: Nato possesses a dual military-civilian 
institutional structure that has developed to meet its unique 
combination of military and civil responsibilities.

The Military Committee, consisting of permanent military 
representatives from all members except France and Iceland, is 
the highest military authority, with responsibility for 
furnishing guidance on military questions both to the Council 
and to subordinate commands. The NATO military structure 
embraces three main regional commands: Allied Command Europe, 
Allied Command Atlantic, and Allied Command Channel. Each is 
responsible for developing defence plans for its a r e a , for 
determining force requirements, and for the development and 
exercise of its forces. Except for certain air defence in 
Europe, however, the forces assigned to the various commands 
remain under national control in peacetime. The headquarters 
of Allied Command Europe, known formally as Supreme Head
quarters Allied Powers Europe CSHAPE), is located at Casteau. 
The Supreme Allied Commander Europe CSaceur) has trandition- 
ally been designated by the United States and serves con
currently as Commander in Chief of US forces in Europe 
CCinceur). Allied Command Atlantic, with headquarters at 
Norfolk, Virginia, is headed by the Supreme Allied Commander 
Atlantic CSaclant), who is also designated by the United States 
Allied Command Channel (Acchan), with headquarters at Northwood 
(Middlesex), England, is directed by the Allied Commander in 
Chief Channel (Cinchan). The Canada-United States Regional 
Planning Group, originally created in 1940, was incorporated 
into the NATO command structure in 1949. Its task is to 
recommend plans for the defence of the US-Canada region.
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On the civilian side, the North Atlantic Council is the 
principal political organ. It normally meets twice a year 
at the ministerial level to consider major policy issues, 
usually with the participation of the members states ’ 
ministers of foreign affairs, defence, and/or finance.
Between ministerial meetings the Council remains in perm
anent session at NATO headquarters, where the member govern
ments are represented by permanent delegates holding 
ambassadorial rank. All policy decisions of the Council must 
be unanimous. 'The Defence Planning Committee, normally con
sisting of the alliance’s defence ministers, was organised in 
19 6 3 primarily to analyse national defence expenditures of 
NATO members and to coordinate military planning, forces, and 
weapons with these projections.

Below the level of the Council and the Defence Planning 
Committee, the work of NATO is conducted by specialised 
committees organized to deal with political economic, military 
and a variety of other matters. The Committee on the Chall
enges of Modern Society, for example, was formed in response 
to a proposal made by US President Nixon on the twentieth 
anniversary of NATO .that the alliance should seek solutions 
to the common problems of advanced industrial countries.

The secretary general, who is designated by the Council, 
has assumed an important diplomatic role in certain disputes 
among member states. Along with the International Secretariat, 
he is responsible for implementing Council decisions and 
providing it with expert advice.

The North Atlantic A ssembly, founded in 19 5 5 as the NATO 
Parliamentarians’ Conference, is completely independent of 
NATO but constitutes an unofficial link between it and 
parliamentarians of member states. By keeping under constant 
review the alliance’s major political problems and dissemin
ating knowledge of its policies and activities, the Assembly 
encourages political discussion of NATO matters. It meets 
each autumn in plenary session.
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Activities: While N A T O ’s major responsibility remains
the defence of the North Atlantic area, it also serves as a 
forum for political consultation and conducts or sponsors 
activities aimed at strengthening the alliance in economic, 
technological, social, and cultural fields. Thus in 
December 19 7 8 members agreed to provide financial aid to 
Greece, Portugal, and Turkey. A first in NATO history, the 
aid was intended to help preserve ’’stable democracy’’ while 
enabling the three to maintain appropriate levels of defence 
expenditure. In addition, scientific progress in such areas 
a.s oceanographic research, meteorology and radiometerology, 
and computer science has been the object of an extensive 
science programme established in 1958, while environmental 
and energy policies have been more recent topics of discussion

A special study on the Future Tasks of the Alliance, 
undertaken in December 1967, recommended that the alliance 
also serve as a forum and clearing house for promoting 
better East-West relations. The pursuit of detente has 
inspired proposals looking toward mutual and balanced force 
reduction CMBFR) by NATO and the Warsaw Pact, although 
exploratory MBFR talks begun at Vienna, Austria, in 19 7 3 have 
yet to yield substantive results. In fact, NATO leaders have 
recently been preoccupied by a perceived strengthening of 
Warsaw Pact forces. In view of an assessment that the Warsaw 
Pact was fielding 150,000 unreported troops in Central Europe, 
the perception was not visibly diminished by a Soviet announce
ment in October 1979 that some 20,000 troops and 1,000 tanks 
would be withdrawn 'from East Germany. It was in this context 
that NATO members agreed to install 108 Pershing-2 launchers 
and 464 ground-launched cruise missiles in the early 19 80s.

A major new development in NATO has been the adherence 
of Spain to the organization. The Spanish government made its 
application in early 19 81. It has been argued that this 
development has significantly enhanced N A T O ’s defensive 
capabilities.
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Warsaw Treaty Organization

The Warsaw Pact was established on June 5, 1955, as the 
result of the Treaty of Warsaw, signed on May 14, 1955.
Its members are; Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, German Democratic 
Republic, Hungary, Poland, Romania, and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics. I t ’s stated purpose is the usual 
preamble of security organizations. Thus ’’in the event of 
armed attack in Europe on one or more of the Parties to the 
Treaty by any state or group of states, each of the Parties 
to the Treaty, in the exercise of its right to individual or 
collective self-defence in accordance with Article 51 of the 
Charter of the United Nations Organization, shall immediately, 
either individually or in agreement with other Parties to the 
Treaty, come to the assistance of the state or states attacked 
with all such means as it deem necessary, including armed 
force. The Parties to the Treaty shall immediately consult 
concerning the necessary measures to be taken by them jointly 
in order to restore and maintain international peace and 
security. ’’

Origin and Deyelopjnent : The Warsaw Treaty Organization, 
also known as the Warsaw Pact, was established by the Soviet 
Union and its Eastern European allies as a dit'.’ect response to 
measures taken by the governiuents of Western Europe and the 
United States to bring about the rearmament of the Federal 
Republic of Germany and its inclusion in the Western European 
Union and NATO. The Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation, and 
Mutual Assistance signed at Warsaw, Poland, on May 14, 1955, 
was conceived as an Eastern counterpart to the North Atlantic 
Treaty and many of its provisions are patterned on that 
document.

The eight original signatories were the USSR and all the 
Communist states of Eastern Europe except Yugoslavia.
Albania, however, ceased to participate in 196 2 and formally 
withdrew from membership on September 12, 196 8. Romania, 
while remaining a party to the Treaty, has in recent years



102.

resisted closer integration and has advocated concurrent 
dissolution of the WTO and NATO.

Structure: Like NATO, the WTO has a dual structure of
civilian and military institutions headed by a Political 
Consultative Committee and a Committee of Defence Ministers, 
respectively. The former, the P a c t ’s principal political 
organ, is charged with coordinating all activities apart from 
purely military matters. In full session the Committee 
consists of the first secretaries of the Communist parties, 
heads of government, and foreign and defence ministers of 
member states. Its joint Secretariat is headed by a Soviet 
official and composed of a specifically appointed represent
ative from each member, while a Permanent Commission makes 
recommendations on general questions of foreign policy.
Since the 1969 reorganization of the WTO, the non-Soviet 
ministers of defence are no longer directly subordinate to 
the commander in chief of the WTO, but form, together with 
the Soviet minister, the Committee of Defence Ministers.

The Joint Command is required by the Treaty "to 
strengthen the defensive capability of the Warsaw Pact, to 
prepare military plans in case of war, and to decide on the 
deployment of troops". The Command consist of a Commander in 
Chief and a Military Council. The Council which meets under 
the chairmanship of the commander, includes the chief of 
staff and permanent military representatives from each of the 
allied armed forces. The positions of commander in chief 
and chief of staff have invariably been held by Soviet 
officers. The Council appears to be the main channel which 
the W T O ’s peacetime orders are transmitted to its forces and 
through which the Eastern European forces are able to express 
their point of view to the commander in chief.

In the event of war, the forces of the other WTO members 
would be operationally subordinate to the Soviet High Command. 
Among the Soviet military headquarters in the WTO area are the
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Northern Group of Forces at Legnica (Poland); the Southern 
Group of Forces at Budapest (Hungary); the Group of Soviet 
Forces in the German Democratic Republic at Zossen-Wunsford, 
near Berlin; and the Central Group of Forces at Milovice, 
north of Prague CCzechoSlovakia). Soviet tactical air forces 
are stationed in Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic 
Republic, Hungary and Poland.

In 1977, the WTO established a Permanent Committee of 
Foreign Ministers, with a joint secretariat under a Soviet 
director general. The Committee, the first structural change 
in the WTO since 1969, serves mainly as a political consult
ative organ ; all decisions are reached by consensus.

Activities: In the absence of military conflict in 
Europe, the mutual defence provisions of the Warsaw Treaty 
have never been invoked, and the P a c t ’s main function has 
appeared to be that of providing a basis for the continued 
stationing of Soviet forces in Eastern Europe. Although 
members of the Pact have frequently held joint military 
exercises, their only actual joint operation was the occupat
ion of Czechoslovakia by forces of six members on August 21, 
1968. Ostensibly, this concerted moye against one of the 
P a c t ’s own members was dictated by concern for the military 
security of Eastei-n Europe, in view of Czechoslovakia’s 
avowed intention to establish closer ties with the Federal 
Republic of Germany and other Western states. Of the active 
members of the alliance, Romania alone refused to participate 
in the Czech occupation. While the forces of other Eastern 
European members were soon withdrawn, Soviet forces remained, 
under a bilateral treaty with Czechoslovakia concluded 
October 16, 1968. Romania has since stood out as something of 
a dissident in the alliance, and the organizational changes 
of March 1969 were interpreted as a partial concession to 
Romania’s demand for a greater measure of equality among the 
signatory states.
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Australia, New Zealand, and the U.S. Treaty

ANZUS, officially called the Tripartite Security Treaty 
Between the Governments of Australia, New Zealand, and the 
United States CANZUS Pact), came into existence on April 29 ,
19 5 2 as the result of the signing of the treaty on September 1, 
1951. It has the above states as its members. Its purpose 
is defined as "Each Party recognize that an armed attack in 
the Pacific Area on any of the Parties would be dangerous to 
its own peace and safety and declares that it would act to 
meet the common danger in accordance with its constitutional 
processes."

Origin and Development ; The ANZUS Pact was concluded 
at the time of the peace settlement with Japan in 19 51 as 
part of a complex of US-supported mutual security arrangements 
in the Pacific. Despite subsequent realignments in inter
national politics, the signatories of the treaty remain 
convinced of its utility. Thus in February 19 80, US Sec
retary of State Cyrus Vance, Australian Foreign Affairs 
Minister Andrew Peacock, and New Zealand (Foreign Affairs 
Minister Brian Talboys emphasized its particular importance 
in view of the new international situation stemming from the 
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan.

Structure: ANZUS lacks both, a headquarters and a perm
anent staff, its only political organ being the ANZUS Council, 
which consists of the m e m b e r s ’ foreign ministers or their 
deputies. The Council'considers any matter which a Treaty 
partner views as relevant to the security of individual 
members or of the alliance. It normally meets each year at 
Canberra, Wellington, with most costs borne by the host govern
ment. Council meetings are also attended by military advisers, 
who also meet separately. At its first meeting in 1952, the 
Council decided that responsibility for coordination between 
meetings would be given to the member states’ representatives 
in Washington.
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Activities: In the absence of a comprehensive Pacific 
security system, the ANZOS treaty has served primarily as 
a vehicle for political/strategic consultation. The Council 
monitors and discusses significant strategic political and 
economic developments that are considered by the partners to 
be relevant to their security interests. For eocample, in 
July 19 7 9 members discussed the problem of Vietnamese 
refugees and passed a resolution calling for Hanoi to with
draw its troops from Kampuchea.

In response to the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan, 
the ANZUS foreign ministers agreed in February 19 80 to 
increase the alliance’s military presence in the Indian Ocean. 
Recently, however, ANZUS has come under great strains due to 
the adoption of a no-nuclear policy by the Indian Ocean 
me m bers.

Organization of American States

OAS was established by a Charter signed at Bogota, 
Columbia, on April 30, 1948. The organization came into being 
on December 13, 1959; and was reorganized by a Protocol of 
amendment in February 19 67 which became effective three years 
later. There are twenty members and fourteen permanent 
observers. The members are Argentina, Barbados, Bolivia, 
Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Cuba Cexcluded from formal particip
ation in OAS activities since 1962), Dominica, Dominican 
Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Grenada, Guatemala, Haiti, 
Honduras, Jamaica, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru,
St. Lucia, Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago, United States, 
Uruquay and Venezuela. The Observers are: Austria, Belgium, 
Canada, Egypt, France, Federal Republic of Germany, Guyana, 
Israel, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Portugal, Saudi Arabia 
and Spain. The organization’s aim is to achieve "an order 
of peace and justice, promoting solidarity among the American 
states; (to strengthen) their collaboration and (defend) their 
sovereignty, their territorial integrity, and their independ
ence ... new objectives and standards for the promotion of the
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economic, social, and cultural development of the peoples of 
the Hemisphere, and to speed the process of economic integ
ration".

Origin and Development: The foundations of the OAS were 
laid in 1890 at an International Conference of American 
States at Washington, DC, where it was decided to form an 
international union of American republics to serve as a 
permanent secretariat. The name of the Organization was 
changed in 1910 to Union of American Republics, and the Bureau 
was renamed the Pan American Union.

The experience of World War II encouraged further develop
ment of the still loosly organized "inter-American system".
An Inter-American Conference on problems of War and P e a c e , 
meeting at Mexico City .in February-March 1945, agreed that 
the American republics should consider concluding a treaty 
that would involve their mutual defence. By the Inter- 
American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance CRio Treaty) , which 
was opened for signature at Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, on 
September 2, 1947, they agreed that an armed attack originat
ing either within or outside the American system would be 
considered an attack against all of them, and each would 
assist in meeting such an attack. Organizational stream
lining was undertaken by the Ninth International Conference 
of American States, which met at Bogota, Colombia, in Mar«ch- 
May 19 48 and established the Organization of American States.

The adoption by Cuba of a Marxist-Leninist ideology 
generally was viewed by other American governments as 
incompatible with their fundamental principles, and the 
Eighth Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs, 
held at Punta del Este, Uruguay, on January 23-31, 1962, 
determined that Cuba in effect had excluded itself from 
participation in the inter-American system. Over time, 
however, several members began to question the value of cont
inued ostracism of the Castro regime. The trade and diplomatic 
quarantine against Cuba was ultimately lifted at a special 
consultative meeting on July 29, 1975, at San Jose, Costa Rica,
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although the "freedom of action" resolution did not con
stitute termination of Cub a ’s exclusion from formal 
participation in OAS activities.

Subsequently 5 the United States requested that its 
financial assessment, two-thirds of the annual OAS budget, 
be limited to 49 percent, arguing that this would help 
satisfy those who demanded less dominance of the Organization. 
Opponents of the proposal contended that while a decreased 
budget contribution could not dilute US influence, it could 
be taken as a sign of Washington’s disregard for its 
hemispheric neighbours and might conceivably harm the 
Organization, which has few alternative sources of revenue.
With these arguments clearly in mind, the OAS General Assembly 
formally rejected the US request at its November 19 80 meeting.

Structure; The principal political organ of the OAS, the 
General Assembly, meets annually to discuss the budget and to 
supervise the work of the Organization’s specialized agencies. 
Other organs include the Inter-American Economic and Social 
Council ClA-Ecosoc); the Permanent Council, which serve as the 
Organ of Consultation, under the Rio Treaty, in cases of 
aggression; the Inter-American Council for Education, Science, 
and Culture, which, like lA-Ecosoc, is responsible to the 
General Assembly; and the Inter-American Juridical Committee 
and the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights, both of 
whose members are elected for four-year terms by the Assembly. 
The Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs 
discharges the Organization’s Security functions and is 
convened to consider urgent problems.

Activities: Political and security functions, which held
the most prominent place in OAS activities during its first 
decade, have been increasingly supplemented by economic and 
social concerns, as manifested initially by the adoption of 
the Act of Bogota Ca programme of social development) by a 
special OAS conference on September 13, 1960. In a more far- 
reaching step, an Inter-American Economic and Social Conference
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on August 1 7 5 19 61, adopted the Charter of Punta del Este, 
which enunciated a comprehensive ten-year programme of 
economic and social renovation and development to implement 
the Alliance for Progress.

At the July 197 8 summit meeting the OAS approved a code 
of conduct for transnational corporations. The action was 
seen as an attempt to bring economic issues to the foreground, 
some members feeling that the US emphasis on human rights had 
tended to minimize discussion of .economic inequalities. In 
addition, the summit approved a resolution ruling out OAS 
involvement in Nicaragua’s political crisis. The resolution 
had been supported by those military regimes that feared the 
establishment of a precedent. However, Nicaragua was finally 
censured on October 17 at the insistance of Costa Rica, which 
threatened to withdraw from the OAS after Nicaraguan planes 
had violated its airspace. A June 1979 emergency meeting, 
convened to deal with the Nicaraguan situation, ended without 
agreement as to what part the OAS should play in the civil war 
there. Subsequently, members agreed to supply food aid to 
the post-Somoza regime.

Organization of African Unity

The OAU was established by the Charter of the Organization 
of African Unity which was adopted at Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, 
on May 25, 196 3. It has a membership of 50 and they include: 
Algeria, Angola, Benin, Botswana, Borundi, Cameroon, Cape Verde 
Islands, Central African Republic, Chad, Comoro Islands,
Congo, Djibouti, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Gabon, 
Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Tvory Coast, Kenya, 
Lesotho, Liberia, Libya, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, 
Mauritius, Morocco, Mozambique, Niger, Nigeria, Rwanda, Sac 
Tome and Principe, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Somalia, 
Sudan, Swaziland, Tanzania, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, Upper Volta, 
Zaire, Zambia and Zimbabwe. The OAU aims to "... promote the 
unity and solidarity of the African states; to coordinate and 
intensify their cooperation and efforts to achieve a better
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life for the people of Africa; to defend their sovereignty, 
their territorial integrity and independence; to eradicate 
all forms of colonilism from Africa; and to promote inter
national cooperation having due regard to the Charter of the 
United Nations and the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights."

Origin and Development: The OAU is the most conspicious
result of the search for unity among the emerging states of 
Africa, a number of whose representatives participated at the 
first Conference of Independent African States at Accra,
Ghana, in April 1958. However, common action has been serious
ly impaired by the division of the newly independent states 
into rival groups, notably the "Casablanca group" led by 
Ghana and Guinea, which stressed left-wing socialism, radical 
anticolonialism, and Pan Africanism; and the more moderate 
"Monrovia group", which favoured a cautiously evolutionary 
and more sub-regional approach to African problems. In an 
attempt to heal this split, a 20-state summit conference of 
African leaders met at Addis Ababa on May 22-25, 1963, at the 
invitation of Emperor Haile Selassie of Ethiopia. The OAU 
resulted from that Conference.

Structure: The Assembly of Heads of State and Government,
the principal political organ, meets annually to define over
all OAU policy and to supervise the activities of other OAU 
agencies. Each member state is entitled to one vote, with 
decisions on all but procedural matters requiring a two-thirds 
majority.

The Council of Ministers, comprising the foreign ministers 
or other designated representatives of all member states, meet 
at least twice a year to confer on preparation for meetings of 
the Assembly, the implementation of its decision, the OAU 
budget, and matters of intra-African cooperation and general 
information policy. Each member has one vote; all decisions 
are by simple majority.
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The commission of Mediation, Conciliation, and 
Arbitration, which functions under Assembly direction, is 
composed of 21 professionally qualified members, who act in 
their private capacities; nominated by member governments, 
they are elected by the Assembly for five-year terms. The 
Commission may consider any interstate dispute brought to it 
by the parties concerned, the Council, or the Assembly. How
ever, a party to a dispute may refuse to submit to the 
durisdiction of the Commission. In 1977 the Council approved 
a Nigerian resolution to replace the Commission with a ten- 
member OAU Disputes Committee, which would be charged with 
attempting to settle intra-African disputes.

Specialised commissions have been established for 
defence; economic and social concerns; and educational, 
scientific, cultural, and health matters. The African Civil 
Aviation Commission (AFCAC) was designated a specialized 
agency on May 11, 197 8.

Activities: The OAU has long functioned as a sounding
board for African opinion on such problems as colonialism and 
racial discrimination. Thus continuing turmoil within the 
continent was reflected in the 1980 summit meeting at Freetown 
The principal subjects of the meeting were the Western
Sahara issue, the continued South African presence in 
Namibia, South African overflights of Black African states, 
and the demand by Mauritius for return of British-held Diego 
Garcia Island. Late in the year, the organization established 
a committee to investigate the crisis in Chad, particularly 
with regard to Libyan intervention and the proposed merger of 
the two countries. On a more positive note, the OAU sponsored 
its first economic sumimit in Lagos, Nigeria, in April, agree
ing on a plan to establish, an African Common Market by the 
year 2000.

The Arab League

The Arab League, officially known as the League of Arab
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States came into being via a Treaty signed at Cairo, Egypt, 
on March 22, 1945. It lists twenty two members. But for 
Egypt, a founding member, which was suspended in April 19 79 
following the Egyptian-Israeli accord signed at Camp David.
The members are Algeria, Bahrain, Djibouti, Egypt, Iraq, 
Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Mauritania, Morocco, Oman, 
Palestine Liberation Organization, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, 
Somalia, Syria, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates and Yemen 
People’s Democratic Republic. The League purpose is to 
strengthen relations among member states by coordinating 
policies in political, cultural, economic, social and related 
affairs; to mediate disputes between members, or between 
members and third parties.

Origin and Development; A long-standing project that 
reached fruition late in World War II, the League was founded 
primarily on Egyptian initiative following a promise of 
British support for any Arab organization that commanded 
general support. In its earlier years the organization 
focussed mainly on economic, cultural, and social cooperation, 
but on April 13, 1950, a Convention on Joint Defence and 
Economic Cooperation, 'inter-a lia, obligated the members in 
case of attack "immediately to take, individually and collect
ively, all steps available, including the use of armed force, 
to repel the aggression and restore security and peace." In 
1976 the Palestine Liberation Organization CPLO), which had 
participated as an observer at all League conferences since 
September 1964, was admitted to full membership. In 1977 
Djibouti was admitted as the 22nd member, but a decision on an 
application from the Comoro Island has been deferred, report
edly because the latter is not an Arabic-speaking state.

Structure: The principal political organ of the League
is the Council, which meets twice a year, normally at the 
foreign ministers’ level. Each member has one vote in the 
Council: decisions bind only those states which accept them. 
The Council’s main functions are to supervise the execution of 
agreements between members, to mediate dispute, and to coordin
ate defence in the event of attack. As provided for by the
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Treaty, there are currently 11 permanent committee meeting 
at least once a year: Political, Cultural, Economic, Social, 
Military, Legal Affairs, Information, Health, Communications, 
Solidarity and Arab Human Rights.

Three traditional bodies were established by the 1950 
Convention: a Joint Defence Council to function in matters of 
collective security and to coordinate military resources; a 
Permanent Military Commission, composed of representatives of 
the general staffs, to draw up plans for joint defence; and 
an Economic Council, composed of the ministers of economic 
affairs, to coordinate Arab economic development. A Council 
of Arab Information Ministers was also formed in 196 4.

The General Secretariat is responsible for internal 
administration and the execution of Council decisions. It 
also administers several agencies, including the Bureau for 
Boycotting Israel with headquarters at Damascus, Syria.

Activities: Spurred by an active secretariat, economic
activities by the League have intensified. For example, the 
Conference of Economic and Foreign Ministers agreed at an 
April 19 7 6 meeting at Rabat, Morocco., to establish an Abu 
Dhabi-based fund to provide credits for member states en
countering balance-o.f-payments deficit, while at a June 1977 
meeting at Alexandria, Egypt, the names of 12 additional 
corporations doing business with Israel were added to the 
League’s boycott list. The inclusion of 5 American firms 
marked the first appearance of US corporations on the list.

The League’s political activities have included repeated 
efforts to promote peace - most visibly in the form of a peace
keeping force dispached in 1976 to Lebanon - but in the after- 
math of-Egyptian President Sadat’s 1977 peace initiative, an 
open split manifested itself, with Algeria, Iraq, Libya,
Syria and South Yemen electing to boycott the March 19 7 8 
Council meeting. A partial reconciliation appeared to have 
been achieved at Belgrade, Yugoslavia, at the July 1978
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ministrial meeting of nonaligned states., where League members, 
meeting at the request of their hosts, agreed that questions 
concerning the future of the Palestinians should be referred 
to the United Nations in the form of a request for a special 
UN General Assembly session. Nevertheless, at the four-day 
Baghdad meeting in November, conflict erupted again, a 
majority calling for Egypt’s rejection of the Camp David 
peace accords and agreeing to establish a $35 billion fund to 
enable front-line states to counter the effects of the 
Egyptian-Israeli rapporchement. The trend continued through
out 1979 with the formal suspension of Egypt from the League, 
the consequent decision to move the headquarters from Cairo, 
and the resignation of Secretary General Mahmud Riad, an 
Egyptian, who protested that the signing of an Egyptian- 
Israeli peace treaty rendered efforts at Arab unity impossible.

Inter-Arab conflicts, however, have recently multiplied 
and intensified due to continued differences over the Israeli 
peace accords, the rights of Palestinians, and the Iraqi- 
Iranian war. As a consequence, Algeria, Lebanon, Libya, Syria, 
South Yemen, and the PLO boycotted the League’s ministerial 
conference convened at Amman, Jordan, in November, 19 80. With 
so many states absent, little progress could be made on a 
unified strategy against Israel or on devising a means for 
obtaining Western recognition of the PLO. Indeed, the focus 
of discussion appeared to be the possibility of giving King
Hussein of Jordan an enhanced role as a spokesman for the
n 1 ^ • 39Palestinians.

39. For further readings on the aboye alliances, see;
A. Buchan, "NATO in the.1960s; The Implications' of Inter
dependence," [London: Chato and Windus, 1960): R. Osgood, 
"NATO: The Entangling Alliance," [Chicago: Univ. of Chicago 
Press, 1962); H.A. Kissinger, "The Troubled Partnership: A 
Reappraisal of the Atlantic Alliance," [Garden City:
Doubleday, 1966); R. Osgood, "Alliances and American Foreign 
Policy," [Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1968); "NATO : Facts 
About the North Atlantic Treaty Organization," [Brussels: NATO 
Information Service, 1969); E. Fedder, "NATO: The Dynamics of 
Alliance in the Postwar World," (New York: Dodd, Mead, 1973); 
A.W. DePorte, "Europe Between the Superpowers: "The Enduring
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Balance," (New Haven: Yale Univ. Press, 1979); R. Tucker and 
L. Wrigley, eds., "The Atlantic Alliance and its Critics,"
(New York: Praeger, 1983); K. Grzybowski, "The Socialist 
Commonwealth of Nations: Organizations and Institutions,"
(New Haven: Yale Univ. Press, 1964); K. London, e d . , "Eastern 
Europe in Transition," (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1966); 
R.A. Remington, "The Warsaw Pact: Case Studies in Communist 
Conflict Resolution," [Cambridge, M a s s .: The MIT Press, 1971); 
A. Alexiev, "Romania and the Warsaw Pact: The Defence Policy of 
a Reluctant Ally," [Santa Monica ; RAND, 1979); R. Johnson,
R. Dean and A. Alexiev, "East European Military Establishments: 
The Warsaw Pact Northern Tier." [Santa Monica: RAND, 1980);
R. Johnson, The Warsaw Pact: Soviet Military Policy in Eastern 
Europe," [Santa Monica: RAND, 1981); W.L. Lewis, "The Warsaw 
Pact; Arms, Doctrine and Strategy," [New York: McGraw Hill,
19 82); "Collective Defence in South East Asia: The Manila 
Treaty and its Implications," [London: Royal Institute of 
International Affairs, 1956); G,A. Modelski, ed., "SEATO: Six 
Studies," [Melbourne: Cheshire, 1962); J.G. Starke, "The Anzus 
Treaty Alliance," [Carlton: Melbourne Univ. Press, 1965);
C.G. Fenwick, "The Organization .of American States: The Inter- 
American Regional . System," [Washington D.C.: Kaufmann , 1963);
0.C. Stoetzer, "The Organization of American States: An Intro
duction," [New York: Praeger, 1966); J. Slater, "The OAS and 
United States Foreign Policy," (-Columbus: Ohio State Univ. 
Press, 1967); A.A. Mazrui, "Towards a Pax Africana: A Study of 
Ideology and Ambition," CChicago: Chicago "Univ. Press, 1967);
1. Wallerstein, "Africa: The Politics of Unity," [New York: 
Random H o u s e , 1967) and R.W. Macdonald, "The League of Arab 
States: A Study in the Dynamics of Regional Organization," 
[Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press, 1965).
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2.3 The Small Power’s Dilemma

An operational framework of analysis developed by Omer 
De Maeymaeker e t . a l . , is adopted in this study for the 
purpose of distinguishing the small p ower’s motives for 
adhering to or withdrawing from alliances. According to 
this framework, the small power elite making decisions about 
alignment, non-alignment, and de-alignment, seeks to maintain 
or improve its position at the international, regional, or 
domestic level.

Theoretically, such decisions are made with reference to 
the national interest. Since no abstract criterion exists 
for defining a state’s national interest, reference must be 
made to concrete conditions, and to particular objectives in 
matters of security, the status of states and regimes in the 
international community, domestic stability, economic aid and 
military assistance, and ideology.

Accordingly, a small p o wer’s motives for adhering to or 
possibly withdrawing from alliances may be underlined as 
follows :

1. Security in Relation to the Geographical Situation: The
first and most vital motive determining a small p o w e r ’s basic 
strategic choice is the quest of survival as an independent 
and sovereign entity. To survive, a small power must defend 
its national sovereignty and territorial integrity. Yet the 
security of a small' nation depends heavily on variables within 
the international system and on its geographic and topographic 
location within the system. Much will also depend on the 
nation’s historical experience, on its perceptions concerning 
the attitudes of foes and friends alike, on the military 
capabilities of enemies, on its own industrial-military 
potential, on the quality of its leaderships, its morale, its 
political cohesion, and similar characteristics.

40. De Raeymaeker , e t .' a l . ,' dp . c i t . , pp. 23-24.
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2. Prestige in the International Community: A nation’s
relative rank in the international hierarchy of prestige, 
thus of its estimation in the eyes of other countries’ 
decision makers, is not altogether insignificant'. An 
alliance or nonalliance policy may enhance or diminish a 
small p ower’s status. Superior recognition will accord it 
wider influence in the international community, and by the 
same token the prestige of its ruling elite will augment or 
decrease. Prestige is also a kind of first defence line of a 
country’s security. Its erosion-may induce other nations to 
consider pressure or even attack.

3. Domestic Stability: Domestic stability may be threatened
by ’’material and political burdens and strains flowing from

41 . ■alliance’’ or nonalliance. Whether small states’ decision
makers decide to join or reject a coalition is very much 
related to their quest for the security of tenure. Some 
governments may stay or fall by their identification with a 
great power or a coalition. Particularly in democratic 
nations the government’s choices may be narrowly limited by 
pressures from the press, public opinion, various interest 
groups, or the legislature.

4. Economic Aid and Military Assistance: In the eyes of the
ruling elite, even in the eyes of the peoples concerned, 
alliances may result favourably in the pooling of resources and 
the material support of allies. As G. Liska argues: "On the 
economic plane^ alliance promotes internal stability most commonly when 
pooling of resources and division of roles among members enables a regime 
to stop short of mobilizing disaffected froups and interest beyond that^

42alliances may entail outright subsidy or other forms of material support,"

5. Ideology: Ideology, which may or may not be tied to
cultural affinity, is definitely related to the ruling elite’s 
quest for both external and internal security. For instance,

41. Liska, ’’Nations in Alliance,’’ op. c i t . , p. 30,
42. Ibid. , p. 37.
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the fear of Russian expansionism has probably been augment
ed by the fear of Communist ideology and totalitarian polit
ical structure.

Almost certainly, then, the movement toward or away from 
an alliance is a function of these five motives and any assess
ment of a basic strategic choice involves a comparison of theu ̂hypothetical gains and liabilities of either move.

Definition of Small Power: Like the concept of alliance, 
"small power" is an elusive term. While one is forced many 
times to admit a substantial difference in the respective 
international positions of nations which are placed in the 
categories of small power, medium power, and super-power, the 
difference hardly appears in the scale of rank on quantitative 
factors. Also when the role of small powers as against the 
middle powers and the super-powers is compared, the difference 
is actually found out, in terms of degrees, to be a minute 
one, and that small powers often play a disproportionate role 
compared to their attributes of power capability. Even then 
this observation does not really entitle one to imagine that 
the small power is a big power in miniature. In the relations 
between the great powers and the small powers, one might look 
for international behaviour characterized by extremes such as 
perfect domination by the great power and complete surmission

43. Similar frameworks of analysis have also been employed 
in Luc Crollen, "Portugal, The U.S. and NATO." [Leuven, 
Belgium: Leuven University Press, 1973) and Annette Baker Pox, 
"The Power of Small- States," CChicago: The University of 
Chicago Press, 1959). Pox bases her analysis on 1) The 
Political and military relationships between the pertinent 
status at the moment; 2) The expectations of the participants;
3) The demands upon the small state; 4) The techniques employ
ed by each side; and 5) The resultant effect on the power posit
ions of the small state concerned. See also Donald E. 
Neuchterlin, "Small States in Alliances: Iceland, Thailand, 
Australia," ORBIS Vol. kill [Sum. 1969), pp. 600-623. 
Neuchterlein analyses the reasons of three small states for 
joining alliances in terms of seven major factors that influen
ced their foreign policy decisions: 1) historical; 2) geog
raphic; 3) economic; 4) external threat; 5) internal security;
6) military capability; and 7) receptivity to foreign bases.
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by the small power. Between these two extremes, all types of 
combinations between dimension and power become conceivable.

Whatever the distinctions between states in international 
politics, the study of the foreign policies of small states 
is considered a neglected aspect of the discipline of inter
national relations.

Foreign policy here is taken to miean the range of 
external actions persued to achieve certain defined objectives 
or goals of which these may or may not have internal cogniz
ance or approval. The essential elements of foreign policy 
in that context include 1) capability, e.g., internal human 
and material resources, organization and political will;
2) purpose; and 3) means, which will range from statements of 
position, diplomatic negotiations, foreign visits, economic 
agreements, cultural-technical exchanges, to the threat and 
use of military force. The foreign policy of a state will be 
shaped by internal factors and by the interplay between these 
and external restraints such as the dominance of a more power
ful neighbour, limitations arising out of membership of an 
alliance, and so forth,

44. For few and far between examples see, Robert L. Rothstein, 
"Alliances and Small Powers," (Mew York; Columbia University 
Press, 1968); David Vitall, "The Inequality of States: A Study 
of the Small Powers in International Relations," [Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1967), and "The Survival of Small States: 
Studies in Small PowerfGreat Power Conflict," [London: Oxford 
Univ. Press, 1971); August Schou and Arne Olay Brundtland 
[eds.), "Small States in International Relations," [Stockholm: 
Almqvist and Wiksell, 1971); Marshall R . Singer, "Weak States 
in a World of Powers: The Dynamics of International Relations," 
[New York: The Free Press, 1972); and Elmer Plischke,"Micro
states in World Affairs: Policy Problems and Options," 
(.Washington D.C.: American Enterprise Institute for Public 
Policy Research, 1977).

45. Roy P. Barston, ’Introduction;' in Roy P. Barston, (ed.), 
"The Other Powers: Studies in the Foreign Policies of Small 
States," [New York: Warper and Row, 1973), p. 14.
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There are some difficulties in defining a small state
on the basis of the preceding considerations. First, there
is a question of size. In this sense, small states have been
characterized by one or more of the following; 1) small land
area, 2) small total population, 3) small total G N P , and 4)

4 Rlow level of military capabilities.

Small states are traditionally depicted as exhibiting the 
following policy behaviour patterns when compared to large 
states:

a) low level of overall participation in world affairs;
b) high levels of activity in inter-governmental organ

izations ;
c), high levels of support for international legal norms;
d) avoidance to the use of force as a technique of 

statecraft ;
e) avoidance of behaviour and policies which tend to 

alienate the more powerful states in the system;
f) a narrow functional and geographic range of concern 

in foreign policy activities; and
g) frequent utilization of moral and normative positions 

on international issues.

In an attempt to resolve some of the difficulties in 
defining a small state, Roland P. Barston suggests four 
possible approaches in defining the term: First, arbitrarily 
delimiting the category by placing an upper limit on, for 
example, population size; secondly, measuring the "objective" 
elements of state capability and placing them on a ranking 
scale; thirdly, analyzing relative influence; and fourthly, 
identifying characteristics and formulating hypotheses on
what differentiated small states from other classes of
^  ^  48states.

Whatever the quantitative results of ranking the size of

46. Mauria A. East, "Size and Foreign Policy Behaviour," 
World Politics, vol. XXV (fTuly 1973), p. 557.

47. Ibid.

48. Barston, o p .c i t ., p. 15.
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states , it has been pointed out by Arnold Wolfers that
",.. small states can exercise disproportionate power that

seems to run counter to traditional power concepts in international 
49relations,*^ Therefore:

''Firsts a state may he economically weak^ have low military 
strength and he politically unstable; but its weakness can 
be a source of bargaining power if a great power perceives 
the territory of the small state to be of strategic import
ance and is prepared to commit conventional military 
forces to. its assistance;

Second^ the bargaining power of small states involved in 
a military conflict will be increased if there is a clear 
and overt commitment bÿ "bôth great powers to opposite 
sides;

Third, a collection of small states which is weekly organ
ized, with disputed leadership and whose members have 
differing political systems and ideologies, will have a 
high degree of stress within it over ~Ùie formulatioyi and 
implementation of common objectives, when involved in a 
military conflict;

Fourth, a small state can sometimes act with impurity 
against a great power. The response of the great power 
wiki be determined primarily by the type of threat, the 
degree of its active involvement, and concern lest any 
retaliatory action might adversely affect its relations 
with other states in the region;

Fifth, small states can use international organizations to 
mobilize support for their policies by widening the arena 
of debate and criticism; and

Sixth, a small state will be able to resist collective 
non-military sanctions if it receives support from border 
states and if the collective sanctions are not universally 
or equally applied by members of the international
organization. ̂ 0 _

Small states have been able to influence great powers 
because of the presence of some factors like vitally needed 
resources, a location dominating some strategic point of 
transit;' the possibility of allying with the great p o wer’s

49. "Discord and Collaboration," [Baltimore: Johns Hopkins 
Press, 1962), p. 111.

50. Barston, op.cit., pp. 22-23.



121.

enemy at a crucial stage in the conflict, and a disagreement 
with the threatening great power or between it and an ally.^^

The foreign policy of small states can be seen as purely
defensive; therefore, a small state’s aims could be construed
as withstanding pressure from the great powers, safeguarding
their territorial integrity and independence, and insuring
the continued adhesion to national values and i d e a s . A

5 3small power looks to its security.

What are the dangers and pitfalls encountered by a small 
state when it operates in a balance-of-power environment and 
commits itself to an alliance? By definition, a small state,
i.e. a weak state, has perceived a threat and therefore resort 
to the only option open to it, that is to tie itself m i 
litarily to a major power.

Small states simply have never had the power to protect 
themselves from military onslaught of stronger states.
However, protection against military threat is not the only 
reason weak states seek military ties with powers. Some
weaker countries seek military assistance not for defensive

54 . .but for offensive reasons. When there is a dispute each side
usually views its own efforts to obtain big power support as 
purely defensive [the protection of its population), while it 
views similar efforts on the other side as purely aggressive

51. Annete Baker fox, "International and the Small State,"
J our ha 1 of Tnternation'a 1 Affairs , vol. XXII C1968), p. 250.

52. De Raeymaeker," et a l . ,' op .cit. , p. 18.

53. George Liska, "Alliances and the Third World," [Baltimore
Johns Hopkins Press, 1968), pp. 27-28.

54. Israelis, for example, consider this the motivation for 
the A r a b s ’ military ties to the Powers. Conversely, most 
Arab governments are convinced that the only reason Israel 
seeks and receive military support is because of aggressive 
designs on Arab lands.
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and expansionist.

Another, and probably much more frequent reason why the 
governments of weaker countries seek military support from 
the Powers is to maintain themselves in office. Not every 
ruling elite is sanguine about the possibilities of staying 
in office without the use of coercion against disaffected 
segments of its own population. The ruling elites in most of 
the weaker countries obviously feel that there are even great
er danger to their continued rule in not strengthening their 
military, and, therefore, almost all do. In any case, none 
of the weak countries Cand only a few of the medium-level 
countries), are capable of producing the equipment themselves; 
therefore, they have to procure it from one or another of 
the major Powers.

Whatever the reason, and despite the dangers, both intern
al and external, of becoming militarily dependent on a major 
Power, nearly every one of the weaker countries is in some way 
tied militarily to at least one of the major Powers. Just as 
with economic t i e s , some of the weaker countries have come to 
recognize that they can in some measure lessen their depend
ence on a particular mentor by tying themselves militarily 
to more than one Power. Small countries bought weapons from

5 5many more countries in the 1960’s than they did in the 19 5 0 ’s, 
and they are acquiring more aid from medium-level states than 
was previously possible. But it is not always easy for a 
country to diversify its military suppliers. If one becomes 
too close to some state that o n e ’s major supplier disapproves 
of, there is always the danger of retaliation by that Power by 
cutting off support.

The motivations for requesting military protection and/or 
assistance are rarely the same as the motivations for granting

55. See Jack L. Sutton and Geoffrey Kemp," Arms to Developing 
Countries: 19 4 5-1965," Adelphi Papers, No. 28, (London:
Institute for Strategic StudTes, Oct. 1966).
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it. One might argue that they are the same when both 
countries perceive a common enemy against whom they recognize 
a mutual need for protection. This may occasionally be the 
case. During the 19 5 0 ’s, many of the leaders of the anti
communist countries genuinely perceived the "international 
communist conspiracy" as a direct threat to the continued 
existance of their governments, and turned to the United 
States for military protection. The leaders of the Soviet 
Union and the United States, for their part, genuinely per
ceived an international threat from the other Power, directed 
at them and all like-minded governments everywhere. Thus, 
military treaties with and military assistance to the weaker 
countries in the "Free World" or the "Socialist Camp" were 
perceived by both sides as measures of mutual self defence.

With the demise of the old colonial system and the 
emergence of independent new states, the power struggles on 
a world-wide scale among the major Powers did not cease, but 
rather required new modes of operation. One could no longer 
legally proclaim an area a "protectorate" or a "sphere of 
influence" and thereby be assured that competing Powers would 
stay out. It was necessary to use other means, among them the 
establishment of military ties. In the place of spheres of 
influence have come "mutual security agreements" and multi
lateral and bilateral defence treaties. In the place of a 
small number of troops to train native armies have come 
military advisers to train independent indigenous armies. 
Instead of arms supplied free-of-charge, there are arms sales, 
loan, and grants; instead of salaries to the native armies, 
have come defence support, budget support, and economic aid. 
And, in many areas of the world, in the place of the old 
Powers who once ruled much of the land mass of the globe have 
come new Powers.

Multilateral security arrangements are concluded among 
states that perceive a common enemy and recognize the advant
ages to themselves of "collective security." In actual
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practice, however, where a power predominates, that power is 
usually the one making the decision as to whether an attack 
has occurred and whether a response is warrented.^^ Under 
these circumstances, would have a small state been better off 
if it had entered into a bilateral agreement instead?

Bilateral treaties can range from the sale, loan, or 
grant of small amounts of outmoded military equipment; 
through arrangements for advising, training, supplying, and/ 
or commanding the military in question; to sending troops in 
support of the regime in office against both internal and 
external threats. Bilateral treaties provide for the estab
lishment of mentor bases and the stationing of mentor troops 
on the soil of the weaker country; for the equipping of 
indigenous military with, specific kinds of weapons; for the 
training of an indegenous officer corps in the mentor country; 
for "special assistance" or "budget support" for a host of 
military-related functions; and so on.

These treaties, whatever their contents, do not necessar
ily stem from a neocolonial plot by the Powers to maintain 
control over the weaker countries. The governments of the 
weaker countries often simply are not in a position to protect 
themselves from either internal or external attack. Without 
the existence of these bilateral treaties, some of them would 
have no means of self-defence at all, while others would have 
only the rudimentary and inefficient of military capabilities. 
Without the existence of some sort of effective military arm, 
many of these weaker countries could very well be faced with 
chaos and anarchy. What is more, these states often genuinely 
do feel threatened by their neighbours. They must have some 
means of preserving internal order and preventing external 
attack. A new development here has also been the approach

56. When India seized Goa, Portugal claimed to have been 
attacked and demanded a NATO response. Similarly, when war 
broke out between India and Pakistan, Pakistan perceived it 
as a direct attack and demanded a CENTO response.
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followed by some of the weak countries to seek military 
protection and/or assistance not 
from the medium-level countries.
protection and/or assistance not from the major Powers, but

57

57. It was in this context that, as we will examine later, 
the Sultanate of Muscat asked for Iranian help during the 
Dhoffari rebellion in the early 19 7 0 ’s.



PART II:

PROBLEMS AND PROSPECTS
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CHAPTER THREE:' Nature of Conflicts and Challenges to
Alliances

3.1 Introduction

The transformation of power relationships and the shift 
in the international political system as a whole are nowhere 
better demonstrated than in the Northern Tier region (or 
the Upper Middle East) following the end of World War Two.
The study of the region clearly shows the mechanism of the 
balance of power at work. It illustrates how the traditional 
interests along the region evolved into the overall Post-war 
conflict between the United States and the Soviet Union, and 
also why it superseded the earlier Anglo-Russian rivalry.
The diplomatic record of the countries of the region, when put 
in perspective, shows their efforts to maintain their independ
ence and territorial integrity in the face of attempts by the 
Great Powers to exert influence over them on one hand; and on 
the other, points to a balance-of-power-related strategy based 
on survival, as well as adherence to defensive alliances.

It is for these underlying reasons that in order to arrive 
at the definition of the Iranian point of view of its "security 
perimeter more than a quarter of a century later, as well as 
other inter-related aspects in her foreign policy options, 
responses, and conducts, the Great Powers’ rivalry in the 
region as part of the Near East power politics ought to be 
examined first. This is because the emulation in the Near East 
during the formative years of the Cold War can be traced back 
to traditional concerns over the balance of power between 
Britain and Russia along the Northern Tier. This is so not 
only because these concerns, at once aggressive and defensive, 
were important factors in the history of the buffer states 
subject to imperial influence, but also a conception of the 
Northern Tier region as a whole was crucial historically to 
the perceptions of most policy-makers responsible for the 
strategic interests of the Great Powers. This wholistic- 
particularistic approach is of importance hero since it enables
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one to arrive at the crux of, the matter, i.e. , that it is not 
only that Iran has been insufficiently studied, but that its 
regional context has been ignored. The emergence of the 
United States as the dominant power in the region and its 
replacing of the British influence is of course of paramount 
importance. Moreover, although the Post-war formulation of 
American foreign policy in. the region, when examined in the 
context of great power rivalry, emerged from a framework of 
traditional European power politics, the role of the region 
in that policy has been little understood.

While there is no agreement among historians about what 
countries actually comprise the Northern Tier, almost all 
concede that the countries lying within a broad general area 
in the Near East, especially Turkey and Iran, have been 
subjected to the same kind of pressures throughout the last 
two centuries.^ Individually, they have been the pawns of 
Great Powers; collectively, they have constituted a buffer 
zone between the empires. In this sense, they have served 
both as a northern tier and as a southern tier. The merit 
in using the term lies in the function fulfilled by Greece, 
Turkey, Iran, and Afghanistan, in attempts by the West to 
maintain its position in the balance of power in the Near 
East against the Soviet Union. This study limits itself 
first to Greece, Turkey, and Iran, as the evidence is more 
vivid than in Afghanistan and also because of space; and, 
secondly, to Iran, as the evolution in Post-war politics is 
at its best when applied to Iran since the Iranian search for

1. R.K. Ramazani, "The Northern Tier: Afghanistan, Iran and 
Turkey," [Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press, 1966), pp. 3,
9-10; Howard Sachar, "Europe Leaves the Middle East, 19 36- 
1954," (New York: A. Knopf, 1972), pp. 336-337; William Polk, 
"The United States and the Arab World," 3rd ed., (Cambridge, 
Mass.: Harvard Univ. Press, 1975), pp. 372-3; Townsend Hoopes, 
"The Devil and John Foster Dulles," [Boston: Little Brown &
Co. , 1973) , p. 182.

2. While the terms "Near East" and "Middle East" are often 
used interchangeably, the former appears to be more appropriate 
when Greece is included.
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security took extraordinary dimensions and drastically 
changed both in character and in essence.

The buffer states which were the object of long-standing 
concerns, the Ottoman Empire [including the Balkans) and 
Persia, served for centuries as focal points for Great Power 
rivalry. Together, at least since the 19th century, their 
positions in international affairs were determined by the 
conflict between Britain and Russia in the Near East.
Russia’s expansionist policies and her need for warm-water 
ports clashed with Britain’s equally expansionist policies 
in terms of her need to maintain her line of communication 
through the Eastern Mediterranean to India and her desire to 
protect a vast area which stretched eastward from the Persian 
Gulf. As a result, both Russia and Britain became heavily 
involved in Near Eastern affairs.

Urged by the forces of nationalism and resenting Great 
Power influence in their quarters, the Northern Tier countries 
attempted to maintain their territorial integrity by playing 
one power off against the other, or by looking to third powers 
for succour. Their strategies, while partially successful, 
nonetheless perpetuated Anglo-Russian rivalry, which remained 
both a guarantee of, and a threat to, their security. The 
cardinal task for the leaders of the countries concerned was 
to create a national identity in order to ensure national 
survival. The successes of Kemal Ataturk, loannis Metaxas, 
and Reza Shah in forging a common identity among the T u r k s , 
the Greeks, and the'Iranians respectively, helps to explain 
some of the difficulties their countries encountered during 
the Second World War.

The main source of difficulty for the Northern Tier 
countries, however, was the region’s historical instability 
and the Great Powers’ continuing struggle for influence in 
the Near East - in spite of the fact that the Great Powers 
themselves occasionally were allied with each other. The 
"Eastern Question," the "Balkan Problem," and the "Persian
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Problem," all of which by-products of the European classical 
balance of power dating at least from the 19th century, were 
still prominent during World War Two in the thinking of 
Churchill and Stalin, both of whose policies illustrated the 
relevance of historical problems. If after 1943, the Soviets 
carved out a sphere of influence in the Balkans, supported 
Bulgarian irredentism in Macedonia and Thrace, asked for a 
port on the Agean, and sought to control the Straits; if they 
attempted to acquire Turkey ̂ s eastern provinces, attempted to 
carve out a sphere of influence in Iran, or contemplated a 
port on the Persian Gulf, every action had a precedent in 
Czarist policies. That the Soviets were interested in the 
entire region, from the Balkans to Iran, is evidenced not 
only oy these actions, but also by the failure of Nazi- 
Soviet discussions in 1940, when Stalin refused to limit him
self to a sphere of interest in Iran and eastern Turkey.
Soviet foreign Minister Vyacheelav Molotov’s interest in the 
Straits and the Balkans made a strong impression on Hitler 
and was a crucial element in the worsening of German-Soviet 
relations at the time.

I. R ussia’s historical aspirations toward the countries of 
the Northern Tier resulted in Britain’s attempts to restrict 
them. The diplomacy of 13 7 8 in the Balkans and eastern 
Turkey is exemplary of Britain’s policies, which depended on 
a strong military and well-chosen allies. Another British 
policy was to seek a definition of Russia’s aspirations 
through a common understanding over the buffer states. Thus, 
the two countries divided Persia into spheres of influence in 
1907, and partitioned the Ottoman Empire in 1915. They again 
divided Iran on the same basis in 1941, and did the carving up 
of the Balkans in 19 44. World War Two, however, posed serious 
problems for the declining British Empire; in the face of 
Russia’s growing might, Britain was forced to turn to the 
United States to protect her line of communications in the 
Eastern Mediterranean and her oil interests in the Persian Gulf

Britain’s major problems toward the end of the war was to
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get the United States to join her in maintaining the balance 
of power against the Soviet Union. Churchill, an advocate of 
the system, had engineered the British Admiralty’s acquisit
ion of a majority interest in the Anglo-Persian Oil Company 
in 1914, and had long been sensitive to the strategic value 
of the region. Stalin, too, was familiar with such matters.
In 1921, for instance, he personally negotiated the Soviet 
U nion’s borders with Turkey and, against Lenin’s wishes, gave 
armed support to the so-called Soviet Republic of Gilan in 
northern Iran (see Map 3). But Roosevelt, in contrast, had 
little knowledge of, or interest in, the Near East, and in 
spite of emerging American oil interests ^ particularly in 
Saudi Arabia - opposed traditional means of resolving 
differences there.

However, the American experience in Iran, combined with a 
growing recognition of American interests in the Near and 
Middle East, led State Department’s officials increasingly 
to accept and reiterate the British argument about the ident
ity of both British and American interests in the region.
Such arguments, which began to emerge with greater clarity as 
the war progressed, suggested that it was in the American 
interest to maintain a balance of power along the Northern 
Tier, and in the process helped to formulate the intellectual 
framework for subsequent American policies in the Near East.

As a result, the events in the Northern Tier countries 
and Soviet actions along the borders influenced the policies 
of the United States, leading the Department of State to adopt 
a better perspective of the region. In this period, regional 
events thus served as a learning experience for those in the 
Department who had not yet begun to appreciate the significance 
of traditional pressures exercised in the area. More particu
larly, they served as a learning experience for the new 
president,Harry S. Truman, whose perceptions and management 
of foreign policy differed considerably from that of his 
predessor. The gradual recognition of American strategic and 
economic interests in the Near East, accompanied by T r u m a n ’s
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decision to rely more heavily than Roosevelt on an informed 
State Department 5 led to drastic changes in American foreign 
policy. The United States committed itself to the independ
ence and territorial integrity of countries which had been 
virtually outside of its prewar concern and within Britain’s 
sphere of influence.

Furthermore, the events in Poland during the war re
inforced a negative model of international behaviour after 
World War Two - of how not to act when confronted by a 
totalitarian adversary. Positive models of how one should 
act - were created by events along the Northern Tier in 
1946-1947. If Eastern Europe served the Truman Administration 
as an example of how not to deal with the Soviet Union, the 
countries of the Northern Tier provided a different kind of 
example, and verified the viability of a firm and determined 
response to Soviet pressures. In short, the traditional 
buffer zone between the Russian and British empires came to 
play the same role between the Soviet Union and the United 
States, and served as a forge for the letter’s policy of 
containment for the former. Of course, one ought to be 
reminded that this transformation, as we will see later, did 
not take place as smoothly as it appears to because British 
tactfulness was replaced by often incongrugous and adventurous 
American attitudes resulting in occasional debacles.

The policy of containment in the Near East, however, was 
a realistic and pragmatic policy. The trouble with it was not 
its conception, but rather its rationalization, and the 
analogies engendered by the policy’s success in the Near East. 
Subsequent to the Truman Doctrine, the apparent success of 
American policies in Iran, Turkey, and Greece, led the Truman 
and later administrations to look to those policies as models 
of how to deal with the Soviet Union and its apparent 
satellites elsewhere.

To Iran, the paramount danger after the conclusion of the 
war was renewed Soviet desire to extend its influence into
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the country, through Sovietization or, failing that, 
through economic and political concessions. Thus it was 
Iranian policy to rely on whatever external support it could 
rally to avert this. The emergence of the United States as 
the dominant external power in the region, replacing Great 
Britain in the traditional Anglo-Soviet rivalry which had 
dominated Iran’s foreign policy responses and objectives 
for more than a century, was, albeit, a welcome factor at this 
crucial point.

Nonetheless, Iran’s desire for a nonaligned posture 
toward'Britain and the Soviet Union had to be subordinated to 
the broader bipolar Cold^war exigencies in the late 1940’s 
and early 1950’s as the alliance with the United States enter
ed into a new form and as the overall American conception of 
international allegiances meant persistence of Cold-war 
consideration. Thus Iran’s international posture and 
specific actions in foreign policy began to assume a pronounc
ed pro-Western course especially after the bitter- experiences 
of the 1950-1953 period when the nationalist movement and 
government of Dr. Mossadegh showed its communist feathers and 
brought the country down to chaos, political instability and 
economic bankruptcy. The failure of his ’’negative equilibrium 
policy,” whicn required even-handed treatment of Britain and 
the Soviet Union, as well as the quest for other feasible 
alternatives in order to copy with security dangers posed by 
a proximate great power reinforced the case for alliance policy

Therefore, it was apparent that a policy of neutralism, 
faithfully adhered to by the late Reza Shah on the eve of- 
the World War, did not keep Iran out of the hostilities.
These experiences proved altogether that a strategically 
located country such as Iran, which lacked the military power, 
inter alia, to conduct independent foreign policy, had no 
choice but to ally itself with those states whose interest 
dictated the maintenance of her sovereignty, even if this 
entailed the acceptance of political and military commitments. 
This single point could altogether explain and underline the
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thinking behind the formulation of an assertive foreign and 
security policy by Iran in the 19 7 0 ’s.
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3.2 Northern Tier before the Outbreak of World War Two

The Turkish context and its historical background: The
historical conflict between Russia and Turkey dates back three
centuries 5 to the first of their thirteen wars. The source of
conflict was in essence a question of power which manifested
itself in Czarist Russia’s, territorial expansion at the
expense of the Ottoman Empire. Since this exchange was not in
Britain’s interest, Russia’s conflict with the Ottomans was
never entirely separable from its rivalry with Great Birtain.
Thus by the time of the Treaty of Kucuk Kaynarca between
Russia and the Ottoman Empire in 1774, Czarist Russia’s
expansion was u n d e r w a y , t h e  Ottoman Empire deterioration had
begun, and the Eastern Question -• the question of what should
take the Ottoman Empire’s place - was a matter of international 

3concern.

The Treaty of Kucuk. Kaynarca, which conveniently dates 
the Eastern Question, recognized Catherine the Great Russian 
Empire’s interests on the Turkish Straits, and guaranteed her 
merchant ships free passage there. The Treaty offered an 
international status on the Straits and thus creating the 
problem of their jurisdiction. This was a direct result of 
the Russian encroachment. Another factor further complicating 
the Eastern Question was the awakening of the declining 
Ottoman Empire’s subject nationalities which compounded the 
already existed problems.

3. Ference Vali, ’’Bridge Across the Bosphorous: The Foreign 
Policy of Turkey,’’ (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press 1971), 
p. 157; Edward Weisband, "Turkish Foreign Policy, 1943-1945: 
Small State Diplomacy and the Great Power Politics," (Princeton: 
Princeton Univ. Press, 1973), pp. 22-29; Bernard Lewis, "The 
Emergence of Modern Turkey," (.London: Oxford Univ. Press, 1961), 
pp. 21-39; M.S. Anderson, "The Eastern Question, 1774-1923,"
(.New York: Macmillan, 1966), pp. xi-xxi; Harry Howard, "The 
Partition of Turkey: A Diplomatic History, 1913-1923,"
(Norman, OK: Univ. of Oklahoma Press, 1931), pp. 19, 313-314: 
and "Turkey, the Straits and United States Policy," (Baltimore: 
Johns Hopkins Univ. Press, 1974), p. 1.
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As the 19th century drew to a close, the Eastern Question 
became increasingly central to the rivalry of the Great 
Powers, whose interests clashed in the Balkans and the Eastern 
Mediterranean. Out of necessity, the Turks developed a broad 
view of diplomacy and foreign policy which neither the Ottoman 
Empire, nor its successor, the Turkish Republic, has ever 
relinquished. Thus throughout the 19th and present centuries, 
Turkey has been forced to maintain tenuous diplomatic posit
ions built upon a central strategy of inhibiting the most 
dangerous and threatening power by invoking the assistance of 
the others. The tensions in Turko-American relations, the 
position of Turkey in NATO, and her recent friendly relations 
with the USSR are all testimony of that strategy.

Great Britain and Russia - especially from the 1830’s 
onwards - were the powers chiefly concerned with, the crumbling 
Ottoman Empire. Because Britain feared Russian expansion 
into the Balkans, the Straits Convention of 1841 can be 
interpreted as representing the early application of a policy 
of containment. With the completion of the Suez Canal in 1869, 
Britain also feared Russia’s potential threat to her newly 
created lifeline through the Eastern Mediterranean to India.

The question of whether or not Russia required containment 
depends on o n e ’s frame of reference. She had strategic as 
well as economic interests in the Straits. She also had a 
strong interest in the Slavic peoples of the Balkans and in 
the many Orthodox Christians who lived in the Sultan’s 
dominions.

Whatever the motivations behind her foreign policy,
Czarist Russia expanded southward, forcing the Ottoman Empire 
to resort to geopolitics in an effort to contain her. But as 
the 20th century began, the Turks’ tactics became increasingly 
precarious. The settlement of differences between Russia and 
Britain in the Anglo-Russian Entente of 1907, and the sub
sequent strengthening of that entente by the inclusion of 
France, sharply narrowed the options of an emerging nationalist
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movement in Turkey. After the Young Turks Revolution of 
1908, German influence was ascendent too. The Turks, who 
continued to harbour a traditional hatred and well-founded 
fear for Russia, were certain that the Triple Entente would 
partition the Ottoman Empire whether it won or lost. They 
were also discouraged by their failure to exact any tangible 
benefits from Britain and France. For these factors and the 
personal role of Enver Pasha (.Turkey’s Germanophile minister 
of War), the Turks cast their lot with Germany. As A.J.P.
Taylor has put'it:

’’This was a supreme blunder^ which brought down the Ottoman 
Empire, The Turks had made up for their internal weakness 
by a subtle diplomacy playing off one Great Power against 
another; now they gratuitously involved themselves in the 
European conflict. Perhaps they had no choice.

After the First World War, Turkey was facing further 
dismemberment through four secret treaties which pointed to a 
resolution of the Eastern Question through the Ottoman Empire’s 
partition. Although the new Russian government renounced 
Russia’s part in the treaties, it was alone. The signed 
armistice (Mudros, October 1918) provided for the loss of 
fifty percent of Ottoman Empire’s territory and population.
The Straits we^e opened to the Allies who now had the right to 
occupy forts on the Dardanelles and the Bosporus, as well as 
the right to occupy any strategic points in the event of a 
situation arising which threatened the security of the Allies 
(Article 7 ) . ̂

The ensuing occupation of Turkish territories by British, 
French, and Italians aroused the Turkish nationalist spirit, 
but was of little consequence compared to the occupation by

4. A.J.P. Taylor, ’’The Struggle for Mastery in Europe, 1848- 
1918,’’ (London: Oxford Univ. Press, 1954), pp. 442-446 , 533- 
534.

5. J.C. Hurewitz, ’’Diplomacy in the Near and Middle East: A 
Documentary Record, 1914-1956,’’ (Princeton: Van Nostrand, 1956), 
pp. 7-12, 18-25.
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the Greeks (at Izmir, May 1919) which had been encouraged by 
President Wilson and Prime Ministers Clemenceau and Lloyd 
George, the latter finding legitimation of the act in the 
Article 7.^

A nationalist movement gathered momentum, under the 
aegis of Ataturk and as a result of the Greek occupation; 
leading up to the national congresses drafting and endorsing 
what became known as the National Pact. The Pact was a 
declaration that emphasized Turkey’s territorial integrity 
as well as her political, judicial, and financial independence. 
It also expressed the terms on which Ataturk was prepared to 
make peace.

When the Sultan’s government signed the Treaty of Sevres 
(Aug. 1920), the nationalist government Cprovisi^nal, based in 
Ankara) promptly rejected its terms and rallied a number of 
regular forces to the nationalist cause. The Treaty of Sevres, 
together with a Tripartite Agreement on Anatolia, would in 
effect have extinguished Turkey’s independence. But the 
nationalists never allow 
came around in Lausanne.

7nationalists never allowed them to be implemented. Their time

In the meantime, howeyer^ the Turkish nationalists secured 
their eastern front and composed their differences with the 
Soviet regime, which was consolidating its position in the 
Russian Caucasus. The Soviets were concerned with restiveness 
in Transcaucasia CCeorgia, Erivan, and Azerbaijan provinces), 
Turkey was also in need of friends owing to the British- 
supported invasion by Greece. Furthermore, in view of the 
Soviet desire not to diminish Turkish and Persian hostility

6. Roderic Davison, ’’Turkish Diplomacy from Mudros to 
Lausanne," in ’The' Diplomats,’ 1919.-19 39 ,’ e d . Gordon Craig 
and Felix Gilbert CPrinceton: Princeton Univ. Press, 1953), 
p p . 17 4-17 5.

7. Hurewitz, o p .c i t ., p p , 81-89; H. Sachar, "The Emergence 
of the Middle East, 1914-1924," (New York: A, Knopf, 1969), 
pp, 318-3 31.
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toward Britain, it was understandable that Russia should
o

court the two Near Eastern countries at the time. This 
Russian effort was an e arly,example of successive attempts 
on the two southern neighbours. Variations of the same 
theme would appear with regularity in the 1950’s and 19 6 0 ’s.

When the Greeks were driven o u t , the Turks found the 
drift of the events to be in their favour. They reached an 
agreement with France, an accord with Italy, and signed a 
Treaty of Friendship with the Soviets, all in March 19 21.
At this time most of the territory claimed in the National 
Pact was under Turkish control, and military gains had set 
the stage for nationalist diplomacy. These successes on 
behalf of the Turks led to the resignation of Lloyd George.
His successor. Lord Curzon invited both the Sultans and the 
provisional government lo the peace conference of Lausanne.

Abolishing the sultanate, Ataturk sent his foreign 
minister, Ismet Pasha Cinonou) to the conference and 
negotiated freely with Britain’s foreign secretary. Other 
factors also worked to Turkey’s advantage. The Hapsburg 
Empire had disappeared; German influence, at least temporarily, 
was destroyed; and Russia weakened. As a consequence, the 
first two countries were not even represented at the conference 
while the latter was unable to effect its goal of a Straits 
regime restricted to the riparian powers of the Black Sea. 
Allied solidarity collapsed. Russia sought closure of the 
Straits, while Britain sought complete freedom of navigation 
through them. The Turks, whose territorial objectives were 
severely limited by the National Pact, were able to manipulate 
these differences skillfully.

The outcome of Lausanne was a compromise treaty giving 
Turkey international recognition. Her sovereignty was un
questioned over all her territory except the demilitarized 
Straits. The Turkish Rupublic, therefore, grew out of the 
Lausanne settlement. A .spate of changes followed in the
8. Hurewitz, o p .c i t ., pp. 90, 95-97; Louis Fischer, "The 
Soviets in World Affairs," (New York: R.O. Ballou, 1930), 
pp. 396-400, 428-432.
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following months: new chamber of deputies, proclamation of 
the republic and presidency of Mustafa Kemal (29 Oct. 1923), 
who, in turn, vigorously started his campaign of modern
ization, the first being the abolition of the caliphate.

Ataturk renounced foreign ambitions and ideologies with 
internationalistic tendencies Ci.e., Pan-Turanism and Pan- 
Islamic ideologies) and limited his aspirations to the re
construction of Turkish national territory. Turkey, under 
Ataturk, renounced expansionist, revisionist ventures and 
concentrated on international transformation. International 
peace and hence the status quo were prerequisites to her 
development. Development, in turn, was necessary to assure 
continued independence. As a small power, Turkey followed a • 
realistic policy which, while careful of international
pressures and the global balance of power, remained rooted ingher own 5 national self-interest. As a concrete step toward 
fulfillment of her foreign policy objectives, Turkey signed a 
Treaty of friendship and Neutrality with the Soviet Union 
(Dec. 19-25). Each party pledged itself to neutrality in case 
of military action against the other, undertook to abstain
from aggression against the other, and also undertook not toT nparticipate in an alliance directed against the other,

9-, for interpretation of the bases of Turkish foreign policy, 
and the fundamental principles governing Turk e y ’s national 
interests, see George Harris, "The Troubled Alliance: Turkish 
American Problems in Historical Perspective, 19 45-1971," 
(Washington, D.C,; AEIPPR 1972); Metin Tamkoc, "The Warrior 
Diplomats: Guardians of the National Security and Modernizat
ion of Turkey," (Salt Lake City: Univ. of Utah Press, 1976); 
ference Vali, o p .c i t ,; and E. Weisband, o p .c i t .

10, The Soviets, suspicious of the treaties signed at Locarno, 
considered friendship with Turkey the key point of their Near 
Eastern policy and the means by which they hoped to prevent 
Western (i.e., British) domination of the area. The treaty was 
ratified in Dec. 1926, broadened in Dec. 1929 and March 1931, 
prolonged for five years in Oct. 19 31 and further for ten years 
in Nov. 1935. It was denounced by the Soviets in March 1945. 
See Hurewitz, bp. c i t .; and Adam Ulam, ."Expansion and Co
existence: Soviet Foreign Policy, 1917-1973," 2nd ed., (New 
York: Praeger, 1974), p. 168.
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Other treaties followed: with Yugoslavia (.1925); France 
(1926); Persia (1926, on border disputes and Kurdish up
risings) ; Afghanistan (.1926) ; Britain and Iraq (.1926, 
resolving border and Mosul disputes); Hungrey (.1927); Italy 
(1928); Bulgaria (1929); and Greece (.1930). The treaty with 
Greece terminated years of conflict that had often invited 
the interference of the Great Powers; it also confirmed 
Turkey’s intention to support the status q u o . To that end, 
she joined Yugoslavia, Greece, and Rumania in the Balkan Pact
(-1934), a defensive alliance primarily directed against an

11irredentist Bulgaria, The core of the Pact was a guarantee 
of the independence and territorial integrity of each 
signatory and an obligation to consult other members of the 
alliance in the event of threats to peace in the Balkans.

Following the Balkan Pact, however, Turkey’s attempts 
to assure the' statUs' ̂qUo in the Balkans were generally under
mined. Germany’s rapidly increasing economic influence in 
the Balkans, her preoccupation of the Rhineland and Italy’s 
conquest of Ethiopia, altered the balance of power in Central 
and Eastern Europe, defeating Turkey’s most important foreign 
policy objectives. The importance of the League and ineffect
iveness of Versailles and Locarno treaties forced Turkey to 
initiate diplomatic discussions to reverse the Straits regime, 
moves which were supported by most of the powers. As a result 
of negotiations, Bulgaria, France, Great Britain, Greece, Japan, 
Russia, Rumania, Turkey, and Yugoslavia signed the Montreaux 
Convention (July 1936) fulfilling Turkey’s desires about the 
Straits: remilitarization, controlling the passage of 
belligerent warships in times of war, and to exercise juris
diction over all warships in time of peace if she were under

1 0the threat of war.

11. From 1930 on, the Turks tried unsuccessfully to bring 
Bulgaria into agreement with her neighbours in order to present 
a solid front against the designs of the Great Powers in the 
Balkans, See L.S. Stavrianos, "The Balkans Since 1453,"
(New York: Rinehart & Co., Inc., 1958), pp. 736-745; Vali, 
op.cit., pp. 198-199.

12. Hurewitz, op.cit., p p , 197-203; Howard, "The Problem of 
the Turkish Straits," (Washington, B.C., 1947), pp. 1-35.
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The control Turkey now exercised over the Straits was a
factor that not a single government could disregard. Until
World War Two began - and well into the war - Britain, France,
Germany, and the Soviet Union all considered good relations
with Turkey as an important objective. Meanwhile, Turkey
continued to strengthen her diplomatic positions, and in 19 37
negotiated the S a ’adabad Pact. This agreement with Iran,
Iraq, and Afghanistan was directed against interference in

13their affairs by the Soviet Union and Italy.

Moreover, Turkey’s apprehensions of both Italian and 
German designs on the one hand, and the likewise British 
concerns on the other, led the two countries to undertake 
serious negotiations about their common defense. In con
junction with British guarantees to Poland, Rumania, and 
Greece, the British joined the Turks in an Anglo-Turkish 
Declaration of Mutual Assistance (May 1939). The declaration 
provided for cooperation and assistance in the event of 
aggression leading to war in the Mediterranean area, and for 
the conclusion at a future date of a long-term reciprocal 
agreement. The French also followed similar lines and 
offered their support with an identical declaration a month 
later.

However, the Turks found out later that their relations 
with the Western Allies and the Soviets were being compromis
ed. This was due to retaliatory threats by the Germans; 
failure of Britain to meet Turkey’s economic and military 
needs, and the Nazi-Soviet Pact (August 1939). Earlier 
assumptions that treaties of mutual assistance with Britain 
and France would fit into a larger frame of reference in which 
the Soviets would also have a place were now discarded. Thus, 
on the eve of the Second World War, Turkey once again was 
subject to the geopolitical forces which, as in World War One, 
threatened to bring war into the Eastern Mediterranean,

The Greek context and its historical background: The

13, Hurewitz, o p ,c i t ., p p , 214-216.
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modern Greek state was established in the first half of the
19th century when they broke away from four centuries of
Ottoman domination. The governments after the War of
Independence in general were subject to hostile divisions
which were only accentuated by rivalries among the Great
Powers. These rivalries, evident throughout the 19th century,
were reflected in the orientation of Greek political parties
toward one or another of the Great Powers - a development which

15continued into the 20th century. Eventually, the orientat
ion of these parties along Great Power lines resulted in what 
later became known as the "National Schism."

The problem of the schism was intensified after the 
exchange of population with Bulgaria and Turkey, This was 
done after the Balkan Wars and the First World War. The 
constitutional question created by the National Schism came 
to be the chief political issue between royalists (.or Popul
ists) and Republicans Cor Liberals). A negative effect of 
the exchange of minorities and refugee problems was that it 
furthered the schism between these two groups. The republic, 
founded in 1924, had little emotional appeal to those born in 
Old Greece (pre-Balkan Wars)- the monarchy, on the other hand, 
had little appeal for the Greeks occupying the new territories 
which were acquired during the course of the Balkan W a r s , and 
even less for the refugees from Anatolia. From this develop
ment can be traced some of the social cleavages which grad
ually came to replace personal rivalries in Greek politics.
In the process, the schism even became social, preventing 
friendships and marriages across the political lines.

14. John Campbell and Philip Sherrard, "Modern Greece," (New 
York, 196 8); L.S, Stavrianos, "Greece: American Dilemma and 
Opportunity," (Chicago: Reginald Saunders & Co. Ltd., 1952); 
William McNeill, "The Greek Dilemma: War and Aftermath," 
(Philadelphia: Longmans, 194.7).‘

15. Campbell and Sherrard, Ibid., pp. 57-58, 116-117,

16. Ib i d ., pp. 138-154; Stavrianos, "The Balkans Since...," 
pp. 6 61-670.
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Internal political and economic problems in the early
1930’s precipitated a plebiscite which recalled King
Constantine I ’s second son, King George II in 19 35. The
plebiscite reflected a disillusioned population’s hope for
political stability. A general election held in the same year
gave a realistic indication of the divisions in Greek politics
and revealed the split between the royalists (with 143 seats
in Parliament) and republicans (with 141 seats). To make the
matters even more complicated, the Communist Party (with 15

17seats) held the balance of power.

In spite of disagreements on reform, the essential 
difference between the two main parties in the 193 0 ’s was that 
they represented two exclusive systems of patronage. They 
both opposed the Communist party, whose small following could 
be explained by the nature of Greek royalties, and by the fact 
that Comintern resolutions at the time continuously alienated 
those groups most likely to support them. Comintern policies 
in the Balkans allowed Bulgarians and Yugoslavia to be both 
Communist and nationalist, but forced Greeks to choose between 
the t w o .

The dichotomy between Communist and nationalist in Greece 
during the 1930’s accounts for subsequent events. The problem 
subsided to a degree by the appointment of General Metaxas as 
the head of the government with subsequent dictatorial powers. 
Metaxas adopted drastic unconstitutional measures and 
inaugurated what became known as the "Fourth of August 
R e g i m e . H e  then embarked upon re-shaping the Greek society

17. Stavrianos, Ib i d ., p. 670; Campbell and Sherrard, I b i d ., 
pp. 157; McNeill, o p .c i t ., p. 30.

18. Stavrianos, Ibid., p p , 670-671, and "Greece; American ...," 
p. 28; Campbell and Sherrard, Ibid., pp. 157-159.

19. Campbell and Sherrard, Ibid., pp. 158-160; Stavrianos,
Ibid., pp. 670-672.



144.

on a par with the other reformist leaders in the region.
Apart from his development programmes, Metaxas tried to
eliminate the system of patronage. Whether he succeeded in

? Dthis or not is subject to debate.

It was unfortunate for Metaxas, and for Greece, that 
during this time international issues changed so rapidly. 
Frictions with Italy and Bulgaria posed problems. Fortunat
ely for Greece, these problems were not compounded by frict
ions with Turkey. The Balkan Pact (.Entente) of 19 34 , officia
lly described as a collective guarantee of existing frontiers, 
was essentially a defensive alliance against Bulgaria.

When Italy occupied Albania in 1939, Metaxas accepted 
guarantees of Greek territory by France and Great Britain.
After war broke out, he approved of the Tripartite Treaty 
between Turkey, France, and Britain. Greece’s neutrality, 
like that of Turkey, while qualified by commercial dependence 
on the German m a r k e t , carefully concealed an ultimate politic
al alignment with the Western Allies. With the fall of France, 
and as the situation in Greece deteriorated, this alignment 
became more apparent. Mussolini, anxious to acquire more bases 
in the Mediterranean began a calculated policy of antagonism 
toward Greece culminating in an ultimatum which was sent to 
Metaxas demanding a number of unspecified strategic points in 
Greek territory. This was against Hit l e r ’s wishes, but behind 
it one could read calculated measures in redefining the balance 
of power in Europe. The Soviets at this time were prepared to 
recognize Italy’s hegemony in the Mediterranean in exchange 
for the acceptance of their hegemony in the Black Sea.

The Iranian context and its historical background; In

20, Stavrianos; Campbell and Sherrard; McNeill; C.M. Woodhouse, 
"Apple of Discords," (.London; Hutchinson 1948); Jane Carey 
and Andrew Carey, "The Web of Greek Politics," (.New York,
1968).
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Iran 5 as in Turkey and the Balkans, pursuit of national
interests by Great Powers was a fundamental issue during the

21Second World War. This issue was at the heart of the long
standing rivalry in the region between Britain and Russia, 
and it accounts for their infringement of Iranian territorial 
integrity throughout the 20th century. In 1941 it led to an 
arrangement somewhat similar to the October Agreement on the 
Balkans - the division of Iran into spheres of influence.
The immediate result, simultaneous occupation of Iran by 
British and Russian forces in August 1941, set the stage for 
a crisis among them in 19 45-19 46. To comprehend what the 
Anglo-Soviet occupation did to Iran, and to understand how 
subsequent crises grew out of that occupation, it is necessary 
first to examine the antecedents of Great Power rivalry in 
Iran, and to place that rivalry in the context of the power 
struggle along the Northern Tier.

Iran, like Turkey, has served for centuries as a focal
point for Great Power rivalry; and like Turkey, her position
in international affairs has been subjected to, at least
since the 19th century, the conflict between Britain and
Russia in the Near East. Russia’s expansionist policies and
her need for warm-water ports clashed with Britain’s need to
maintain her line of communication in the Eas'cern Mediterranean
and her desire to protect a vast area which stretched from the

2 2Persian Gulf to Tibet. The conflict of interests, sometimes

21. Iran, although it was always called "Iran" by the Iran
ians, was called Persia by Westerners after the Greeks, who 
called Iran by the name of one of its provinces: Ears, or 
Persia. This tradition continued until 21 March 1935, when 
Reza Shah made Iran as the official name. The systematic 
usage adopted here is for Iran throughout the main body of this 
study.

22, Firuz Kazemzadeh, ’’Russia and Britain in Persia, 1864- 
1914," (New Haven: Yale Univ. Press, 196 8), pp. 5, 13-14,
22-24, 28-31, 219; Peter Avery, "Modern Iran," (New York: 
Praeger, 1965), pp. 15-16; A.J.P. Taylor, o p .c i t . , pp. 418,
483; Rouhollah K. Ramazani, "The Foreign Policy of Iran: A 
Developing Nation in World Affairs, 1500-1941, (Charlotteville: 
Univ. Press of Virginia, 1966), pp. 36-38; Briton Busch, 
"Britain and the Persian Gulf, 1894-1914," (Berkeley: Univ. of 
California Press, 1967), pp. 114-132.
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referred to in the context of "Persian Problem," naturally 
led to pervasive influence by both powers in Iran.

Around the turn of the century, Persian nationalists 
resolved to end their country’s subservience to foreign 
influence. Heartened by Britain’s humiliation in the Boer 
War, Russia’s defeat at the hands of the Japanese, and the 
intellectual appeal of Western democratic institutions, they 
turned against their corrupt and autocratic government, 
convened a National Assembly (Majlis, hereafter referred to 
as the Parliament) and in 1906 drafted a constitution, the 
first modern and democratic one in the East and based on 
ideas taken mostly from Belgian and French constitutions. 
Unfortunately, foreign influence was even stronger than they 
realized, and foreign interests were soon deeply involved in 
the internal struggle for power. When the reigning Shah, 
backed by Czarist Russia, attempted to subvert the constitution, 
he found that his opponents enjoyed strong British support. 
British intervention followed and might have cost, him his 
throne had it not been for the Anglo-Russian Convention of 
1907.

As in the past, factors which prompted this agreement 
were beyond Ira n ’s control: the British for years had wanted 
a compromise, and feared the Germans, who seemed determined 
to penetrate the Middle East. The Russians were reeling from 
their defeat by the Japanese. Turning west, they hoped for a 
new, friendly British attitude toward their ambitions at the 
Straits. These considerations led the two to bury some of 
their differences - not only in Iran, but in Afghanistan and 
Tibet as well. In the resulting division, Iran was partition
ed into zones of political and economic influence: a northern

23, Taylor, o p .c i t . , p p , 442-445 ; Ramazani, o p .c i t . , p p , 83- 
86; George Lenczowski, "Russia and the West Tn Iran, 1918- 
1948, (Ithaca: Cornell Univ. Press, 1949), pp. 5, 42.
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zone, which was Russia's sphere; a southern zone, which
2 4was Britain’s sphere; and a central zone, which was neutral.

The two powers sanctimoniously agreed to respect Persia’s
2 5independence and integrity.

Time, however, revealed that such respect was only
minimal, for the two powers continued to view each other’s
activities in Iran with distrust. This was, in part, a result
of oil having been struck in the neutral zone in 1908. The
Iranians of course trusted neither power. Disenchanted with
their role in the partition, especially that of Britain's,
the Iranians sought an ally in Germany and advice from the
United States. But during World War One, in spite of its
official neutrality, Iran again was a pawn in Great Power
politics. In the Secret Treaty of 1915, Britain gave Russia
the right to annex the Turkish Straits and the adjacent
Ottoman territories; Russia in return conceded control of

2 6most of the neutral zone in Iran to Britain. Balance of 
power underlined, Britain went ahead with this in- order to 
secure Russian support against Germany in World War One, The
pattern would repeat itself in the Second World War, when the
lifeline of communications along the Northern Tier came to the 
fore in 1944. But this time it was up to a point for the 
crucial factor of oil interests in southern Iran.

The Russian Revolution brought the 1907 agreement between 
Britain and Russia to an end. However, when the British 
evacuated Transcaucasia in 1920, the Soviet regime quickly

24. A.J.P. Taylor suggests the interesting generalization 
that "the Anglo-Saxons and perhaps the French believe in buffer 
states and the Germans and perhaps the Russians believe in 
partition as the best way to peace between the Great Powers,"
Op.cit., p. 239. See Map 3.

25. Taylor, op.cit., pp. 442-M45, 462, 475, 482, 507, 512- 
513; Ramazani, op.cit., pp. 88-94.

26. A.J.P. Taylor, Ibid., pp. 512-513, 541-542; Lenczowski, 
op.cit., p. 5; Kazemzadeh, op.cit., pp. 678-679; Ramazani,
Ibid .7 'pp. 88-89 , 96-138.
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took control of the Menshevik republics there. In May of
that year, the Red Army in hot pursuit of a Menshevik general
occupied the Iranian province of Gilan. Unchallenged, they
aided a rebel group and installed them as the Soviet Republic
of Gilan. Stalin supported the move, but Lenin overruled him,
and eventually ordered that Soviet support ease. The Irano-
Soviet Treaty of 26 Feb. 1921 (ratified in Oct.), though
containing a controversial article, formally renounced Soviet
ambitions in Iran, and Bolshevik Russia returned to more

2 7conventional diplomacy in the region.

In the meantime, however, Reza Khan, an army officer, 
rose to prominence and consolidated his position. In 1923 
he became prime minister, and by 19 2 5 he had gained control 
over the army, the policej the Parliament, and the clergy.

27. Sepehr Zabih, "The Communist Movement in Iran,"
(Berkeley: Univ. of California Press, 1966), pp. 1-42;
Ramazani, ibid. , pp. 139-167 , 186-192 . The Republic of Gilan, 
the first such experiment in Soviet-sponsored Communist rule 
in Asia, reveals an interesting facet about the intentions of 
Stalin in so far as it portrays at such an early date his 
nationalist-imperialist character and attitude toward the 
countries of the Northern Tier, The controversial article,
VI, reserved for Soviet Russia the right to send troops into 
Iranian territory should the latter become a base for anti- 
Soviet aggression. From the Iranian point of view, this was 
an unfortunate clause in the Treaty. The Soviets insisted on 
its inclusion on the ground that Iran, even against her will, 
might be occupied by Western imperialists and hence one day 
serve as a base for counter-revolutionary White forces. No 
documented evidence has so far been revealed to explain why 
Iran agreed to this clause, but apart from a weak Shah being 
on the throne, it is probable that Iran was eager to effect 
the evacuation of Soviet troops in Gilan and at the same time 
to oppose any extension of British influence by speedily 
concluding the Treaty. In the official communication appended 
to the Treaty, the Soviet envoy in Tehran made it clear, 
however, that Article VI was intended to "apply only to cases 
in which preparations have been made for a considerable armed 
attack upon Russia," and that it was "in no sense intended to 
apply to verbal or written attacks against the Soviet govern
ment." This treaty has been repeatedly declared void by 
successive Iranian governments. For the text
of the treaty and its interpretations, see Hurewitz, o p .c i t .; 
Lenczowski, op.cit.; and Helen M . Davis, "Constitutions, 
Electoral Laws, Treaties of States in the Near and Middle East,' 
2nd ed., rev., (Durham, N.C.: Duke Univ. Press, 3 953). See the 
text in Appendix 1. See also Map 2.
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The Parliament, on Oct. 31, 19 25, deposed the reigning Shah 
and proclaimed Reza Khan as the Shah and thus the new

2 8Pahlavi dynasty came into existence on 13th December 1925.

The new Shah, subsequently to be known as the Reza Shah 
the Great, now turned his attention to the realization of 
three great objectives; a centralized government; modernizat
ion; and freedom from influence. Undaunted by the huge 
problems that he confronted, he tried to give the country 
the sense of national unity it lacked. He subdued local 
tribes, and undertook reforms in industry, agriculture, and 
education. Constructive political reform, however, was not 
dealt with wholeheartedly. Numerous political factions were 
permitted to appear, but they were concerned only with short
term political ends; and having no common doctrine or plat
form based on the national interest, they failed to develop

2 9into genuine political parties.

Compounding the difficulty of reform, foreign pressures 
interfered with the S h a h ’s attempts to centralize the govern
ment, while foreign interests exercised considerable pressure 
on the economy. friction with the Soviet Union, due in part 
to the S h a h ’s repression of the Communists and their sympathiz
ers and to his resentment of Soviet ideology, was largely a

30consequence of economic rivalry. If Russian influence 
over Iran was considerable, British influence was even greater 
as a result of special privileges in the oil industry. They

28. For Reza S h a h ’s ascendency to the throne, see Ramazani, 
o p .c i t ., pp. 171-205.

29. Reza Shah has often been described at the Ataturk of Iran 
in the sense of his modernization programmes. For these, his 
successes and problems he faced with see: Avery, op.cit.: 
Ramazani, op.cit.: John Marlowe, "Iran," (London: Praeger, 
1963); L.P. Elwell-Sutton, "Modern Iran," (London: Routledge, 
Kegan & Co.,); and A. Banani, "The Modernization of Iran," 
1921-1941," (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford Univ. Press, 1961).

30. Zabih, op.cit., pp. 46-70; Ramazani, op.cit., pp. 216- 
241.
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exercised significant control on the Iranian affairs through 
the oil company. The Anglo-Iranian Oil Company (AIOC).

The situation in Iran between 1925 and 1941 resembled 
an "armed truce" between the powerful forces of Iranian 
nationalism, conservative British imperialism, and dynamic 
Soviet Communism (largely due to their influence over the 
self-styled, northern Iranian communists in the provinces of 
Gilan and Azerbaijan). Reza Shah realized that the best 
course for the country was to balance British and Russian 
pressures, and that he had to rely on third powers as counter
weights against them Ca "third-power strategy".) For this 
reason he first turned to Americans for advice (the Millspaugh 
Mission, 1922-1927), and then sought economic ties wita 
Germany, which by 19.39 became Ira n ’s largest trading partner.
In addition he sought friendly relations with his neighbours

31culminating in signing the S a ’adabad Pact.

A great accomplishment of Reza S h a h ’s modernization 
programmes and a symbol of his economic policies was the 
construction of the Trans^Iranian Railway, paid for by taxes

31. The S a ’adabad Pact of July 1937 between Iran, Iraq, 
Afghanistan, and Turkey, was another attempt to escape from 
the traditional rivalries to which Iran, as well as others, 
had been subjected. The Pact, the first regional international 
organization of this kind in the area, looked to the creation 
of a regional grouping strong enough to counter aggression 
from outside the region. At the same time, it was a treaty of 
friendship and mutual nonaggression between neighbouring states 
The Pact did not contain any obligation for collective self- 
defence. Instead, there was the negative obligation to abstain 
from any aggressive action, either individually or in concert 
with outside powers, against any other member. The only 
positive accomplishment was the agreement to support Iran for 
election to the semi-permanent "Asiatic" seat on the Council 
of the League of Nations as Turkey’s replacement. Attempts 
were made, especially by Turkey, to revive the pact following 
the outbreak of World War Two in Sept. 19 39, but these efforts 
proved futile. Any attempt to revive it would obviously 
arouse the hostility of both the Axis powers and the USSR, 
which was now Germany’s ally. However, the pact was not form
ally renounced in accordance with its procedures , and is thus 
technically in force. See D.C. Watt, "The S a ’adabad Pact of 
July 9, 1937," in the J ournal of Royal Central Asian Society,
49 (July-Oct., 1962), pp. 296-30G; and Ramazani, o p .c T t . , 
pp. 272-275. For the text of this treaty, see Appendix 2.
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levied on sugar, tea, and tobbacco. Some problems of 
communications were disposed of but, ironically, the 8 70- 
mile track between the-Caspian Sea and the Persian Gulf may 
have led to Great Power intervention in Iran. The existence 
of the railway not only helped to re-activate traditional 
Soviet aspirations towards Iran, but more importantly, it was 
a vital factor in shipment of supplies to the Soviet Union by 
the Allies. There was no better way to cross the country than 
the Trans-Iranian Railway.

The presence of a German colony in Iran and the govern
m e n t ’s strong pro-German sentiments were regarded by both 
Britain and the Soviet Union with concern. The Sha h ’s reluct
ance to allow supplies to pass through neutrally-declared Iran, 
and his flat refusal to allow the passage of foreign troops, 
led the British and the Soviets to make strong representation 
to him. When the circumstances changed, they asked the with
drawal of German presence. This had little effect and the two
powers suggested that if their demands were not met, they
should resort to force. As in 1907, the course of international
events again set the stage for the partition of Iran.
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3.3 Northern Tier in World War Two.

At the beginning of World War I I > Turkey was again 
subject to outside pressures. Confronted at first with 
military threats from both Germany and the Soviets, Turkey 
negotiated a qualified alliance with Britain and France, 
while maintaining a precarious neutrality. The German 
invasion of the Soviet Union relieved her of some anxiety 
about possible aggression from the Soviet Union, and focuss
ed her attention on Germany. This change of direction in 
Turkey’s threat-perceptions was ill-founded as the outcome 
of the Battle of Stalingrad meant that the Turks would have 
to deal with the same old adversary. Turkey’s anxiety over 
Soviet designs grew throughout the remainder of the conflict. 
In succeeding conferences between the Allies, and between the 
Allies and Turkey, two factors stood out as sources of 
Turkish apprehension: the exigencies of war against the Axis 
and the historic rivalry between Britain and Russia in the 
Eastern Mediterranean,

In this rivalry between the imperialisms, it was the 
Soviet Union which the Turks most feared. As Bernard Lewis 
points out:

’’For the Turks the realty important part of the inperialict 
phenomenon was not the maritime expansion^ since the 16th 
century^ of Western Europe^ which had affected them only 
indirectly ; it was the overland expansion^ during the 
same period^ of Eastern Europe^ which had brought the old 
Turkish lands north and east of the Black Sea and the 
Caspian under Russian rule^ and forced the Ottoman Empire 
to fight a long series of bitter wars^ in a rear-guard 
defence against the Russian advance to the Mediterranean,
ThuSj while other natioyialists looked to Russia for sym
pathy and support against the \lesty 'Turkey looked to the 
West for help against Russia^ and continued^ even after 
m.any others had turned away^ to see in the West and in 
the Western way of life the best hope for the future.

After the winter of 1942-43, the Turks again looked to 
the West. In several conferences with Allied leaders they 
revealed their not so misplaced apprehensions over Soviet

32. Bernard Lewis, op.cit., p. 477.
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intentions. The conferences during the war illustrates how 
Turkey's geopolitical position dictated her strategy of 
restraining the most dangerous and threatening power by in
voking the assistance of the others; third-power strategy, 
this time displayed by the Turks.

Between the outbreak of the war and the Nazi invasion 
of the Soviet Union, the Turkish government had few clear 
choices. Economically dependent on the Soviet's new ally, 
Germany, and diplomatically associated with Germany’s 
enemies, Turkey had to consider every move with extreme care. 
The Nazi-Soviet Pact dictated a reversal in the Soviet attit
ude toward Turkey’s pacts with Britain and France. As a 
resuJt the Turks tried to strengthen their position and 
concluded a Mutual Assistance Treaty with Britain and France

q q(Oct. 1939). The effectiveness of the new treaty depended 
both on the capacity of the Allies to provide Turkey with the 
means of resistance, and on Turkey’s good faith. As it turned 
out, circumstances were to qualify both variables. The 
Allies wanted Turkish aid in containing Hitler, and Britain 
had a secondary concern in safeguarding her lifeline in the 
Eastern Mediterranean. But it was necessary that in making 
such a commitment Turkey receive a quid pro q u o , and such was 
not the case.

The flow of Allied supplies to Turkey, therefore, 
remained inadequate, and Turkey found it increasingly diffic
ult to maintain an independent posture. Italy entered the 
war and France collapsed. This led to the undermining of the 
basis of the tripartite alliance. At the time of the Italian 
invasion, supplies promised had not been delivered, and there 
was little hope that with France out of the war a beleaguered 
Britain could do any better on her own.

The Turks refused to declare war by invoking the non-

33. Annette Baker Fox, "The Power of Small States: Diplomacy 
in World War Two," (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1959), 
p . 14.
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receipt of the supplies. Their dependency on foreign 
economies were such that, seeing tough bargaining as 
necessary for survival, they could not avoid playing the 
Axis Powers against the Allies. The British, for their part, 
understood Turkey’s position, and describing her as an ally, 
a Mediterranean Power, the leading state in the Balkans and 
of the S a ’adabad signatories in political terms, and on the 
direct route between Europe and Britain’s vital spheres of 
interests in the Middle East in geographical terms, asked for 
benevolent neutrality, and this Turkey gave.

Hitler, in spite of his Naval staffs’ desire to launch 
an offensive in the Middle East, was determined to adopt a 
defensive stance in the Balkans. Plans for operations in the 
Mediterranean and the Middle East could wait until Russia was 
defeated. Under the German pressure and also because of 
Tur k e y ’s strategy for survival, the Turks signed an agreement 
with Germans like that with the Soviets earlier. Each sig
natory promised to respect the other’s territorial inviolab
ility and integrity and to abstain from action aimed at the 
other. At Turkey’s insistence, however, a reservation
respecting existing engagements covered the Anglo-Turkish34treaty, which retained precedence. Thus, on the eve of the 
Nazi invasion of the Soviet Union, Turkey had her bets 
covered, and awaited with trepidation the next move on the 
Nazi-Soviet chessboard.

As the German army moved deeper into Russia, the British 
and Soviet governments'- not yet formally allied - began 
preparations for the occupation of Iran. In order to prevent 
Turkish suspicions, they issued a declaration of intent to 
respect the Montreaux Convention and the territorial integrity 
of Turkey. However, this declaration was purely opportunistic 
on the part of the Soviets and did not allay Turkish suspic
ions when the British and the Soviets invaded Iran on 2 5 
August, 19 41.

34. Anthony Eden, ’’The Reckoning,” (.Boston: Houghton Miff in,
1965), pp. 226-240, 256-257.
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The turning of the tide in the winter of 19 42 in the
war 5 Churchill’s ’’Hinge of Fate,” also accompanied Allied
pressures on the Turks to abandon neutrality, a momentum

3 5which continued through the conferences of 19 43. Churchill 
had long sought to open a new route to Russia and to strike 
at Germany’s southern flank. The Turkish Straits and Turkish 
air bases made Turkey the key to such plans.

The Turks were anxious about their future relations with 
the Soviets - a fact that Churchill knew and played on. In 
Adana, he tried to convince them to enter the war. But the 
Turks had no such inclination. Their alliance with the 
British, after all, was one of expedience; and some Allied 
causes were downright threatening to Turkey’s long-term 
interests. What, for instance, would the total defeat of 
Germany mean but the ascendency of the Soviet Union in Eastern 
Europe? Observing Churchill’s statements and promises as 
recognition of the services their apparent neutrality had rend
ered to the common cause, they did not feel they had committ
ed themselves as definitely as Churchill hoped. Rather, they 
thought they had made clear to him why they had to be prudent. 
The Russians based their political consideration on cold 
evaluation of facts. If Turkey remained neutral, the Russians 
would try to take advantage of that position. If Turkey ent
ered the war, the Russians, as they had with the Poles, would 
exploit Turkish weaknesses resulting from the fortunes of the 
war. The result was a legacy of misunderstanding and animosity 
that contributed to Turkey’s problems.

At Adana, and in the months that followed, Turkish states
men warned the Allies that the position of Soviet forces at 
the end of the war would determine the boundries of Europe, 
and as a consequence they looked about for a countervailing 
force to the Soviet might. The implications of the Casablanca 
Agreement between the Americans and the British, reflected in

35, Casablanca (Jan.), Adana (Jan,), Quebec (Aug.), Moscow 
(Oct.), Cairo (Nov,), Tehran (Nov,-Dec.), and Cairo CDec,)
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British control of lend-lease goods sent to Turkey, left 
the Turks with the impression that the United States had with
drawn from the Eastern Mediterranean, and that the British 
were in control in the Near East. Britain’s failure to heed 
Turkish advice about the Soviet U n i o n ’s postwar intentions 
left the Turks with still further distrust of Britain, and a 
continuing fear of her willingness to work out a deal with 
the Russians - as she had over Iran in 1907 and 19 41, and 
over Turkey in 1915. The doctrine of unconditional surrender ■ 
whose success would leave the Soviets dominant in Europe - r e 
inforced Turkish mistrust, as did the British attempt to force 
Turkey into the war. In August 19 41 Stalin had promised to 
help the Turks if they were invaded. But the Turks knew that 
the Soviets could use their entry into the war as a pretext 
for entry into Turkey. The Turks regarded the Soviet actions 
toward Eastern Europe as past experiences that were indicative 
of the Soviet intentions toward them. Thus, entry into the 
war was to be resisted at all costs.

The Turks were much less concerned with global strategy 
than Churchill, and increasingly anxious about Soviet intent
ions in the Near East and the Balkans. The Soviets asserted 
that small states on the border of the Soviet Union Ci.e ,, 
the Balkan states) were hostile to her, that Turkish neutral
ity was increasingly favourable toward the Germans, and that 
Turkey’s position secured Germany’s southern flank. In 
countering these attacks, the Turks expressed cordiality 
toward the Western Allies, and pointed out that Turkey’s non- 
bellingerence had been determined in part by the Nazi-Soviet 
P ac t .

However, the Turks resorted to a tactical shift in 
response to the Allied pressures. Resistance to Allied 
demands-, while still predicted on fears of the Soviets post
war intentions, now took the form of logistical and military- 
tactical arguments. This new course placed more emphasis on 
equally real if lesser fears of Germany’s military power, 
and on the Allied weakness - arguments more compatible with
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the Allied position and calculated to give greater support 
to Turkish neutrality.

While the Turks were shifting diplomatic g ears, control 
of their fate continued to be the subject of high-level 
concern. Throughout the Tehran Conference, Churchill hoped to 
persuade the Turks to take, active participation in the war. 
Perhaps to encourage Soviet support of those hopes, he bluntly 
noted Britain’s intention to point out to the Turks that their 
failure to respond to an invitation from the Big Three to 
enter the war would have serious political and territorial 
consequences in regard to the future of the Straits.
Churchill was hinting at a greater Russian say in the Straits 
regime. As in 1915, strategic considerations were operative. 
While Britain’s lifeline was important, and had been since 
the beginning of the war, British oil fields in Iran were of 
more value than the Straits. Presumably, if the Russians had 
to have a warm-water outlet, the Straits would be more 
acceptable to the British than the Persian Gulf. - This, as we 
see later, is borne out by British actions in 1947.

At the second Cairo Conference, Churchill became increase- 
ingly impatient with what he called the T u r k s ’ circular 
arguments. He again acknowledged Turkey’s preoccupation with 
Russia. Cooperation with Britain, he asserted, would put 
their relations with Russia on the best possible footing, 
since Turkey’s only sure course was with the Allies. Not 
entering into the war meant that, while remaining Britain’s 
friend, Turkey would count for nothing as an effective ally 
and, as Eden observed, it was inevitable that the spirit of 
the alliance would be affected. The implicit threat - which 
Churchill had made clear at Tehran - was that Britain would 
not stand in Russia’s way at w a r ’s end. However, as things 
stood, Turkey could neither characterize her entry into the 
war as a response to a Soviet request nor ask the Big Three 
for a declaration similar to that on Iran.
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Turkey’s refusal to comply with Churchill’s demands 
brought to a climax the diplomacy of 1943. Examination of 
that diplomacy reveals that Russia, Britain, and Turkey were 
all pursuing goals which, however rationalized, always con
formed with their national interests. The Turks, increas
ingly fearful of Soviet intentions, and suspicious of Anglo- 
Soviet deals, kept the Russians at a distance. They dragged 
their feet in dealing with their British allies, received some 
moral support from the Americans, and, like both the Russians 
and the British, acted in accordance with their national 
interests. A recognition of the interests involved illumin
ates some of the issues that might otherwise be obscured in 
their relations; it also illustrates the degree to which 
arguments based upon historic rivalries were compelling in 
their strategic thinking.

In early 1944, the Turks under Allied pressures were 
forced to reassess their tactics. Desiring to alienate 
neither the British nor the Russians, they attempted to gauge 
the differences between them in order to find a course of 
action most likely to safeguard their position in the postwar 
world. They were increasingly isolated, and now began to 
modify their position, hoping to appease the Allies by 
conciliatory policies. If the first phase of their wartime 
diplomacy had been to meet military threats from Nazis and 
Soviets alike, they now entered the second: to limit Rus s i a ’s 
influence in Eastern Europe at the end of the war.

The Soviets wanted the Turks in the war, but only if 
they were ’’mutually assisted” by Russian forces which would 
never leave the Turkish soil. In the light of Soviet treat
ment of the Turkish question, the T urks’ alarm appears to have

6been well founded."

The widening rift in Allied diplomacy over Turkey reveals 
that it was a strategic issue over which the Soviet Union and

36. Weisband, ’’Turkish foreign Policy ...,’’ pp. 2 2 8-229.
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Britain, supported by the United States-, came into conflict. 
While wartime considerations were important in the formul
ation of their policies, the essential factor in both Russia’s 
and Britain’s policies toward Turkey by July 1944 was a 
desire to ensure their interests in the Eastern Mediterranean 
in the postwar world.

Soviet desires to bring Turkey into the war lessened 
when such action was connected to the question of Allied 
support and they refused to consider whether it was the 
common interests of the Allies. This insistent, unyielding 
attitude on their part leads one to the unavoidable conclus
ion that either they intended to use Turkey’s participation 
in tlie war to take advantage of her vulnerability, or that 
they intended to make the price for a voice in postwar matters 
so high that Turkey could be represented as a moral bankrupt. 
Either way, the Soviets would benefit, and she would strength
en her position in regard to the Straits. The Turks, on the
other hand, believed the Soviets were determined to reserve 
complete freedom of action over Turco-Soviet problems.
Soviet actions in Eastern Europe in the latter part of 19 44, 
while in part dictated by wartime strategy, were also a source
of anxiety and gave the Turks little hope for anything other

3 7than Soviet domination of the Balkans.'

Looking to the West, the Turks particular concern was
about events in Bulgaria. Turkey in 1934 had joined with 
Greece and Rumania in a defensive alliance whose primary 
purpose was to contain‘Bulgarian irredentism. World War Two, 
however, had undermined the Balkan Pact as well as its aims, 
and had seen the realization of precisely what the Pact had 
sought to prevent. The Turks were also concerned with several 
related issues. Since Stalingrad, they had feared an Anglo- 
Soviet deal dividing Europe, like Iran, into spheres of 
influence - at Turkish expense. They suspected that Russian 
occupation of Bulgaria was part of the deal; and even more 
worrying was the possibility that Soviet occupation of Turkey

37. Ulam, o p .c i t ., p. 115.



159 .

could be as easily sanctioned as that of Bulgaria.

Greece and the Second World War: The full-scale
involvement of Greeks in World War II came about not by 
their own choice but as a result of the Italian attack. The 
freshly mobilized Greek forces, the various factions burying 
their differences under the leadership of Metaxas, quickly 
repelled the invading Italian army. What they could not over
come was Hit l e r ’s anticipation of Italy’s humiliation which 
forced him into intervening in the Balkans and as a result the 
Greeks found their country under German control and in Axis 
hands by the end of May 1941,^^

The occupation of Greece, from April 1941 until its 
liberation in October 1944 created intense hardship for its 
citizens. They emerged from the experience a divided nation, 
whose problems were only compounded by ideological categories 
and international politics. The constitutional question, 
hinged as much on patronage as on principle, sharply affected 
the debate over the shape of Greek’s post-war government. As 
the occupation continued, social and ideological influences 
gradually compounded the question. These influences, in turn, 
grew stronger as a result of a number of inter-related factors, 
namely the respect and support won by the Communist party 
CKKE) and its capability to organize guerilla bands into a 
national resistance movement. However, the complex divisions 
within the Greek society also meant that other and subsequent 
resistance movements were formed, often all competing with each 
other.

38. The Germans occupied Athens and Piraeus, Salonika, and a 
few islands, limiting their control to large and main lines of 
communication. Eastern Macedonia and Thrace they left to the 
Bulgarians, and the remainder of the country to the Italians. 
The position of Greece’s lonians Islands (which guard the 
Adriatic) , her Aegean Islands (guarding the Turkish Straits) , 
and Crete (which is vital to any Eastern Mediterranean 
strategy - particularly with regard to the Suez Canal) , 
endowed the Greeks with great strategic value. Crete, however, 
played a different role. Its defence, even if unsuccessful, 
perhaps saved Malta. Malta, in turn, was the key to the 
Mediterranean, control of which would determine control of 
North Africa.
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The government that assumed power after Greece’s liber
ation in October 1944 reflected divisions in the Greek society. 
This representation resulted from a series of changes in the 
government-in-exile during the war. As the war progressed, 
this government, at first largely made up of individuals 
associated with Metaxas, came to include men with more liberal 
and republican sympathies, and to reflect concern for the 
constitutional issue that served as a focus for national 
passions.

The constitutional question also led to formation of a 
rival government in Greece itself, the Communist dominated 
Political Committee of National Liberation. However, under the 
initiative of the republican prime minister, George Papandreou, 
a conference convened in Lebanon in May 19 44, where represent
atives of 17 parties and organizations resolved some of their 
differences and reached a temporary agreement. The ’’Lebanon 
Charter” called for an end to the ’’reign of terror” in Greece, 
unification of all resistance forces, and formation of a 
Government of National Unity, It was also declared that the
King would not return to Greece pending the results of a
-, V,* 39plebiscite.

British influence, meanwhile, continued to be a factor 
in Greek politics. Britain had been actively involved in the 
resistance movement and in the affairs of the Greek government- 
in-exile, with which it had signed in March 19 42 an agreement 
for close cooperation in prosecuting the war effort. The 
liberation of Greece and the re-establishment of her freedom 
and independence had been accepted as a common objective.

The British faced some difficulties in their dealing and 
thinking about Greece, The rivalry between resistence forces 
and the subsequent question of allocating British aid and a

39. Stavrianos, ’’Greece o p . c i t . , pp. 83 , 106-110 ;
McNeill, ibid., pp. 25-26 ; Campbell and Sherrard, ibid., pp. 
77-178.
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conflict between Britain’s immediate and long-range interests, 
compounded by being mutually exclusive, were notable factors. 
Churchill and the Foreign Office, looking to the postwar 
world, placed less emphasis on support of the resistence 
effort. They were concerned, rather, with support of the 
King and of the government-in-exile. A constitutional m o n 
archy in Greece would be more likely to bring about stability 
than a republic, they believed. A stable government, in turn, 
would help ensure the safety of British sea communications 
in the Eastern Mediterranean.

Aiding the resistence effort, because it meant giving aid 
to the KKE-centred National People’s Liberation Army CELAS), 
also meant less chance of success for the constitutional 
monarchy. On Anthony E d e n ’s advice, the Brixish favoured the 
undermining of the resistence and holding a plebiscite on the 
questions of K i n g ’s return and the constitution. In the second 
Conference of Cairo (Dec, 1943), they were, again, as in 
Turkey, thwarted by Roosevelt who believed that the British 
were trying to by-pass the King. He also adhered to the 
United States policy of non-interference in Greek affairs.
As a result the British, fell back on supporting the King and a 
united resistence front; ideas that gave the anti-monarchists 
and Communists much fuel.^^ This tenuous situation in Greece 
led Churchill to initiate a study of the ’’brute issues” 
developing between Great Britain and Russia - and took a step
toward what became the percentages agreement with Stalin over 

41the Balkans.

40. Eden, op.cit. , pp. 5 3 3-5 34.

41. The acute British fear of Russia came to che foreground 
once again at this time. An indication of widespread British 
concern about the Eastern Mediterranean and the Northern Tier 
is illustrated that at that time they were entertaining the 
idea of the outbreak of the next war with the likely threatres 
of either the Danube, or the Dardanelles, or the Persian Gulf.
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Meanwhile, the authority of the Government of National 
Unity was recognized by all the Greek guerilla forces in the 
Caserta Agreement CSept. 1944), which was handled by Harold 
Macmillan. This government in turn placed all those forces 
under the command of a British officer, thus explicitly 
acknowledging the Greek government’s reliance on British 
forces which began to land in Greece at the end of September 
as the Germans withdrew. Shortly after, the Government of 
National Unity would be following the British into Athens, 
signalling the.end of the occupation.

Before that, however, the stage had been set for 
negotiations between Churchill and Stalin - negotiations which 
began before the Government of National Unity entered Athens, 
and which were to have a profound effect on Greece.

The British believed that complete concession to Soviet 
demands would diminish British influence in South-eastern 
Europe and cause the loss of British credibility in Turkey and 
Greece. The Turks and Greeks were also worried about Soviet 
intentions, and when Soviet forces entered Rumania in April 
19 44 , Americans 5 too, began to worry.

While the United States appeared willing to accept 
assurances of Soviet benevolence toward Rumania, Churchill 
grew anxious as the Red Army advanced. He asked Eden to 
proceed with the drafting of the ’’brute issues” policy paper. 
The Americans, however, were not fond of the idea and worried 
that the arrangement côuld lead to a division of the Balkans 
into spheres of influence. The president preferred to rely 
on consultative machinery whose purpose would be to dispell 
misunderstanding. Churchill explained to the Americans that 
the proposal applied only to ’’war conditions,” and insisted 
that it not be interpreted as sanctioning a division of the 
Balkans into spheres of influence, or affecting the rights and 
responsibilities of the Great Powers at the peace settlement. 
Rather, he regarded it as a convenient arrangement for prevent- 
ing a divergence of policy between the Allies in the Balkans.
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With this, he proposed a three-month period of trial and 
obtained the approval of the President.

Roosevelt’s Secretary of State, Cordell Hull, also did
not hold favourable views on the idea. His refusal to face
this question and his rejection of power politics showed a
Wilsonian preference for the principles of the Atlantic 

42 .Charter. These principles, if adhered to, perhaps were the 
most likely determinants of respect. Considering the British 
E mpir e’s decline and the Red A r m y ’s march through Eastern 
Europe, Roosevelt’s recommendation of consultative machinery 
appears to have had little merit. Unless there were prior 
agreement as to spheres of influence, the British believed 
that facto spheres would take their place.

However, as the time went on, it turned out that Stalin 
had backed down and refused to go ahead with the plan. His 
reasons are open to speculation. He might not have wanted t-o 
antagonize the United States or he had the upper hand in 
Rumania, Communists were thought to be strong in Greece, and 
Bulgarian occupation and their active participation in the 
war on the Soviet’s side were pending.

Churchill and Eden saw that the Soviets were attempting 
to force them out of the Balkans, British weakness was 
underscored by the rude intrusion of Soviet power. The Red 
Army was in Rumania and Bulgaria and had reached the borders 
of Greece and Turkey.

The Americans began to realize that the question of 
control over South-eastern Europe was urgent to them as well. 
It became apparent to them that unless the United States took 
issue with the Soviets, there was every indication that the

42. See Gordon Levin, "Woodrow Wilson and the World Politics 
America’s Response to World Revolution,” (New York: Oxford 
U n i v . Press, 19 6 8).
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Soviet Union would take a belligerent action wherever its*
4 3interests were involved. Moscow, they observed, was taking 

the position that it had the right to settle its problems 
with neighbours unilaterally. For the Soviets the term 
"friendly governments” meant something quite different from 
what was understood by others. It often translated into 
domination and the Soviets intended to have a positive 
sphere of influence over their neighbours in the Balkans. 
Penetration of immediate neighbours for security purposes 
would logically lead from one country to another. The 
difficulty of limiting the process was frightening as the 
Soviets were unimpressed by the American policy of non
interference in the internal affairs of other countries.

So the Americans being unconvinced, the Soviets bent on 
manipulations, and the British having their own anxieties, 
Churchill took it upon himself to go to Moscow and talk with 
Stalin; the talks that changed the map of Europe overnight. 
What was at stake at these discussions, known subsequently 
as the "October Agreement” or "Percentages Agreement,” was 
the question of sphere of influences and although it was 
repeatedly pronounced that the matters were provisional and 
relevant to the existing conditions of the war, it proved 
otherwise.

The system of percentages was not intended to prescribe 
the members sitting on Commissions for the different Balkan 
countries, but rather to express the interest and sentiment 
with which the British‘and Soviet governments approached the 
question of these countries. Churchill supposedly regarded 
the system as only a guide, and recognized that such a guide 
in no way committed the United States - whose President and 
Secretary of State were informed of the agreement.

43. The indication came from further east, the Soviets were 
pressuring the Iranian government to grant them exclusive 
rights to oil concessions in Northern Iran. See pp. 185-187.
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The British thought that the agreement provided a rough 
guide to Allied influence in the Balkans. Allied influence, 
however, had long-range political implications; and these 
implications were what led him to seek the agreement in the 
first place. Stalin, too, recognized what was at stake but 
with a difference. He understood the predominance of Soviet 
influence in these countries meant subordination. He would 
tell Marshall Tito and Milovan Djilas some months later that:

'̂This War. is not as in the past; whoever occupies a territory
also imposes on it his own social' system. Everyone imposes
his own sys-^^ as far as his army can reach. It cannot he
otherwise. "

Meanwhile, different vie^ws and contradictory forms of 
opinions were expressed by the Americans. The State Department 
favoured adhering to the Atlantic Charter. The explanation 
behind Roosevelt’s position, agreeing with Churchill and going 
ahead with the agreement and at the same time expressing faith 
in Atlantic Charter, lies in his character and style.
Churchill and Stalin took refuge in the more practical aspects 
of Roosevelt’s diplomacy. The State Department, on the other 
hand, relied on his public pronouncements: idealistic aspects. 
Perhaps a larger explanation could be found in the society 
from which he sprang - a society whose traditions and diplomacy 
reflected the dualistic qualities of realism and idealism. As

44, Milovan Djilas, "Conversation with Stalin," (New York: 
Harcourt, 1962), p. 114. For the backgrounds, discussions, 
and interpretation of the Sphere of Influence Agreement see: 
Great Britain, Public Record Office, "Record of Meeting at the 
Kremlin, Moscow, October 9th, 1944 at 10 p.m. (Reference: 
Premier 3/434/7); Woodward Llewellyn, "British Foreign Policy 
in the Second World War," 4 vols, (London, 19/0-1975), vol. 2; 
Albert Resis, "The Churchill-Stalin ’Percentages’ Agreement 
on the Balkans, Moscow, October 1944," in American Historical 
Review, 83 (April 1978), pp. 368-387; A.J.P. Taylor^ "The 
Statesmen," in A.J.P. Taylor, et al., (eds.), "Churchill 
Revised;- A Critical Assessments^ (New York: Dial Press, 1969), 
pp. 15-60; George F . Kennan, "Russia and the West Under Lenin 
and Stalin," (New York: Hutchinson, 1961), pp. 335-336; John 
Gaddis, "The United States and the Origin of the Cold War, 
1941-1947," (New York: Columbia Univ. Press, 1972), pp. 134- 
135; Ulam, op.cit., pp. 351-367; and Martin Herz, "Beginning 
of the Cold War," (Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana Univ, Press,
1966), pp. 114-122. Herz points out that the United States and 
Great Britain, by their action in Italy, set this precedent for 
Soviet action in,Eastern Europe.
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a result, Roosevelt let things slide. Churchill was given a 
free hand in Greece, Stalin was given tacit approval of his 
desires to control the rest of Southeastern Europe.

The Iranian direct experience with the War started with 
the outright invasion of the country. On 25th August 1941, 
Soviet and British troops invaded Iran from north and south, 
respectively. Though there was a three-day resistence, 
particularly in the south and by the Iranian Navy, the young 
Iranian armed forces had little to put up against the might 
of the two powers. In a joint note delivered to the Iranian 
government, Britain and the Soviet Union cited reasons for 
the occupation, promised respect for Ir a n ’s independence and 
territorial integrity, and announced the intention of estab
lishing a supply route across the country.

The occupation resulted in the collapse of the Iranian 
government’s control, near-loss of sovereignty, and disrupt
ions. Ira n ’s ports, transportation, oil, capital installat
ions, and currency were now contributing to the Allied cause, 
but at the cost of extreme hardships to the Iranian people. 
Disruption of the Iranian administration in turn created both 
the opportunity and the necessity for control by the occupying 
powers, over many aspects of Iran’s internal affairs, faced 
with undermining of his power,Reza Shah notified the Parliament 
of his wishes to resign and abdicated in favour of his heir,

45, For matters relating to American attitudes and identity 
concerns, the necessity of characterizing American foreign 
policy in moralistic terms, and constraints on the conduct of 
that policy, see: Ernest May, "Lessons of the Past : The Use 
and Misuse of History in American Foreign Policy," (New York: 
Oxford Univ. Press, 197 3).; Gaddis, o p . c i t . , James M. Burns, 
"Roosevelt, the Soldier of Freedom,"’’ (New York: Harcourt,
19-70); Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., "The Imperial Presidency,"
(New York; Houghton, 1974); Gordon Levin, o p .c i t .; Elliot 
West, "The Roots of Conflict: Soviet Images tn the American 
Press, 1941-1947," in ’Essays on American Foreign Policy,’ e d . 
M. Morris and S. Myres , (Austin: Univ. of Texas Press, 1974); 
Louis Herz, "The Liberal Tradition in America," (New York, 
1955); and John Spanier, "American Foreign Policy since World 
War Two," 4th ed., rev,, (New York: Praeger, 1971),
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Mohammad Reza Pahlavi (September 16, 19.41).^^ The Soviet 
and British governments recognized the new monarch and upon 
the suggestion of the latter, the Americans followed suit 
t o o .

Soon after the occupation began President Roosevelt took 
note of British and Russian assurances that Iran's territor
ial integrity would be respected. Secretary of State,
Cordell Hull, however, was dissatisfied with the terms of the
occupation and-sought a formal statement as a matter of 
principle. The Iranians, meanwhile, feared Anglo-Soviet 
intentions and consequently sought guarantees of respect for 
their territorial integrity. In this, the young Shah found 
sympathy from the Americans, Tlie formal statement was
securred when Britain, the Soviet Union, and Iran signed a
Tripartite Treaty of Alliance on 29 Jan, 1942 at Tehran,

The Treaty consisted of nine articles and three annexes, 
all of which were compatible with the principles of the 
Atlantic Charter, It acknowledged the presence of foreign 
troops in Iran, but declared that the signatories would under
take to respect the territorial integrity, sovereignty, and 
political independence of Iran CArt. 1), and that Allied 
forces would be withdrawn from Iranian territory not later than 
six jaonths after an armistice or peace between the Allied 
Powers and Germany and her associates, whichever was the 
earlier CArt, 5),

Meanwhile, a rebellion broke out in Azerbaijan and it 
became clear that the Russians were sympathetic to them and 
even assisting them to become a full separatist movement.
The Iranian government sought refuge in the old strategy of 
relying on a third power as a cornerstone against British and

46, For accounts of the abdication, see Mohammad Reza Pahlavi, 
"Mission for My Country," (New York: McGraw Hill, 1961), p.
7M; Sir Reader Bullard, "The Camels Must Go," (London: Faber 
and Faber, 1961), p. 135; and Ramazani, op.cit., pp. 43-44.
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Russian rivalry and made representation to the United States 
in order to sign the Tripartite Treaty or take cognizance of 
it 5 or give assistance. The Iranians believed that the 
Atlantic Charter was insignificant to the Soviets and felt 
that Britain was prepared to sidestep those principles.

The Americans first refused to be drawn into any formal
guarantee 5 but' later changed their policies and agreed to

4 7send advisors and other forms of aid. The situation in 
Azerbaijan also subsided to an extent as the Soviets agreed 
to work with the Iranians in permitting the Iranian troops 
to enter the province and quell the rebellion. This trend, 
however, probably resulted from expediency, for the war in 
Russia was not going well. Germany was still on the offens
ive, and the Russians needed all their troops. They also 
desperately needed all the supplies they could secure by way 
of Iran.

Military necessity dominated Allied activities in Iran. 
This was more true before and up to the Stalingrad. As a 
consequence, traditional concerns were of lesser moment and 
played only a secondary role in the winter of 1942-43.
British and Russian actions sometimes contravened their 
pronouncements endorsing the Atlantic Charter, but justificat
ion could be found in the fact that the war was approaching 
the Caucasus and circumstances dictated accommodation to 
necessity,

Once the battle was won the situation changed. Cooperat
ion in Iran became less important. As the war moved Westward 
across the steppes of Russia it became increasingly apparent 
that Allied actions in Iran were not in accord with the terms 
of the Tripartite Treaty. The Soviets in partiuclar, in 
part suspicious of British designs, pursued their own interests 
with little regard for the territorial integrity, sovereignty,

47, for a general discussion of Iran’s initiative in request
ing various forms of aid, see Ramazani, op.cit., pp. 7 2-90.
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and political independence envisioned in the Tripartite 
Treaty. Besides demonstrating a general unwillingness to 
cooperate, they sealed off their area of occupation and 
pursued a course that included administrative disruption, 
tormenting separatism, political intrigue, and propaganda. 
Britain and the United States behaved differently from 
Russia, but not for purely altruistic reasons. Rather, 
the ideals to which they subscribed happened to coincide 
with their long-range interests in Iran and the region. How
ever, the situation changed drastically toward the end of the 
war beginning with the oil crisis of 1944.
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3.4 The United States involvement in the Northern Tier
Politics

American attitudes towards the Northern Tier countries 
initially seemed to have followed policies adopted for the 
whole of the Near and Middle East, i.e., those that stemmed 
from traditional isolationist doctrines; and the notion that 
these areas were extensions of Eastern Europe and thus in 
British realm. Practical policies and guidelines were hard 
to come by and as a result confusion manifested itself time 
and again. However, it was not until the closing of World 
War Two that the Americans really got involved in power 
politics across the Northern Tier and abandoned their earlier 
idealism. By fortunes of the war or otherwise, it meant that 
a new actor was in the politics of the region and as active, 
in years to come, as it could be.

American attitude towards Turkey: Towards the end of the
war 5 the United States remained aloof from matters concerning 
Turkey, Formal relations between the United States and the 
Ottoman Empire had been established in 1830, but the United 
States - at least before World War Two - had chosen to regard 
the Middle East as an extension of Europe. The Monroe 
Doctrine had indicated the rejection of American involvement 
in Europe. As a consequence, traditional isolationist polic
ies were manifested in American interests in the Near East.
And these interests, unlike those of other foreign powers, 
were neither strategic nor political; rather, they were 
missionary, philanthropic, cultural, and economic in nature. 
For the most part, therefore, American policies were relegated 
to the protection of these non-political interests,

The relations between the United States and Turkey, after 
a lapse'of 10 years, were resumed in 19 27 establishing on a

48. See John DeNovo, "American Interests and Policies in the 
Middle East, 1900-1939," (Minneapolis: Univ. of Minnesota 
Press, 19-63), p. 259; and Sachar, "The Emergence of , 
op.cit., pp. 276-281.
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solid basis: the new nation's reliance on friendship and non
aggression pacts gradually met with American approval.

As diplomatic relations improved, so did commercial 
relations. The Turks appreciated the apparent lack of 
America’s political ambitions in the Middle East in general, 
and in Turkey in particular. Proof of such an interpretation 
was the fact that the United States had not participated in 
the Montreux Convention. In short, before World War Two, the 
State Department continued to see the protection of its non
political interests as its sole task in Turkey.

Between the wars, of course, the United States had
acquired important interests in the Middle East, where
strategic resources made the arbitrary distinction between
political and non-political interests a tenuous concept.
Consequently, Britain’s traditional sphere of influence in
the region, while it continued to be recognized as such even
during World War Two for purposes of military strategy, was
also the focus of American attempts to oppose both British
and French imperialism. These attempts found voice in the
principles of the Atlantic Charter which, it was assumed,

49would be sufficient to protect American interests,

Turkey, perhaps because she was not subject to the 
economic rivalry between Britain and the United States, often 
apparent elsewhere in the Middle East, and because she was the 
only Middle Eastern country able to maintain more than a 
minimal independence during the war, was not regarded as a 
zone of conflict between the United States and Britain. As 
one diplomatic historian has observed, she was "the only country 
in the region in which the United States and Great Britain did not 
suspect each other ̂s motives, Because of Turkey’s adherence to 
the limited aims of the National Pact, and as a result of her

49, Gaddis Smith, "American Diplomacy During the Second World 
War, 1941-1945 ,’’ (.London; John Wiley & Sons, 1965), pp. 99, 117

50. Ibid. , p . 115 ,
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skillful diplomacy, she was never occupied by a foreign 
army. Thus, she was less susceptible to the kinds of 
pressures exerted by occupation on the states which bordered 
her. Her sense of community, of nationhood, provided the 
moral backbone for her army and kept her from the internal 
divisions which, aggravated by occupation, were so disrupt
ive in Iran, and even more divisive in Greece. As a conseq
uence, it was possible for the United States to avoid active 
involvement in Turkish affairs, while continuing to view 
Turkey in the context of principles on which American policy
makers intended to build the postwar world.

Roosevelt was never willing to go as far as Churchill 
or Stalin in exerting pressure on Turkey to take an active 
part in the war. This is not to say that he was more 
virtuous; rather, it indicates that Turkey in no way appeared 
to affect American interests, except in an indirect sense: 
concentration on Turkey and the Balkans -might somehow impede 
the cross-channel attack; differences over issues in the 
Eastern Mediterranean might divide the Allies ; poor treatment 
of Turkey would not advance the principles of the Atlantic 
Charter. In addition, Rooseyelt had no intention of getting 
the United States involved in Eastern Europe let alone the 
Eastern Mediterranean and the Near East.

American attitude towards the Greece and the Balkans:
An important element of the negotiations between Churchill 
and Stalin concerned the role played by Roosevelt in the 
Balkan affairs. The president’s failure to take any initiative 
in the Balkans, as noted before, resulted in giving jurisdict
ion over that important strategic area to his two allies. But, 
the American policymakers were not altogether deprived of 
able and perceptive m e n . A notable one was Lincoln MacVeagh, 
the American ambassador to the Greek government-in-exile, 
who was quite familiar with the rules of the game and, dis
appointingly enough, whose advice often met with ignorance.
He kept Roosevelt informed of Greece’s internal problems. But
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when it came to the external context of Greek affairs, he 
was more assertive. Appreciating his government’s policy 
of non-interference in Greek affairs, MacVeagh nevertheless 
attempted to persuade the president to change it.

He directed Roosevelt’s attention to the traditional 
rivalry between Russia and Britain, and to the fact that 
their policies had not changed. Because of Balkan distrust 
of England and fear of Russia, and in order to keep Russia 
and Britain from eventually coming into conflict in the 
region, MacVeagh believed that the United States had a 
responsibility to undertake the reconstruction of the Balkan 
states. He understood that British strength was clearly in
adequate for this.task; if the United States remained aloof, 
he warned, the area eventually would fall to the Russian 
hands.

MacVeagh’s recommendations to Roosevelt told of Britain’s 
preoccupation with the Eastern Mediterranean and .expressed 
concern about Anglo-Soviet rivalry in the region. Shortly 
after Churchill had begun to consider coming to terms with 
Stalin over the "brute issues" in the Balkans, he warned of 
a renewed diplomatic game not there but also in the rest of 
the Balkans, Eastern Europe and the Middle East. He sensed 
the fact and stressed that what goes on in the Balkans and 
the Near East generally will have to be recognized as of prime 
importance to the United States despite the fact that the 
countries involved are small and remote. Again, he discussed 
the clashing of Soviet and British interests in the area, 
placing the rivalry in the context of the historical struggles 
for hegemony in Europe, and noting the security interests of 
the United States in its outcome.

In short, MacVeagh believed that the British Empire was 
crumbling - especially in the Balkans and in the Near East, 
where Soviet strength was most menacing to British interests. 
It was up to the United States to recognize that its own 
security interests were in part dependent on Anglo-American
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influence along the Northern Tier and in the Balkans.
Russia’s new influence along her periphery, particularly in 
South-eastern Europe, resulted from Britain's waning strength, 
as well as from the devastation of war in that region.
MacVeagh feared that the Soviet Union would virtually annex 
much of the area, or, if British strength could be temporar
ily sustained, that there would be a conflict between Russia 
and Britain. In either case, the United States inevitably 
would become involved. MacVeagh argued, therefore, that 
American intervention was desirable, especially since the 
United States was the only country sufficiently trusted by 
all of the countries concerned.

However, Roosevelt; also influenced by his Secretary of 
State, Cordell Hull, who saw unjust consequences in any 
concept related to the balance of power; characteristically 
failed to act upon M acVeagh’s advice and until Oct, 1944 did 
not endorse a political initiative. Instead, he reiterated 
his country’s traditional policy of non-interference, non
involvement in the area, consigned the Balkans to Britain’s 
jurisdiction, and focussed on the American government’s 
priorities in the war against Germany and Japan,

American attitude towards Iran; The conflict between 
the two opposing poles of ideals and self-interests in best 
demonstrated in the context and formulation of American policy 
toward Iran. This approach had many of the problems of 
American policies elsewhere. Reflecting President Roosevelt’s 
attitude and his manner of conducting affairs, they were often 
misunderstood, and officials charged with their implementation 
often disagreed as to what they were. For one thing, it was 
not always clear where ideals left off and practical consider
ations began. For another, it was equally unclear who was 
responsible for effecting policy. Since policy was ill- 
defined to begin with, confusion was inevitable. Because 
Americans had never before conducted diplomacy on a large 
scale in tlie Middle East, experience was in short supply, and 
confusion settled in. Therefore, the American policy toward
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Iran could be at best described having been formulated 
through a circuitous process.

Roosevelt first heard of the situation in Iran from his
5 2emissary, General Patrick J. Hurley. He sent Roosevelt a 

detailed discussion of Iran’s problems. Stressing the con
flict between British and Russian aspirations. Hurley made 
the point that the British wanted to retain a monopoly over 
the oil sources, while the Soviets wanted a warm-water port. 
Viewing this conflict in terms of Britain’s declining influence 
in the Middle East,he suggested that the United States either 
play a strong independent role in Iran, or that it coordinates 
its efforts with those of the British - but under American 
leadership. Planting a seed that was later to grow in 
Roosevelt’s thoughts, he suggested strong action to encourage 
development of enlightened governments in Iran and other 
Middle Eastern countries. He believed it essential that the 
United States uphold the Atlantic Charter, whose principles 
were necessary for attainment of the proper results in Iran.

The gelations between the Soviets and the rest of the 
Allies were, however, becoming increasingly distant, not 
because of personality clashes, but, because, as the German 
threat was pushed back, Soviet policies in Iran changed. As 
with Turkey, the Soviets grew more aggressive toward Iran when 
conditions became more favourable to their interests. Start
ing in January 19-43, the Soviets began to negotiate agreements 
and contracts which consistently exploited the Iranians.
They imposed arms, financial, manufacturing, and other agree-

51. One ought to remind oneself that this was the Roosevelt 
era, not the Carter presidency.

52. He was the first Allied representative to go to Stalingrad 
and the .-apparent success of his visit to Stalin led to his 
rise in Roosevelt’s esteem. An Indian by origin, he believed 
in simplistic answers to complicated international questions. 
See Russell Buhite, "Patrick J. Hurley and American Foreign 
Policy," (Ithaca, N.Y.; Cornell Univ. Press, 3.973) .
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ments on the Iranians, while the Iranians had no choice but 
to accept.

At the same time, the Soviets stepped up political 
activity in Iran. Their fermentation was focussed on a group 
of Iranians with leftist tendencies, who formed the nucleus 
of the later Communist Tudeh (Masses) Party, and minority 
groups especially in Azarbaijan. This north-western province, 
with its considerable industrialization, large wheat production, 
and lack of geographic barriers, not only made a good base for 
Soviet economic penetration, especially when backed by the Red 
Army and their sympathizers, but was also ideal for political 
penetration as well. This was particularly true in view of 
the short-term Soviet policy of supporting autonomous move
ments among minorities.

The Soviets carried out their penetration in Azarbaijan 
through trade union infiltration; formation of w o m e n ’s, 
workers’ and peasants’ organizations; and dissemination of 
Communist propaganda. Soviet propaganda also directed against 
the Allies to the detriment of their unity. Their control 
on the northern zone prevented anti-Soviet dissension in 
Azarbaijan, but in Tehran disagreement began to surface between 
Britain and the United States on the one hand, and the Soviet 
Union on the other. In short, Allied cooperation in Iran 
deteriorated and this, one might assume, was a consequence of 
three factors: a relaxation in the critical situation at the 
front, a growing Soviet influence in the north, and the Allies 
mutual suspicions of each other.

The Americans, however, being inexperienced and new to 
the Near and Middle Eastern diplomacy, tried nevertheless to 
improve their understanding and overcome their shortcomings.
The Division of Near Eastern Affairs was responsible for 
covering numerous countries in the Near and Middle East, 
South-West Asia, and Africa. The first Iran desk officer, to 
be assigned in the winter of 1942-43, was John Jernegan. He was
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aided by the head of the Division, Wallace Murray, and 
these two were in close contact with the American Minister 
in Iran, Louis Dreyfus. The American mission in Iran would 
grow from a charge d ’affaire ad interim and his employees at 
the beginning of the war to Dreyfus and three others in 19 40 
to an ambassador heading a staff of close to one hundred at 
the end of the war. Against this, the Russians and British 
envoys were extremely well aware of the history, culture, 
social and economic structure of the country and yielded 
immense power to their own advantage and interest. Sir 
Reader Bullard, head of the British mission, for example, was 
soft spoken and unemotional in style. His approach, not 
surprisingly, was "divide and rule.”

The Americans, Jernegan, Murray, and Dreyfus, were 
suspicious of Russian and British ambitions. They believed 
that the Soviets were pursuing a policy that would lead to 
annexation, if not of all of Iran, but at least of the northern 
provinces. Therefore, considerable thought had to be given to 
protecting Iran from the two traditional rivals by the 
Americans. American interests in Iran, however, were only 
vaguely defined until 1943. They hitherto deneyed any self- 
interest consideration and directed their policy toward 
improving the war efforts.

This was of course far short of a statement of policy 
regarding Tran which was desired by the Iranians, However, 
at the initiative of Jernegan and Murray, a memorandum border
ing on a policy statement was prepared in early 1943. While 
recognizing Iran's value as a supply route, a strategic 
location, and a source of petroleum, they pointed out the 
expediency of American policy in Iran. It advocated the 
strengthening of Iran's political and economic organizations 
to ensure her survival vis-a-vis the great powers, something 
of a test case before the eyes of the other allied small 
nations. The Soviets near-takeover of the north and the 
British meddling in Iran's internal affairs made the two
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Americans wonder about the future of the country.

The Iranian leaders based appeals for assistance largely 
upon such considerations too. Since the United States alone 
was in a position to help Iran free itself from the tradition
al Anglo-Russian rivalry, there was a vital interest for the 
United States in ensuring that the post-war United Nations 
respected the Atlantic Charter. Such respect could be 
facilitated through an independent, positive programme of 
economic and professional assistance - a programme whose 
cost would be high, but insignificant when compared to that 
of the war and well worth the risks involved. The programme, 
were it successful, would help prevent postwar friction, and 
would help make the principles of the Atlantic Charter 
effective. If, on the other hand, those principles were 
neglected, the foundations of peace would begin to crumble.

Jernegan and Murray found a sympathetic attitude in 
Cordell Hull, the Secretary of State, The increasingly 
critical political and economic situation in Iran and the 
American government’s new strategic interest in Middle East 
oil led Hull to persuade the President on the points expressed 
Furthermore, although the United States government once 
thought it possessed an unselfish, solely altruistic attitude 
toward Iran, altruism now coincided with self-interest: an 
independent Iran would serve as a buffer for American oil 
interests in Saudi Arabia, Nonetheless, Roosevelt preferred 
to listen to his personal protege, General Hurley.

H ur l e y ’s approach was different from that of State 
Department’s men. He enjoyed direct access to the president 
and used it. Roosevelt’s support was one reason Hurley was 
able to get results. His recommendations to Roosevelt in 
May 1943 were all effected within a year: the first on 1st 
December 194 3, with the Declaration Regarding Iran ; the second 
on 9th September 194 3, when Iran declared war on Germany, and 
on 10th September, when Iran signed the United Nations
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Declaration; the third on 10th February 1944, when the 
American (and British) legations became embassies; and the 
fourth on 21st March 1944, when Dreyfus (whom he considered 
to be uncooperative) was removed and assigned to' Iceland.
Leland Morris was appointed ambassador to Iran.

Roosevelt took the Atlantic Charter seriously, but the
British saw it as a publicity handout and an answer to
German propaganda, while the Soviets were suspicious of it

5 3and gave it only grudging, qualified acceptance. It is 
nonetheless clear that the idealistic pronouncements of the 
Atlantic Charter conceded serious differences over common 
goals, and that their relevance to the Soviets were marginal 
at best. Therefore, the Soviets could have argued that 
efforts diverted toward maintenance of world order, embodied 
in the principles of the Charter, merely advanced American 
prosperity and power. Fearing a threat of capitalist inroads 
into its desired spheres of influence, it was not illogical 
for the Soviet Union to resort to force to secure those 
spheres.

The Soviets, however, were disquiet about further 
assurances of Allied cooperation in Iran. They argued that

53. What, after all, were the principles of the Atlantic 
Charter? The Charter was a statement of fundamental principles 
for the post-war world issued jointly by Roosevelt and 
Churchill in August 19 41. It was announced, a month later, 
that 15 nations fighting the Germans and Italians (.including 
the Soviet Union) had endorsed it. The Charter proclaimed 
eight principles. The first four Cand most important) 
principles were: 1) that the United States and Britain sought 
no aggrandizement, territorial or other; 2) that they desired 
to see no territorial changes not in accordance with the 
freely expressed wishes of the peoples concerned; 3) that 
they respected the right of all peoples to choose the form of 
government under which they would live, and that they wished 
to see sovereign rights and self-government restored to all 
those who had been forcibly deprived of them; and 4) that 
they would further all states access, on equal terms, to the 
trade and raw materials of the world. See, John Wheeler- 
Bennett and Anthony Nicholls, "Tlie Semblance of Peace: The 
Political Settlement after the Second World War,” (London: 
Macmillan, 1972), pp. 3 6-43; and Herz, op.c i t . , pp. vii-ix.
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major decisions were impossible since the Iranians were not 
represented and that points about Allied cooperation were 
repetitive of assurances and understandings already made. 
However, the attitudes changed toward the Tehran Conference, 
were a Declaration Regarding Iran was agreed to at the 
suggestion of the Iranians themselves. The declaration, 
signed on 1st December 1943, recognized Ira n ’s part in the 
war effort, recognized and affirmed the continuance of 
economic assistance to Iran, and guaranteed Ira n ’s sovereign
ty and.territorial integrity according to the Atlantic 
Charter’s principles.

While there was evidence that the Soviets had not any 
intention of adhering to the declaration, Roosevelt had 
agreed to a statement of principle as a means of resolving 
Allied problems in Iran and obtaining support for the long- 
range goals of the United States. He had familiarized him
self with America’s strategic interests in the Middle East, 
and had been informed of Anglo-Soviet rivalry in Iran, but 
he had approached the question with little appreciation for 
the background or the details of the problem. Rather, he was 
willing to rely on a few principles which, he believed, would 
establish a framework for future cooperation. Apart from 
this, the implementation of policies regarding Tran was the 
crux of the matter.

Policy implementation was a continuing problem for the 
United States. In spite of all the efforts at formulating a 
policy in 1943, it was not entirely clear what the goals of 
American foreign policy really were. The problem was compoun
ded with Roosevelt’s and Hurley’s perception of Iran. They 
thought of it as something of a clinic for American postwar 
policies, one aspect of which was to develop and stabilize 
underdeveloped areas. Sticking to the Atlantic Charter, they 
had this vision of United States-Iranian relationship as 
something of a pattern for American relations will all less-

54, See Ramazani, o p .c i t . , pp. 43-53. See the text in 
Appendix 3.
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favoured nations. If the American pattern of free enter
prise and self-government could prevail in Iran, then the 
general welfare of the Iranian people would be assured. 
However, these plans were never fully implemented. The 
reason, of course, was coming from both internal and external 
factors. Men from the State Department, notably Assistant 
Dean Acheson, saw in it a grandiose plan whose chief mission 
would be to ’’convert the Russians from Communism,” and the 
British from what he called ’’oppressive imperialism.” ^

The conduct of American foreign policy in Iran was 
marred by confusions. The problem for State Department offic
ials was how to carry out policies which the president end
orsed. Their difficulties really began when the Soviets 
resorted to pressure tactics in Tran. Roosevelt and Hull 
refused to exert counterpressure to assert the position of 
the United States. Principle, they hoped, would be respect
ed, and would lead to Soviet restraint. This attitude 
stemmed from the belief that principles were a necessary 
element of international politics, that everyone could agree 
on them, and that American policy toward Iran was unselfish.

A more forceful approach, to the abstract principles 
governing American policy in Iran was thus needed , This 
approach, however, was not any more characteristical of 
American policy toward Iran in 1944 than it was of American 
policies toward Turkey or Greece, The men in the Department 
of State recognized this fact and tried to alter what they 
considered an increasing disadvantage in the face of more 
exacting Soviet policies. The United States interests were 
recognized and clarification of policy was required in matters 
regarding acquiring oil concessions in Iran and securing 
long-range protection of American oil interests in the Persian 
Gulf as a whole.

55. Dean Acheson, ’’Present at the Creation,” (Mew York: 
W.W. Norton & Co., 1969), pp. 133-134.
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Numerous factors obviously contributed to this determin
ation, but one of the most important elements was the pursuit 
of United States national interest. It was noted earlier 
that until World War Two, the religious, cultural, educational, 
and economic interests of the United States in the Near East 
evolved independently from political interests. Americans 
regarded the Near East as an appendage of E u r o p e , where 
political non-involvement was a tradition, and did not con
sider the competing imperialisms of Russia and Great Britain 
as relevant to American policy, which recognized Britain’s 
primacy in the region.

This does not mean that American interests were wholly 
neglected. One of the lessons of the First World War had 
been that an adequate supply of oil was essential for nation
al security, and the experience of that war was why Britain 
and the United States began a rivalry over oil immediately 
after the war. Burgeoning American business interests through
out the Near East help to explain American recognition of the 
increasing importance of United States-Iranian relations. The 
Department of State and President Roosevelt as early as 19.4 3 
had recognized Iran’s strategic importance as a buffer between 
the Soviet Union and American interests in the Middle East.
It was in the interests of the United States that no great 
power established itself in the Persian Gulf opposite the 
important American petroleum development in Saudi Arabia. It 
was desired to assist Iran in creating a strong national entity 
free from foreign domination. Hopefully, acceptance of the 
Atlantic Charter had been sincere and would have a restraining 
effect upon Britain and Russia. Iran would be the testing 
ground. But there was no question that if the Charter were 
observed, a strong Iran would serve the purpose of a strat
egic buffer. While the Department of State never forgot 
American interests in Iran itself, they consistently conceived 
of Iran’s importance in the context of its strategic links to 
American interests in the Arabian penninsula. This relation
ship was a constant concern of which the Department, if not
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the President, was clearly conscious.

However, despite the strident notes which sometimes 
appeared in American communications to the British about 
Iran and the Middle East, State Department officials were also 
conscious of the fact that America and Britain had many 
interests in that area which did not conflict and which in 
fact required close cooperation. Mutual apprehensions, long- 
range importance of oil to postwar international security, 
and economic arrangements necessitated discussions at a high 
level. As a result the two powers reached an agreement in 
August 19 4 3 on placing international petroleum trade on an 
orderly basis.

Subsequent to these understandings, the Anglo-American 
discussions during the same period also touched upon other 
topics such as Russian exploitation of Iran, support for the 
American advisory programme in Iran, and the maintenance of 
order throughout the Middle East, This was in conjunction 
with the American understanding that the area was within the 
British sphere of influence and that they had pursued a 
hundred years old policy of not allowing any access to the 
Persian Gulf to the Russians, whether of the Czarist or 
Soviet variety.

Paradoxically, however, although the United States was 
Britain’s greatest rival for oil in the Middle East, American 
strategic conceptions of the Northern Tier countries mirrored 
those of the British. What explains this paradox? Chief 
factors were Anglo-American mistrust of the Soviet Union in 
the Near East - a mistrust resulting from tradition, from 
Soviet actions in Iran following the Battle of Stalingrad, 
and from the fact that both countries now had important 
interests to protect. Mutual mistrust of the Soviet Union, 
accompanied by the decline of Britain’s military strength, 
made possible the Anglo-American agreement of August 1944.
The agreement reflects the secondary nature of Anglo-American 
rivalry over oil in the Middle East, and indicates that by
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late 1944 mistrust of the Soviet Union was a basic notion in 
British strategic thinking.

The British already were thinking of spheres of 
influence in the Balkans, and of their position in the East
ern Mediterranean. Before Britain and the Soviet Union be 
came allies, the British had made it clear to the Soviets 
that Britain was determined to maintain its position through
out the Middle East, including Iran. This thought was re 
iterated at the Dumbarton Oaks Conference in 1944. The 
British stated that while Britain to a very considerable ex
tent was prepared to give in to Russian demands in Eastern 
Europe and the Balkans, they could not and would not yield in 
Iran. The State Department, thus, aware of this proceeded on 
the assumption that along the Northern Tier the interests of 
the British Empire were similar to those of the United States

As noted before, American interests in Iran before World 
War Two, as in the rest of the Middle East, were primarily 
concerned with religious, cultural, educational, and economic 
enterprises. The Presbyterian Church founded a mission in 
Western Iran in 1835, nearly fifty years before the United 
States established its first diplomatic mission in 1883.
The American government did not have the intention of 
challenging Britain’s primacy in the Near East and the 
American mission in Iran assumed only a passive role. When 
Iran appealed to Woodrow Wilson for assistance in maintaining 
neutrality during World War One, the American president offer
ed only what Roosevelt would offer in 1941; sympathy.
British influence, on the other hand, was evident on every 
occasion when Iran was involved in international affairs: 
for instance, when it opposed the seating of the Iranian 
delegation to Paris in 1919.

The Iranians, as a consequence of Britain and Russian 
encroachments on their territory, turned to the United States 
and Germany in an attempt to bring them on to the scene as 
countervailing powers to the traditional imperial rivals.
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Thus 5 the W. Morgan Schuster mission in 1911-12 and the 
first Millspaugh mission in 1922-27, both organized to 
undertake fiscal and administrative reforms, were looked on 
as means of curbing Soviet and British ambitions in Iran.

In early 19 2 0 ’s, the Iranians were attracting American 
interest in Iran by drawing their attention to oil resources. 
They were anxious to have Americans develop unassigned oil 
rights in the northern provinces. There was not an outcome 
to this venture because of disputes over the rights, arrange
ments, and transportation between Iran, the Soviet Union, and 
Britain. The matters rested until the battle of Stalingrad, 
after which the Soviets began to put pressure on Iran; 
pressures that led to the oil crisis of 1944 and a new chapter 
in the American involvement in the area.

The oil crisis of 19-44 occurred against the background 
of Allied occupation. Great Power politics, the incipient 
American interest in Iran, and the long history of oil negot
iations. As was the case before, the Iranian government in 
countering the Soviet pressures approached an American oil 
company. Standard Aacuum, in Feb, 1943 on the subject of oil 
concessions. Negotiations ensued and another American company, 
Sinclair Oil, also joined in.

These expressions of interest, coupled with the ongoing 
discussions between the United States and Britain on the 
subject of a joint agreement on oil exploitation, aroused deep 
Soviet’s suspicions. Assurances given to them were inconseq
uential. What was counted in the conduct of Soviet foreign 
policy in Iran was Russia’s traditional interests, and Stalin 
was as aware of these in Iran as in the Balkans or at the 
Straits. Furthermore, the Soviets were not prepared to 
accept any challenge toward those interests.

As a result, the Soviets decided to act. They advised 
the Iranian government that a mission would be sent to Iran 
to discuss the concessions in northern Iran. Shortly after.
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a delegate arrived and almost immediately its head, Vice 
Commissar of Foreign Affairs Sergi Ivanovich Kavtaradze, 
asked the Iranians for exclusive rights and political 
agreements between the two governments to safeguard concess
ions. Believing that the Soviets were after more than oil 
in Iran, and that they would use the legal cover of agree
ment for infiltration purposes, the Iranian government 
promptly refused such a proposal and Kavtaradze was told 
that such matters were for the Cabinet to decide. The 
cabinet duly did this in a different matter: it postponed all 
oil concessions until the end of the war. Upon hearing this, 
Kavtaradze remarked that it would have unhappy consequences 
for the Irano-Soviet relations.

What Kavtaradze meant became apparent as soon as the 
Moscow Conference between Churchill and Stalin ended. Russian 
propaganda against the Iranian government, the Shah on one 
hand, and on the other. Red Army actions and Tudeh Party 
intrigues were drastically stepped up. Customary build-up 
of justifiable extreme Soviet pressure was portrayed in 
branding some elements in the Iranian government as ’’pro- 
fascist." Obviously, the Soviets wanted a sphere of influence 
in northern Iran; but that they did not use much pressure 
until after the agreement between Churchill and Stalin is 
interesting. It is also interesting to speculate whether the 
agreement over spheres of influence in Eastern Europe helped 
to determine Soviet attitudes regarding the creation of a 
similar ^  facto agreement in Iran.

However, this setback for the Soviet Union and the 
Iranian defiance, manifested in Stalin’s views that it was 
a ’’resounding diplomatic defeat" for Molotov, earmarked the 
start of a series of events lasting for nearly two years. In 
the meantime, a resolution was put to the Iranian Parliament

56. Ramazani, b p . c i t . , p. 99.. For the account of this crisis, 
see Ibid., pp. 96-108.

57. Ashraf Pahlavi, "Faces in a Mirror: Memoirs from Exile," 
(Englewood Cliff., N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1980), p. 46.
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by Deputy Dr. Mossadegh forbidding oil negotiations between 
cabinets and foreigners; thereafter, concessions were to be 
dependent on the Parliament. This was passed and became a 
law in December 1944.

As there was not a backing up by the third power, the 
United States, against the Soviet aggression, the possibility 
of a divergence between the United States and the Soviet 
Union, and the traditional line adopted by the British, the 
Iranian government found itself in difficulty. This was to 
be a problem throughout the next two years. From this time 
on, the State Department’s belief that United States-Iranian 
relations were of major importance, and its intention to 
assume a more active and positive policy in Iran, would be 
put to the test. It was not any longer a question of means 
and e n d s , of whether or not the United States should back its 
advisors when that backing meant a contradiction of principles. 
The question had become essentially one of power. Protecting 
America’s interests in Tran meant strengthening Iran, and 
supporting the principles of the Atlantic Charter to the full 
in that country. Both aims were antithetical to the interests 
of the Soviet Union in northern Iran. Since there was not an 
intention of America using force to maintain Iranian independ
ence, and since the credibility of the principles was in doubt, 
the real question was whether the United States intended to 
back the Atlantic Charter in more than theory, and if so to 
what extent.

The question, howùver, was avoided for the time being.
The United States support came in the shape of defending the 
Declaration Regarding Iran. Direct negotiations between Iran 
and the Soviet Union might be preferable to note writing and 
protests. This could have been easily construed as an un
willingness to live up to the principles the United States 
professed.' In southeastern Europe principles meant nothing 
unless one had the capacity and the will to enforce them. As 
there, it seemed that in Iran the State Department was on the 
verge of granting the Soviets in fact what it was denying them
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in principle. ' In Iran itself, lack of visible American 
support diminished the influence of groups opposing the 
Tudeh P a r t y . T o o  much restraint and silence on the part 
of the United States was interpreted as a sign of weakness 
or as a tendency to compromise principles.

The Soviets, on the contrary, did not have the intention 
of letting matters drop but intended to take aggressive 
measures to attain their objectives. The bullying tactics 
were the sign of M o s c o w ’s belief that it had the right to 
settle problems with its neighbours unilaterally, and its 
position that friendly governments were those it could dom
inate. The Iranians had no choice but to reiteriorate their 
fears that the Soviets would continue to stimulate agitation 
in the north, and tried to demonstrate that these fears has 
basis and that the situation in Iran should be watched care
fully.

It might be assumed that the United States policy in 
Iran underwent a shift in the Autumn of 19 44 from more 
principled ends to the less lofty, more pragmatic goals of 
strengthening Iran and maintaining stability there. The new 
American ambaddador in Iran, Leland Morris understood Soviet 
policy although he had not the slightest sympathy with it.
A number of factors might have given the Soviets the idea 
that the United States intended to secure a permanent position 
in Iran. These factors included the extensive operations of

58, The organization of a bloc opposed to the Tudeh Party was 
complicated by the real and effective absence of political 
parties in Iran. See, "George Leczowski, "Russia and the 
West in Iran...," op.cit., pp. 276-278; E.P. Elwell-Sutton, 
"Political Parties in Iran," in The Middle East Journal, 3 
(Jan. 1949), pp. 51-53.

59. The attitudes and public pronouncements of the then US 
Administration are not strikingly dissimilar to those expressed 
by the Carter’s Administration 35 years later. The Shah under
lined them as the primary contributory factors in his downfall. 
See, HIM M.R. Pahlavi, "Answer to History," (New York: Stein & 
Day, 1980). This view is contested in this study (.see Chapter 
6). For a comparison of US Republican and Democrat adminis
trations, see pp. 2 4 8-2 49, n. 37.



189.

of American advisors, negotiations carried on by American 
oil companies, and the American government’s interest in 
Iran. Whatever the explanation for Soviet policies, they 
were true to the tradition of Great Power diplomacy in Iran. 
They attested to a determination abundantly demonstrated by 
history, let alone by events of the last three years. The 
apparent objectives of Soviet diplomacy were to prevent any 
foreign power from establishing a foothold in northern Iran, 
and to continue Soviet dominance in the area. Dominance, in 
turn, would build up an outer defence zone for Russia’s south
ern frontier and at the same time counterbalance other 
foreign penetration.
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3.5 Power Politics and the War-time Northern Tier ; A
Conclusion.

The picture that one gets from the policies- adopted by 
the Great Powers in the Northern Tier during the War and at 
its conclusion as well as the role played by the local countr
ies concerned is that of a classic nineteenth century balance 
of power mechanism with actors poised in creating a favour
able balance for themselves and/or maintaining the status q u o . 
The traditional rivalry between .Britain and Russia remained 
virtually unaltered; the small countries were aiming at 
survival by playing off the two against each other and finding 
succour in distant third powers; and that the United States 
was properly initiated into the great game.

Thus 5 by the Sept. 1944, two issues concerning Turkey 
began to emerge more clearly; the role of the Straits in the 
postwar world, and the role of the Balkans and the Northern 
Tier in the power alignments that were taking:shape. These 
issues, while latent in the early stages of the war, were 
always present. In the course of World War Two, they grad
ually manifested themselves and eventually began to overtake 
the diminishing exigencies of war.

The Turkish fear of the Soviet Union, dominating all 
other concerns after Stalingrad, was the result of more than 
traditional suspicions. It was a response to repeated attempts 
by the Soviet Union to seek advantages at Turkey’s expense.
In short, the Soviets - for a complex of reasons which were at 
once defensive and aggressive - appear to have contemplated 
expanding their sphere of influence in the Near East even 
before the war began. After Stalingrad, when conditions were 
more favourable to their interests, evidence seems to confirm 
that the Soviets hoped to effect such expansion.

The British had misgivings about Soviet intentions in 
the Near E a s t , and eventually began to contemplate containment 
of Russia’s southern flank. They had in mind tlieir own
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interests in the Near East and the safeguarding of Britain’s 
imperial life-line in the Eastern Mediterranean. As the war 
progressed, these concerns best explain British policies in 
Greece and Iran. They also, of course, explain Churchill’s 
policies in Turkey. Turkish territory had always constituted 
the strategic linchpin in Britain’s historic policy of cont
aining Russian influence. But certain Turkish rights, notably 
the Straits, had occasionally been negotiable when Britain 
was confronted with a choice of satisfying Russian needs 
either at the Straits or in the Persian Gulf. Thus, when 
developments in Eastern Europe and the Near East led the 
British to re-examine the primacy of Britain’s imperial life
line, they looked to Greece Cat the cost of cutting off the 
rest of the Balkans) and Turkey as the best means of containing 
Russian access to and influence in the Mediterranean.

Historical rivalries were clearly in Churchill’s and 
Stalin’s thoughts and operative in their diplomacy. If the 
Soviets were drawn to Turkey and the Straits because of what 
Turkey represented from a strategic point of view, the British 
were no less susceptible to the same arguments. If the 
Straits were the key to British penetration of the Black Sea, 
they were also the key to Soviet penetration of the Mediterran
ean. And the Mediterranean was the geographic centre of 
British imperial strategy. The Mediterranean’s centrality, 
moreover, was due not only to its strategic value, but to the 
simple fact that the British were there, and the Soviets were 
not, and the British desired to keep things as they were. The 
question was that of power. Russia’s might was on the rise 
and British on the wane. The United States, not fully awakened 
either to its interests, or to the role it would play in 
maintaining the balance of power in the Near East, relied on 
principle as a means of safeguarding its interests in that 
area, and watched as the situation developed.

As with Greece, one could see that the problem consigned 
to Churchill and Stalin in October 194 4 was an extension of 
Britain’s and Russia’s historical struggle for power along
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the Northern Tier. Just as traditional, interests explain 
Soviet demands on Turkey, so they explain their interest in 
the Balkans during their negotiations with the Germans in 
1940. They also shed light on the Soviet Union's motives in 
occupying Bulgaria in September 19 44.

The designs of any Great Power in the Balkans, because 
they threatened Britain's strategic interests in the Eastern 
Mediterranean, made it necessary that she protect them. This 
logic had been.true of the 19th century, and was also true of 
more recent history, where it applied to the Germans as well 
as to the Soviets. Balance of power logic accounts for 
Britain's support of the Balkan Pact in 19 3 0 's, and for her 
unconditional guarantee to Greece in April 19 39. It renders 
intelligible her commitment of a large force to the defence 
of Greece in 19.41 - in spite of the fact that she herself was 
beleagured. It illuminates Churchill’s desire to invade the 
Balkans later in the war, and it explains why the British 
were so intent on effecting a stable government in Greece 
after the war.

The chronic lack of stability in Greek politics grew out 
of Greek history - a history plagued by divided loyalties, by 
Great Power rivalries, by the Greek political parties 
consequent orientation along Great Power lines, and by divisive 
political and increasingly social schisms. While some of these 
factors contributing to Greece’s instability were submerged 
during the Metaxas regime, they surfaced with a vengeance when 
World War Two swept acYoss the country. First a battleground, 
then an occupied country, and then scene of a bloody civil war, 
Greece - except for a brief moment in 1940-41 - was never able 
to draw upon the cohesive bonds formed by successful opposit
ion to a common adversary. Turkey, it may be remembered, had 
done just that during and after World War One, and had forged 
a common identity under Ataturk, who limited the Turks' aspir
ations and built upon their successful efforts. During World 
War Two, that identity had served to cement an intangible but 
unquestionable national will in support of the government's 
policies, and had made potential aggressors (i.e., Germany and
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Russia) wary of the costs of interfering in Turkey. Greece, 
on the other hand, after the victory over Italy, had been 
subject to the devastating might of the most powerful army 
in the world, against whom resistance was futile-, as well as 
demoralizing.

As far as the British were concerned, the forces of war 
reaffirmed the value of securing sea communications in the 
Eastern Mediterranean. Thus, as the war progressed, as the 
German Army began to fall back, and as the Red Army pushed 
inexorably westward, the British transferred their preoccup
ation from German back to Russian intentions in the area. The 
safeguarding of Britain's imperial lifeline in the 
Mediterranean remained an axiom of her strategic thinking.

Anxiety over Russian intentions led the British to con
sider negotiations with Stalin over their spheres of respon
sibility in Eastern Europe and the Balkans. Churchill, in 
supporting the monarchy in Greece, however, misread the situ
ation in that country. This was perhaps due to his inclin
ation to royalty; perhaps to his deep concern for the salvat
ion of the British Empire - a concern which, under trying 
circumstances, may have caused him to look to stereotyped 
solutions that fit in with the long-standing ideology of the 
political elite to which he belonged.

Britain's historical rivalry with Russia in the region, 
cogent in the strategic thinking of both Churchill and Stalin, 
had been responsible for Stalin's diverting part of the Red 
Army to a secondary target in the Balkans, and for Churchill's 
recognition that an understanding was necessary to safeguard 
Britain's interests in the Eastern Mediterranean. Their 
traditional rivalry had helped create a military situation 
which had then prefigured the postwar alignments taking shape 
in Southeastern Europe. Complicating the postwar picture,

60. Irving Jarvis, "Victims of Troupthink: A Psychological 
Study of Foreign-Policy Decisions and Fiascoes," (Boston: 
1972).
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however, was a problem of interpretation. While Churchill 
and Stalin thought their understanding would receive 
Roosevelt’s sanction, the American State Department thought 
otherwise, and Roosevelt's failure to resolve such differ
ences helped to perpetuate misunderstanding over the matter. 
Meanwhile, as in Turkey, the State Department relied on 
principle as a means of safeguarding American interests in 
the Balkans.

In summing up the case for Iran, it is fair to say that 
during World War Two the rule was that of the nineteenth 
century diplomacy. In other words, what was at issue in 
Iran, and for that matter along the Northern Tier, was the 
balance of power. The Anglo-Soviet occupation of Iran, 
because it undermined Rezà Shah's earlier efforts to consol
idate the centrifugal forces in the country had left Iran 
even more vulnerable than before, inevitably aggravating 
mutual suspicions, and revived traditional interests. When 
the United States entered the picture, it, too, looked to its 
own interests.

The methods of the Allies in exercising influence over 
the Iranians were strikingly different. While the Americans 
appealed to principle, the British used the velvet glove, and 
the Russians their iron fists. Eut if their methods were 
different, their ends were all based on conceptions of nation
al interests. Different methods of pursuing these interests 
derived not so much from varying degrees of benevolence as 
from the Allies' diverse strengths and weaknesses, and illus
trated the bankruptcy of the joint ideals to which they 
publicly - if not privately - subscribed.

The approach of the Big Three, as noted, was different 
from each other. The United States because of its position 
and role in the war could afford to advocate principles. 
Relatively untouched by the scourge of the war, the United 
States was never forced to struggle for economic and political
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survival to the same degree as its allies. Therefore, 
Roosevelt was given the luxury of approaching problems in 
Iran with a condescending internationalism.

Great Britain was not so fortunate. Because of the 
empire's increasing weakness relative to Russia, it chose to 
bury differences with the United States over vital oil 
interests in the Near East in order to protect them. In 
contrast to the spheres of influence that the British pre
scribed for the Balkans, the principles of the Atlantic 
Charter better served the British conception of Iran as a 
strategic buffer between the Soviet Union and Anglo-American 
interests to the south.

The Soviet Union undoubtedly would have accepted a 
division of Iran into spheres of influence. It had accepted 
a de facto division in 1941, and was interested in consolidat
ing the zone which it occupied. War-time circumstances had 
made such a move possible; the Soviet view of the Atlantic 
Charter may have made it appear as necessary. An unquestion
able application of the Charter's principles to Iran would 
have threatened to discriminate against Russia's interests.

The Iranians, of course, trusted neither of the two, 
regarded American interest and presence in Iran as crucial to 
the country's salvation, and were pleased when the terms of 
the Anglo-Soviet occupation reflected ideals which Roosevelt 
expressed. Iranian desire for an American presence in Iran, 
and the role played by the United States in the Persian 
Corridor during the war, meant that Roosevelt and the State 
Department had a much greater interest in Iran than they did 
in either Turkey or the Balkans. The unique situation which 
found all three Allies occupying a single non-hostile country 
also meant that, unlike the situation in either Turkey or 
Greece, in Iran the United States could not avoid involve
ment in Great Power politics,

The conflict between Britain and Russia in Iran during
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the war did not surface immediately. While the Soviet’s good 
intentions were always subject to question, this was least 
true before the Battle of Stalingrad, when cooperation between 
the Allies was essential. It is also true that in 1921 
Stalin, in opposition to Lenin, had supported the so-called 
Soviet Republic of Gilan in northern Iran, and that in 1941, 
in negotiations with the Germans, the Soviets had indicated 
a desire for a sphere of influence in the region which 
included Iran. Moreover, the Soviet actions in northern 
Iran had been heavy-handed throughout the occupation. But it 
was only after the Battle of Stalingrad that Soviet pressures 
became really serious,

The difference in ideological perspective between the 
Big Three, when put against the background of war-time Iran, 
throws more light on the situation. If the source of conflict 
between Russia and the West along the Northern Tier was the 
balance of power, and if the Great Powers generally acted 
according to the necessities of state, they also rationalized 
their actions according to different philosophical assumpt
ions. Roosevelt, however’, appeared naive about conceptual 
differences between the Allies, and unaware of the issues at 
stake. He was advised on many occasions about Russia’s aims 
and America's strategic interests, but failed to act con
structively on one hand, and appreciate the identity of 
American and British interests in the Eastern Mediterrean 
and along the Northern Tier on the other. The idealism of 
Roosevelt is evidenced By his doomed trusteeship proposal 
for Iran in 1943, and by his retention of the idea as late as
December 19 44. As in Greece in 19 4 3, or in the Balkans in
19 44, in Iran, too, he ignored the State Department's advice. 
It is true he eventually heeded the State Department's 
opposition to his plans in Iran. But it is apparent that 
before 1945 he did not recognize Russia's historical pressure
on Iran; or had he understood the balance of power as an
operative mechanism in Iran, any more than he understood 
these factors in the Balkans or at the Straits, where the 
United States had no deep-rooted traditional interest.
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In the State Department, on the other hand, there 
gradually emerged a perception of America's interest in 
maintaining the balance of power in the area. That 
perception derived from close observation of Allied policies , 
and from increasingly convincing arguments for sustaining 
the British lifeline. With this understanding of the problem 
there also emerged a concern for a more realistic assertion 
of American influence in Iran. If there was any realism to be 
found coming from the United States, it was indeed from the 
Department's quarters,

Roosevelt's assertion of principle, in the face of 
Stalin's constant disrespect for it in northern Iran, made it 
difficult to deal realistically with Iranian problems. When 
the question was one of power, and of the willingness to use 
it, diplomatic protests which did not take these factors into 
account were of limited value.

Thus, in view of the complications involved, we can see 
how Iran had indeed become a test case for the good faith of 
the United Nations and their ability to work out among them
selves an adjustment of ambitions, rights, and interests 
which would be fair not only to the Great Powers but also to 
the small nations associated with them.
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CHAPTER FOUR: Central Treaty Organization

4.1 Development and Formation

The purpose of this chapter is to analyze the politics 
of the Central Treaty Organization, CENTO (designated as the 
Pact of Mutual Cooperation and originally called the Baghdad 
Pact) from its Cold War origins to its later role as a focus 
of increasing regional cooperation among the three Upper- 
Middle Eastern countries of Turkey, Iran, and Pakistan. The 
study traces the changing interests of the signatories and 
aims to demonstrate how these changing interests led to a 
gradual redefinition of politics in that region.

The study of the nature of the conflicts along the Upper 
Middle East, underlined in the previous chapter, demonstrated, 
inter al i a , the significant element of the balance of power 
at work. The regional states often adapted a third-power 
strategy, designed to ensure their sovereignty and territorial 
integrity. The historical pressures on them, mostly from the 
Soviets, meant that they welcomed the American eniry onto the 
scene. Moreover, at the close of the War they found a new, 
forceful and sympathetic US president who was well versed in 
the rules of the game.

Accordingly, as was pointed out earlier, the defence of 
the Middle East and the development of a security system for 
the preservation of Western interests and the exclusion of 
rival powers from that region was also a perennial problem to 
the West. The concern over the Middle East came from the 
strategic significance of that region, from the vast natural 
resources it contained, and also from the fact that the 
states of that region historically were not strong enough to 
defend their independence against concerted outside powers.

The above factors, when put in the immediate Post-war 
political configurations, signalled the continuation of the 
balance of power system and its logical extension, i.e.,
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alliances. Thus it was not altogether unexpected of the 
regional states, notably of Iran, to whole-heartedly endorse 
the American "pactomania." The post-war endeavours to 
create a viable security arrangement, therefore,- culminated 
in the creation of CENTO and bilateral defence agreements 
between the regional states and the US.

The present Chapter covers the background that led to 
the signing of the Baghdad Pact in 1955, its development and 
the overriding interests therein, its transformation into an 
economic entity, and its gradual demise in the 1960's and 
19 7 0 's. However, before doing so, it is appropriate to 
briefly survey the interests of the regional members of the 
alliance and the policies which they promoted through it, 
American responses, as drawn against the past experiences, as 
a prelude to the examination of the central theme of this 
study. The survey illustrates certain fundamental factors 
concerning the security aspect of the new arrangement:

First, the survey shows that the alignment of states in 
a security alliance may not result in an alteration of 
attitudes of the decision makers of the member states. A 
community interest in the area of security matters did not 
develop, with the exception of the desire to increase the 
size and efficiency of the armed forces through the assist
ance received from the dominant power, the United States.
The major problem in the alliance, however, was the lack of 
agreement among the members on how security forces would be 
employed. While the desired alteration of attitudes did not 
occur among the members, the alliance did result in an 
alteration of attitudes among the non-member states in a 
manner which was not desired by the members. Each member was 
identified with the policies of others which frequently 
worked to its disadvantage; for this reason, membership in 
the alliance constituted a liability for the members which 
they would not have borne in its absence.
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Second, the failure of each of the members to receive 
satisfaction from the various processes by which the United 
States became more closely associated with the alliance, 
supports the thesis that it is extremely difficult to estab
lish international trust through the written or verbal promise 
At least, the continual reaffirmation of the United State’s 
identification with the security of the regional members did 
not discourage the members from moving towards a policy of 
gradual de-alignment.

Third, by comparing the interests of the individual 
members with the singular concern of the United States with 
international communism, one can conclude that the ambiguity 
in the wording, both in CENTO and in the commitments of the 
United States, represented the lack of a genuine consensus 
among the members on security objectives. The United States 
did not view the regional crises, in themselves, as major 
threats to the area covered by the alliance.

Fourth, the survey of the interests of the regional 
members confirms an underlying aspect of alliance, that is 
the predominant power will be able to determine the dominant 
interest of the alliance.^ The fact that the regional members 
did not have a free hand to confront many of their interests 
indicates that the United States frequently determined the 
policy. In this case, a state outside the alliance contrived 
the dominant interests of CENTO. However, the conclusion 
which became clear is that the non-membership of the United 
States was fictitious; that while it was not a formal member 
of the organization, the United States was in actuality as 
much a member as the states who did sign the Treaty.

The study also shows, however, that while the dominant 
member may be able to define the overriding interest in terms

1, George Liska, ’’Nations in Alliance: The Limit of Independ
ence ," 2nd e d ., (Baltimore: Johns Hoplins University Press, 
1966), pp. 87-103. See also Chapter Two of this study, pp.81- 
84 .
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of affecting the policies carried out through the alliance, 
it cannot prevent the members from becoming involved in 
situations which may necessitate action. While the United 
States could restrain Pakistan and Turkey from utilizing 
the military hardware supplied by the United States to con
front regional issues to some extent, it could not prevent 
them from becoming involved in regional conflicts.

Finally, the survey of the policies of the regional 
members illustrates a phenomenon .concerning the realignment 
or dealignment of the members of the alliance. The moves 
toward dealignment among the CENTO signatories developed 
after the division in the Sino-Soviet bloc became apparent. 
Pakistan took advantage of the split and accepted overture 
from China after the Soviet Union assisted India in Indian- 
Pakistani conflict. Iran and Turkey did not appear to do the 
same at first; although they too, like Pakistan, began to 
adjust their grievances with the Soviet Union and placed 
their relations with her on a new basis. The timing of the 
Iranian and Turkish shift in policy coincided with an alter
ation in American military strategy from massive retaliation 
to a flexible response - to a strategy which did not depend 
upon the physical usefulness of tripwire states. The factors 
which facilitated Iran’s and Turkey’s movement away from the 
alliance, therefore, may be found in the defense policies of 
the United States and their effect on the legal and political 
functions of the alliance itself.

By the mid-1960’s, CENTO had undergone a gradual trans
formation from an alliance to an international organization, 
and the public image of it had changed as well. Originally, 
the publicity on the Baghdad Pact emphasised the military 
aspect of the alliance; by 1966, the economic aspect was 
receiving the greatest attention. There were several possible 
explanations for this change in emphasis. The construction 
of the major economic projects could begin only after several 
years of planning and preliminary surveying. During this time, 
the military activity was the clearest evidence of alliance’s
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efforts. By the jnid-19 60 ’ s , some major, projects were either 
under construction or had already been completed and were 
visible. On the other hand, during the ten years of alliance, 
there was no need or opportunity to implement the military 
plans drafted by the Military Committee except in periodic 
training exercises. At least there was no need to employ 
collective action against a threat from the Soviet Union.
The regional crises of the 1960’s facilitated the dealignment 
of the regional me m b e r s , and the creation of nuclear weapons 
incorporating long range delivery systems, consequently 
diminished the utility of the Pact for the United States. 
Although CENTO remained fully in force until the end of 
the 19 7 0 ’s, its entire emphasis changed since its active 
functions now focussed primarily on economic and development 
concerns.

The 1960’s, therefore, saw increasing disillusionment 
by regional members of CENTO. The military arrangements of 
the Pact had not been fruitful. The common interest in 
defence against the Soviet Union receded as the Soviet threat 
became more subdued. The military assistance received by 
these countries often seemed unrelated to their participation 
in the Pact The only significant benefit seemed to come from 
the Economic Committee of CENTO which helped create a climate 
that facilitated the growth of closer economic cooperation 
between the Northern Tier countries in the context of the 
Regional Cooperation for Development organization.

In the years immediately after World War II, the Middle 
East situation was characterized by uncertainty and instab
ility. During most of the 20th century the British had been 
the dominant force in the area and had maintained order, but 
Britain was greatly weakened by the war. She was no longer 
able to be the major stabilizing element in the Middle East. 
France, the other major foreign power with interests in the 
area also had been weakened considerably. At the same time 
that the colonial powers were declining, revolutionary 
nationalist forces were becoming more powerful, struggling
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against foreign domination and the status q u o . Western 
rights and Middle Eastern friends who had an interest in 
preserving those rights were being engendered. In addition 
to these disrupting factors, the Palestine dispute rapidly 
approached an explosion.

One fundamental change in the international situation 
brought about by the war was the emergence of the United 
States and the Soviet Union as the dominant powers on the 
international scene. The instability and conflict so evid
ent in Middle Eastern affairs appeared to make the area 
particularly susceptible to a Communist takeover. With the 
decreased capabilities of the European states so apparent, 
it was evident that only the United States possessed tne 
capacity to counter Soviet pressures successfully.

Prior to World War II the United States had few interests
in the Middle East, There were various American cultural,
economic, and educational enterprises, but these .were not
government-related in nature. The official attitude was

2cordial, but the policy was of non-involvement. With the 
coming of the war, and more so after it, the situation 
changed. Though it was generally understood that military 
activities during the period were related to the war effort, 
politically, the Middle East was still considered a British 
sphere. With the reduction of Britain’s p o w e r , however, the 
basic stabilizing element in the Middle East was removed, 
and the United States found herself in a position to fill the

3vacuum as the Cold War began to unfold.

Middle East oil and the Suez Canal, on the other hand, 
were not of immediate economic and/or strategic importance 
to the Soviet Unionj but if she could disrupt the use of

2. For a discussion of this period, see Chapter 3.

3. Joîin C. Campbell, ’’Defence of the Middle East:” Problems 
of American Policy,” (.New York: Fredrick A, Praeger, 19 60),
pp. 11-20.
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these two elements, then a blow could he delivered to the 
United States and her European allies. As a result, when 
these economic resources were threatened, the United States 
government became involved in the politics of the region.

American policy makers in the 1940’s assumed that the 
Soviet Union could, if unchecked, expand into the area for 
two reasons: a) because the Soviet Union, for ideological 
reasons and Cold War objectives was attempting to expand 
everywhere, and b) because the Soviets would pursue the 
traditional goals that had impelled the Russians into the 
region for centuries.

The active involvement of the United States in the 
Middle East was preceded by some events in Asia and Europe.
By 1948, the Soviet Union had consolidated its control over 
the countries of Eastern Europe, In the same year, Russia 
had imposed the Berlin Blockade. By 1949, China had become 
a communist state; and finally the use of force in Korea to 
oppose the further expansion of communism was ordered by the 
United States president in 1950. The Korean War implemented 
a conviction which had been developing since the Yalta Conf
erence, that the ’’American presence” was necessary to prevent 
the expansion of communism and the Soviet influence. Western 
policy-makers believed that the rate of Soviet expansion was
in direct proportion to the rate of American withdrawals and 

4concessions,

The line of the argument that developed in the United 
States consisted of one vital factor which was stressed upon 
with vigour by President Truman. It involved the declaration 
by the United States that there must be a geographical line 
beyond which the United States would not withdraw and that a 
clear and unmistakable statement of American intentions was 
necessary to maintain peace in the world. At the conclusion

4, George F. Kennan, ’’Memoirs, 192 5-19 50 ,” (Boston: Little 
Brown & Co., 1967), pp. 397-404.
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of the Foreign Ministers’ meeting in Moscow in 1947, 
President Truman reported that he had reached a limit beyond 
which he would no longer concede to Stalin’s demands.^ 
Accordingly, a defence perimeter was delineated by Secretary 
of State Acheson in 19 50 with the aim that the United States 
could not allow it to be penetrated whilst still protecting 
her primary interests.

As was discussed in Chapter Three, the Russian expansion
ist policies presented a threat to the Upper Middle East 
states for centuries; a fact that had nothing to do with the 
Cold War realities. The desire to extend the Russian Empire 
southward to the Mediterranean and into the Middle East had 
been a motivation of the Tzarist foreign policy and the 
statesmen of Turkey and Iran tended to remember their histor
ic difficulties in dealing with the menace to the north.

Peter the Great was the first Tsar to attempt to expand 
into Persia and failed. He was forced to retreat and let his 
successors confirm their presence on the Caspian Sea. Between 
1826-182 8, a Russo-Persian war, fought on the pretext of 
settling the succession to the Persian throne, resulted in 
the treaty of Turkmanchay C1828), by which Russia gained more 
territory. In the years following the Crimean War, Russia 
acquired extensive economic concessions from the Iranians as 
w e l l .

Further gains were made in 1907, when the British and 
the Russians divided Persia into sphere of influence to 
counteract the growing influence of Germany. Russian 
physical presence in Persia, however, was withdrawn by the 
1917 Russian Revolution. 1920’s and 19 3 0 ’s saw no major 
pressure on Iran, but they resumed their activities in the 
region during and after the war. Oil also provided a new 
dimension to traditional geopolitical concerns.

5, Harry S. Truman, ’’Memoirs, Years of Decision,” (.Garden 
City, New York; Doubleday & Co., Inc., 1956), pp. 548-552.
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In 1946 Moscow supported a separatist movement in the 
Iranian north-western province of Azerbaijan and in 19 47 
they officially demanded from the Iranian government oil 
concessions in the north for withdrawing their forces from 
the area. The Red Army also protected the Iranian Communist 
Party which had been underground and greatly increased its 
influence throughout the country. The growth of the 
communist party and its influence among some sections of the 
army was a major factor in the turmoil that engulfed the 
domestic political scene in Iran, culminating in the 
interruption of oil exports by the Premier Mossadegh admin
istration. Though the country returned to normality with the 
removal of that administration, the chain of events neverthe
less demonstrated to the observer that Iran had just barelyyescaped communist domination.

The Russian expansionist policies aimed at Turkey were 
not dissimilar to that of Iran, By the Treaty of Kuchuk 
Kainarji (.1774), Catherine the Great acquired for Russia the 
right of diplomatic representation at Constantinople, and 
the right of passage for Russian ships through the Turkish 
straits. During the reign of Alexander II C.1881-1884) ,
Russia exerted both ideological and military pressures on 
the Ottoman Empire. While the Pan-Islamic movement, calling 
for the unification of all Orthodox Slavs under the Russian 
monarchy, was threatening the Ottoman Empire, Tsar Alexander’s 
forces marched to within sights of the walls of Constantinople 
The last Tsarist effort to acquire control of Turkey occurred 
during the reign of Nicholas II (1894-1917). This effort 
culminated in the secret agreements among Russia, Britain, 
and France during World War I and disappeared with the Romanov 
Dynasty as a result of the Revolution.

6. See Sepehr Zabih, ’’The Communist Movement in Iran,” 
CBerkely, University of California Press, 1966).

7. George Lenczowski, ’’The Middle East in World Affairs,”
4th ed., (Ithaca, Cornell University Press, 1980), pp. 184- 
204.
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The main purpose of the Russian diplomacy all through 
the 19th century was to secure control of the Straits.
They keenly valued their strategic significance and could 
not accept their control in the hands of another- power. 
However, the post-revolutionary leaders of Russia broke away 
from the actual use of force tradition and concluded treaties 
of friendship with both Iran and Turkey, at a time that the 
latter countries viewed Britain as a major threat (19 21).
The inter-war period more or less saw correct diplomatic 
relations. It was only after the war that Soviet demands 
and pressures re-asserted themselves precipitating the Truman 
Doctrine of 1948.

The American reactions to these Russian threats and 
manipulations were defined in the concept of containment, 
acting as a single consistent thread running through the 
United States approach to communism. President Truman 
proposed the first implementation of containment in an address 
before a joint session of Congress on March 12, 1947. He 
requested a programme in which the United States would assume 
a universal commitment to aid states threatened by communism. 
In the speech which initiated the Truman Doctrine, he outlined 
the responsibilities felt by the United States and gave 
indications of the United States economic and financial help 
designed to work against poverty and strife and thus create 
economic stability and orderly political process.

The immediate purpose of the President’s speech was a 
request for the authorization of the Greek-Turkish aid 
Programme which would counteract both a communist insurrection 
in Greece, and Soviet diplomatic pressures on Turkey to revise 
the conventions governing the Turkish Straits. The Programme 
authorized only the delivery of economic and technical assist
ance to 'the threatened states. There was a reluctance to

8. George F. Kennan, ’’Sources of Soviet Conduct,” Foreign 
Affairs, vol. XXV, July 19 47, pp. 566-582.
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engage in military confrontation with the Soviet Union.
This 5 however, soon was to be changed.

In the shadow of the events in 1948, the United States 
Senate passed the Vanderberg Resolution which endorsed the 
participation of the United States in regional arrangements 
based on collective self-help and mutual aid. In April, 1949, 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization was signed in 
Washington; and in October the Mutual Security Defence Act 
was enacted by the Congress.

During the American election of 19 52, containment under
went a re-interpretation. Patience and restraint were dropped 
from the concept and suggestions for implementation included
strategies for ’’rolling back the Iron Curtain,” and massive 

9retaliations. There followed a fixation with alliances after 
this re-interpretation. The establishment of visible proof 
that states were willing to join the Western side seemed 
necessary. Efforts to create this visible proof were success
ful in Asia even though the negotiation of a Western-oriented 
alliance in the Middle East was complicated by the conflicts 
indigenous to the region.

In the military field, containment was accompanied by a 
counterpart articulated in a study by the National Security 
Council in 1950. The study (Icnown as NSC 68) developed some 
assumptions about the nuclear and conventional capabilities 
of both the Soviet Union and the United States, and advocated 
the rapid re-building of the de-mobilized American conventional 
forces and the armies of her allies in order to balance the 
strength of the conventional arm of Soviet military power. A 
military effort needed to be made to deter the Soviet Union 
through the concentration on conventional forces.

The outbreak of the Korean War partly justified the

9. Samuel P. Huntington, ’’The Common Defence: Strategic 
Programs in National Politics,” (New York: Columbia Univ.
Press, 1961), pp. 18-20.
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recommendations of NSC68. The re-armament that followed also 
contained the creation of active forces to meet the Soviet 
challenge elsewhere resulting in staffing of overseas bases 
by the United States. Appropriation for assistance to 
develop military forces of the allies was forthcoming with 
ramifications affecting the Middle East. The creation of a 
Middle East Defence Command was envisaged as a result of these 
efforts.

The new administration led by Eisenhower, though 
critical of containment at first, relied upon it but put more 
emphasis on the nuclear side of the issue with the concept of 
massive retaliation. This m eant, inter a l i a , that a reduct
ion in US A r m y ’s manpower and pulling out of some overseas 
bases. The emphasis was shifted and this was more so because 
of the changes in the Soviet leadership at the time with the 
proclamation of good neighbourly and peaceful co-existence. 
Consequently, during this period when the Baghdad Pact was 
being created, there was a resistance to suggestions that the. 
United States should commit more forces abroad.

North Atlantic Treaty Organization CNATO) was primarily 
created to defend Europe against Soviet aggression. The 
Allies, however, disagreed on the military strategy to be used 
by NATO forces to protect the southern flank since Soviet 
penetration through Greece, Turkey, or even Yugoslavia would 
have placed the alliance in a vulnerable position. There 
was also disagreement about whether to create a new organizat
ion or to extend NATO in order to protect the southern flank.

The compromise that was reached contained the invitation 
to join the Organization to Turkey and Greece as full members 
in September, 1950, and a separate organization, the Allied 
Middle East Defence Command, was proposed to consist of 
Britain, France, the United States, and Middle Eastern states 
willing to cooperate. The membership of friendly Arab 
countries, and especially that of Egypt, was deemed to be 
essential. An invitation to participate in the Middle East 
Command was presented to the Egyptian government which was
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rejected because of the underlying differences between 
Egypt and Britain over the questions of Suez and the Sudan. 
Moreover, the United States was not in favour of creation 
of such an organization without the participation of 
Egypt, which was considered to be setting the lead among 
the Arabs at the time.

In August 1952, the plan for the Middle East Defence 
Command was replaced by a new proposal, the Middle East 
Defence Organization (JMEDO) . This proposal only provided 
for the establishment of machinery for consultation and 
planning, whereas the original proposal had provided for a 
permanent troop command in the Middle East. In the meantime, 
however, a new regime took over in Egypt led by some hardline 
army officers. The United States and Britain, expecting a 
change of hearts by the Egyptians, again sought their particip
ation which again was rejected. MEDO, like its predecessor, 
was abandoned on the same principles.

A third attempt, and a successful one at that, to create 
an alliance occurred when the Secretary of State Dulles was 
visiting the Middle East in 19 53. At the suggestion of the 
Turkish government to go ahead notwithstanding the Arab 
participation, Dulles indicated that the United States would 
support the formation of an alliance by the ’’Northern Tier” 
states which were aware of the Soviet threat. Shortly after, 
the United States government announced that it would begin 
signing bilateral military aid agreements with the Middle 
East states to strengthen the area against communist penetrat
ion. As one of the conditions, the recipients would sign 
pledges to support the West in any East-West conflict.

The United States and Britain were interested in drawing 
in the Iranians into the alliance, although they had never been 
considered a potential member of either the AMEC or the MEDO. 
The negotiations for these alliance proposals coincided with 
the Anglo-Iranian oil crisis and anti-Western government of 
Prime Minister Mossadegh, He was replaced in August, 19 53,
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by a pro-Western premier and the resulting shift in Iran 
proved to be an important step in the process that finally 
led to the Baghdad Pact. After this shift, Pakistan and 
Turkey were able to initiate a defence agreement which had 
been untenable before the favourable change in the Iranian 
government.

The Pakistani-Turkish agreement for friendly cooperation, 
signed at Karachi on April 2, 1954, was a bilateral defensive 
agreement but it had the potential for becoming a wider 
Middle East a l l i a n c e . A r t i c l e  6 was an invitation to 
other states to accede to the agreement. At this time, the 
United States and Pakistan were also negotiating their own 
bilateral military assistance programme. The favourable 
change of circumstances and the conducive atmosphere led to 
the initiation of meetings and extensive negotiations among 
the leaders of Turkey, Pakistan, and Iraq between April 19 54 
and February 1955. The result of this was the Pact of Mutual 
Cooperation between Turkey and Iraq.

The Turkish-Iraqi Pact Csigned on 2 4th February 195 5 and
afterwards known as the Baghdad Pact) was a brief document

11consisting of eight articles. The preamble of the pact ment
ioned the existing friendly relations between the two countries,

12referred to the Turkish-Iraqi Treaty of 1946, and stated that 
as members of the United Nations, the two countries were con
cerned with the maintenance of peace and security in the Middle

10. See the text in Appendix 6. See also The Middle East
Journal, vol. 8, no. 3, (-Summer, 1954), pp. 337-338.

11. For the text, see Appendix 7. See also J.C, Hurewitz, 
’’Diplomacy in the Near & Middle East,” (.New York: Van Nostrand 
Co., 1956), vol. II, pp. 390-391.

12. The 1946 Treaty provided for mutual consultation on
foreign affairs and cooperation in regional matters. Jordan, 
the other Hashemite state, signed a similar treaty of friend
ship with Turkey. Those treaties were also criticized by 
other Arab states.
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East and they were signing the treaty in accordance with 
Article 51 of the UN Charter.

The Pact left its doors open to all members- of the Arab
League and other states who were actively concerned with the
security and peace of the region. Iraq, however, imposed one
condition for membership in the pact. It was necessary that
the state to become a member should be "fully recognized by

13both the High Contracting Parties.” This provision, which 
was much criticized in Turkey, was meant to bar Israel from 
membership. The Treaty, however, was stressed upon as purely 
defensive. It was also made clear that the Pact did not 
conflict with Turkey’s obligation under NATO or with Iraqi’s 
commitment under the Arab League. Pakistan was the next 
state to join the Baghdad Pact (.September 23 , 19.55),
Pakistan’s adherence was in a way an innovative step in the 
field of her foreign policy. She had already signed the 
Mutual Defence Assistance Agreement with the United States in 
May 5 1954 , and had also joined the Southeast Asia Treaty 
Organization in September, 19-54. In April, 19 54 , Pakistan 
and Turkey had signed the Agreement of Friendly Cooperation.
The decision to align herself with the Western Bloc was based 
on geographical, economic, and political realities. Being a 
weak and poor country, Pakistan realized the advantages of 
becoming a member of groupings which she found agreeable in 
terms of attitudes and traditions.

The Pakistanis saw the membership in the Pact as enhancing 
their military strength, and helping them to make tougher 
stands towards India and Afghanistan over the Kashmir and 
Pakhtoonistan disputes. The Baghdad Pact, however meager 
they may have been, also generated the feelings of regional 
consciousness among the people of Pakistan.

Iran, the last country to join the Baghdad Pact, became 
a member in October, 19 55. Though there was persuasion from 
the Turks and tlie Americans to join, the Iranians were them-

13. Hurewitz, Ibid., p. 391.
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selves inclined to pursue a pro-Western foreign policy follow
ing the fall of Premier Mossadegh. An economic aid package 
had been negotiated with the United States, diplomatic 
relations resumed with Britain, and a new agreement between 
the government and the oil consortium had been reached.

The internal changes in Iran prepared the ground for 
her entry into the Western-sponsored regional alliance. 
Actually it is doubtful whether the Pact could have been of 
any use to other members, particularly to Pakistan, if Iran 
had not joined in. The geographical location and size of 
Iran made her an indispensible member of the alliance. M o r e 
over, the Iranians considered neutrality as futile as it was 
dangerous. There was an imperative need for meeting the 
probable danger to the Iranian independence by taking all 
possible defence measures. Neutrality meant inviting aggress
ion, while adherence to regional pacts, permissible under the 
UN Charter, lessened the dangers of occupation and war.

Iran’s decision to join, however, aroused the suspicion 
of the Soviet Union and led to the exchanges of a series of 
notes between the two countries. The Soviets alleged that 
the adherence of Iran to such a pact, which was considered by 
Moscow as an extension of NATO, would be a violation of the 
Soviet-Iranian ’’friendship” Treaty of 1921,

Britain’s adherence to the Pact was clee.rly a manoeuyer 
designed to save her military position in the Middle East,^^
In October, 19 54, Britain signed an agreement with Egypt by 
which she virtually surrendered the right to use her Suez base 
By this agreement, Britain established a precedent for other 
Arab states hosting British military installations, especially

14. George Lenczowski, Ibid.

15. See the text of the special agreement between Iraq and 
Britain in Hurewitz,' Ibid. , pp. 391-395 .
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Iraq, regarding air force bases.

March, 19 55, brought British membership of the Pact.
The Prime Minister, Sir Anthony Eden, believed that the
central theme of the Pact would be close and continuous
collaboration between the armed forces of the contracting
parties. This would involve joint planning and exercise in

16peace-time coupled with technical assistance. However, in 
connection with Britain’s interests in the Middle East and 
adherence to the Pact, membership in it ’̂ seemed the best avait- 
abte means of -proteoting the o-it suppttes so necessary to Bvitatn's 
e c o n o m y Though the decision to join received all-round 
support in Britain, serious doubts however were raised about 
its ramifications towards Israel. These were put aside in 
the end considering that Britain strengthened her influence 
and voice throughout the Middle East.

The refusal of Egyptian regimes to join the Pact made 
a negative impact on the politics of the Middle East. American 
prestige had been high in the Arab world. The United States 
was popular because she was considered to be the least 
imperialistic of nations and sympathetic to the cause of 
Arab nationalism. But after the World War II, the Americans 
found themselves in a lesser position due to the question of 
Israel and also because they were seen to be collaborating 
with France and Britain.

The new regime that came into power in Egypt in 19 5 2 
declared itself to be nationalist. Though it was anti
communist, it not only rejected the overtures by the West, 
but also flirted with the idea of joining the communist camp 
and actively participated in the politics of neutralism, to 
the dislike of the United States. The United States, as late 
as September 1954, hoped to bring about a measure of defensive 
cooperation between Egypt, Turkey, and Iraq, but talks between 
Iraq and Egypt failed to convince the Egyptian leaders of the

16. Sir Anthony Eden, ’’full Circle: The Memoirs,” (.London: 
Lossel and Co. Ltd., 1960), pp. 2 20-2 2-3.

17. Campbell, Ibid., p. 58.
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merits of a pro-Western alliance.

The adherence of Britain to the Pact did not help matters. 
In various meetings of the Arab League, Egypt also attempted 
to condemn Iraq, as an Arab country joining such an alliance 
and succeeded in gaining general support for exclusively Arab 
defence measures. Its most effective reaction was the organ
ization of a counter-alliance. Egypt, in March 1956, signed 
agreements in principle with Saudi Arabia and Syria for a 
unified military command. The agreement, which came to be 
known as the Arab Collective Security P a c t , was promoted as 
the only legitimate defence apparatus for the Arabs in the 
regi o n .

Egypt, under Colonel Nasser, was primarily hostile towards 
the Baghdad Pact because Nasser regarded it, if joined, as a 
blow to Arab solidarity and the ability of the Arabs to act 
as a unified third force to achieve Arab objectives in the
international arena. Other reasons were historical and the
struggle for leadership in the Arab world.

Egyptians did not welcome Turkey and Britain as their 
counterparts. As for the Americans, Egypt regarded the Pact 
as part of the Cold War struggle. This required a commitment 
to one side and thus was in contrast to be declared intentions
of non-alignment. Egypt also viewed the new status of Iraq
with dismay considering it to be a promotion of Iraq on behalf 
of the West to challenge Egypt in the region of most immediate 
concern, the Arab East,*

The first plenary meeting of the Pact members was held on 
November 22-22, 19 5 5. This inaugural meeting was held in 
Baghdad under the chairmanship of the Iraqi Prime Minister, 
Nuri-al Said; it was attended by the prime ministers of 
Turkey, Iran, and Pakistan, and the foreign minister of Great 
Britain. At this meeting, the Pact was officially named 
as the Baghdad Pact, and the Iraqi capital was designated as 
the seat of the organization. It was also at this meeting that
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the United States, on invitation from the members, became 
associated with plenary organ of the alliance.

The basic difference between the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization and the Baghdad Pact was that the members of 
the latter simply mentioned cooperation for their security
and defence. The signatories of the former pledged that an
attack on any of the members would be considered to be an 
attack on all, whereas, the Baghdad Pact members were not 
bound to help each other if any of them was a t t a c k e d . I t  
stated that the contracting parties would refrain from 
interfering in each o ther’s internal affairs. They pledged 
to settle any dispute between themselves in a peaceful way 
in accordance with the UN Charter. The Baghdad Pact permitt
ed any of its members to conclude special agreements with 
one or more fellow-members regarding defence and security.

Article 1 of the Pact read as follows:

^'Consistent with Ai^ticte SI of the UN Charter^ the High 
Contracting Parties wilt cooperate for their security and 
defence. Such measures as they agree to take to give
effect to this cooperation may form the suhfect of special
agreements with each other,"

The operative clause of this article was the vague 
povision ’’will cooperate for their security and defence.”
What was meant by ’’cooperation” was not explicitly defined 
in the treaty but was to be determined by special agreement 
among the members. By including the reference to security, 
the drafters of the treaty may have anticipated taking prevent
ive measures by helping a state develop a strong defensive 
position against a general rather than a specific threat. In 
the absence of a special agreement, the nature of the cooperat
ion had to be defined on ^  hoc basis, and the drafters provid
ed for it in Article 2:

18. See Chapter 2, pp. 94-95.
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"In order to ensure the realization and effective applicat
ion of the cooperation provided for in Article I above the 
competent authorities of the High Contracting Parties will 
determine the measures to be taken as soon as the present 
Pact enters into force. These measures will become op
erative as soon as they have been approved by the 
Governments of the High Contracting Parties, "

This article was included in the treaty in anticipation 
of the special agreements mentioned in Article 1 and of the 
P a c t ’s machinery which was suggested by Article 6. The last 
sentence of Article 2 established the relationship between 
the members and the machinery instituted under the Pact.

The Baghdad Pact demanded nothing more from a member than 
what was expected of it as a sovereign state in the community 
of nations and as a member of the United Nations. Indeed the 
Pact was written to be parallel to the provisions of Article 
51 of the UN Charter. The terms of the treaty were vague and 
could be given meaning only by the members acting either 
individually or collectively. Each member retained the free
dom to apply individual meaning to the terms of the treaty.

The Pact was more than a traditional alliance since it 
had a functioning organizational structure instituted at its 
first plenary session in 19 55.^^ This international organiz
ation, with a secretariat and permanent staff, became a 
vehicle for regional cooperation, and a model for joint plann
ing and joint projects in the region. The organization funct
ioned through the Council of Ministers which met annually at 
the ministerial level and usually bi-weekly on the deputy 
level. The ministerial sessions were attended by prin.e 
ministers, foreign ministers, or by representatives of 
ministerial ranks from all the member states and by an observer 
from the United States. The meetings of the Council’s deputies 
were attended by ambassadors from the member states, by an 
ambassador from the United States who was accredited to the 
state hosting the organization’s headquarters, and by a high- 
ranking foreign ministry official of the host state.

19. See Appendices 15 and 16 for the organizational charts.
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The Council of Ministers was served by four major 
committees: the Military Committee, the Economic Committee, 
the Counter-Subversion Committee, and the Liaison Committee.
The members of the Pact and the United States were represent
ed on the committees with full power to participate and vote. 
Action taken in the Council of Ministers, the Council of 
Deputies, and in the major committees was by unanimous decis
ion of all states, each having one vote. Beneath the committee 
level, in the sub-committees and the working parties, action 
was taken through a consensus procedure.

The remaining principal organ of the P a c t , the Secretariat 
was composed of permanent employees recruited from member 
countries which contributed to the budget which included the 
United States. It was headed by a secretary general who, 
along with serving as chief administrator of the organization, 
was also the chairman of the Council of Deputies and the 
principal liaison officer between CENTO and other regional 
organizations, particularly NATO and SEATO. The actions of 
the secretary general, as the actions of all officials, were 
subject to review by the Council of Ministers and, consequently, 
were subjected to the veto.

The budget of the organization was assessed in equal 
proportions on al] the members and on the United States. The 
United States voluntarily accepted responsibility for one-sixth 
of the P a c t ’s budget before it formally became a member of any 
of the committees.

While the Council of Ministers was the supreme organ of 
the organization, the Council of Deputies exercised consider
able initiative. At their first meeting, the Council of Dep
uties created the Secretariat and selected the first secretary 
general. This Council received the periodic reports of the 
Security Organization, a sub-division of the Secretariat 
responsible for security operations of the alliance. This 
Council also created the Counter-subversion Committee, and gave 
preliminary examination of the projects proposed by all the
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committees and assigned responsibilities to them. The 
Council of Deputies was originally chaired by the Iraqi 
Foreign Minister, but in 19 59 the Council of Ministers 
instructed the Secretary General to act as the permanent 
chairman.

The organizational pattern of the Council of Ministers 
was repeated in the structure of the four main Committees.
Each one was composed of representatives from relevant 
agencies within the governments of the members and met period
ically, usually just prior to the regular meetings of the 
Council of Ministers. The Committees, like the Council of 
Deputies, were also organized on a permanent basis at the 
P a c t ’s headquarters.

The Military Committee, the first one to be established, 
consisted of the Chief-of-Staff of the armed forces Cor his 
representative), from each of the member states. Originally, 
the United States participated in it only as an observer, but 
at the second meeting of the Council of Ministers (April 19 , 
19.56) the United States offered to establish a military 
liaison with the Military Committee in the person of a flag 
or general officer. At the third meeting of the Council of 
Ministers (.June 3, 19-5 7)., the United States announced that it 
would become a full member of the Committee and from then 
onwards participated in its deliberations with representation 
and voice equal to that of the full members.

The Military Committee met in bi-annual sessions during 
which time it approved plans for the defence of the region 
which, in turn, were incorporated into recommendations referred 
to the Council of Ministers, At the fourth meeting of the 
Council (January 27-30, 1957), the charter of a military plans 
structure was approved and a Combined Military Planning Staff 
began to function.

Tlie Combined Military Planning Staff was organized into 
four major divisions which resembled the table of organization
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of the traditional military staff. The Intelligence Division 
and the Logistics Division were responsible to the Chief-of- 
Staff. The Plans and Organizations Division and the Training 
Division were responsible to an Assistant Chief-of-Staff. A 
personnel division, normally found in a military staff organ
ization, was not included in the structure of the Planning 
Staff. The organization had no military personnel at its 
disposal. The men employed in the joint military exercises 
conducted by the Pact remained under the command of their 
national military structure and were employed in the area only 
for the purpose of the exercise, not on a permanent basis.

In contrast to the Military Committee, which did not 
create an elaborate establishment, the Economic Committee 
developed an extensive structure executing a variety of 
projects. The Economic Committee was also creatt'.d at the 
first Council of Ministers meeting. Representative from the 
member states and the United States were members of it which 
usually met annually to approve recommendations of its subord
inate organs. Beneath the Economic Committee was a Committee 
of Economic Experts which was primarily a coordinating body 
for seven major sub-committees organized according to their 
functional areas, i.e., scientific development, multilateral 
technical cooperation, communications and public works, trade, 
agriculture and animal husbaiidry, public health, and mineral 
development. Each of the sub-committees was further organized 
into working parties which were responsible for directing the 
construction projects, planning projects, administering 
technical assistance, and conducting educational programmes.

The Economic Committee worked with a mandate incorporating 
four general objectives; a) to link the regional countries by 
means of an efficient transportation and communications system; 
b) to promote the free movement of goods and persons between 
the countries of the region; c) to assist in the national 
development activities for the mutual benefit of all countries 
of the region; and d) to encourage scientific cooperation
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and the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes. To that 
end 5 the member states undertook joint projects for the 
construction of roads,railroads, port facilities, and an 
air navigational system. They established training and 
research facilities to cope with the problems peculiar to 
the area, and conducted educational programmes for the 
dissemination of scientific and technical knowledge.

The activities of the last two committees were far less 
apparent, due to the nature of their work, than the activities 
of either the Military or Economic Committees. The activities 
and organization of the Counter-Subversion Committee and the 
Liaison Committee were not publicised. The responsibility of 
the former was to advise how the threat of subversion co the 
member countries in the region can best be countered. The 
official mandate of the latter was to facilitate the exchange 
of information between member countries on questions relating 
to the security of the region. Its activities were also 
unpublicized.

The organization of the Committees was also reflected in 
the structure of the Secretariat which was divided into 
several departments, each having specific functions. First, 
the Political and Administrative Division was primarily 
responsible for providing assistance to the Secretary General 
in arranging meetings of the Council of Ministers and in ma i n 
taining liaison with the other international organizations , 
and with the governments of the members. The Political and 
Administrative Division advised the Secretary General on 
political matters affecting the organization, assisted in the 
planning and execution of administrative and financial services 
of the organization and provided the necessary services for 
staffing the meetings of the Council of Ministers and the 
Deputies as well as the other organs of the P a c t . The Economic 
Division directed the P a c t ’s technical assistance programme, 
acted as a clearing house for technical exchanges between the 
members, compiled statistical material, and maintained liaison 
with inter-governmental agencies, such as the Scientific
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Council and the Institute for Nuclear Science. The Public
Relations Division was an information-gathering and
disseminating organ which publicized the Pact and its activ-

20ities as an educational function.

20. For the organizational structure and the machinery of 
the Pact 5 see: Ibid.; Baghdad Pact, Public Relations Division, 
The Baghdad P a c t , Baghdad,.' Iraq, 1957 ; Central Treaty 
Organization, Public Relations Division, The Central Treaty 
Organization, Ankara, Turkey, no date; ..., The Central Treaty 
Organization . . . Why it was Established,' How it Functions and a 
few Samples of Achievements During its Sixth Y e a r , Ankara, 
Turkey, 19 61; ...., CENTO Makes Progress, the Sixth Year of
Proof, Ankara, Turkey, 196T] , The "Story of C ENTO, Ankara,
Turkey, no date; ....,' Security in Unity, CENTO Exercise 
Midlink T h r e e , Ankara, Turkey, no date; Waldemar J. Gallman, 
"Iraq Under Nuri: My Recollection of Nuri al-Said, 1954-1958," 
(.Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1964).
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4.2 Objectives and Interests

Defence of the Middle East, seen in the context of the
"communist threat," was one of the Eisenhower Administrat
ion's major concerns. The new administration recognized that 
as a part of the American global policy. Observing that "the 
Middle East does not exist for us in isolation," Secretary 
of State Dulles argued that: "In our modern worlds no nation^ 
however powerful^ can find safety in isolation^ and security for one is

21only to he achieved through cooperation with other like-minded nations. "

In Dulles’ opinion, the United States had to play an active
role in inducing the states of the Northern Tier to cooperate 
closely. Eventually this policy led to the emergence of the 
Baghdad P a c t , "in order to close the gap in the line of deterrence from 
SEATO to NATO."

At the first meeting of the Council of "Ministers, a 
formal invitation was extended to the United States, which was 
accepted, to participate as an observer. While the United 
States was becoming associated with the deliberations and 
planning organs of the alliance, it was also becoming involved 
in the organization’s economic activities. First, beginning 
in 19-55, the United States extended grants to the participat
ing countries for military purposes. Between 19 55 and 19 57, 
military assistance was the predominant type of aid given to 
the regional members, although some aid for capital development 
was granted to Iran in 1953. This early aid, designed to 
develop or enlarge a modern military force which would play a 
role in the defence of the region, was extended to the members 
of the alliance on a bilateral basis. A degree of uniformity 
among the military forces of the members was provided by the 
fact that the technicians and the equipment were contributed

21. John Foster Dulles, "Change and Response in the United 
States Policy," Foreign Affairs, (October, 1957), p. 28.

22. Robert E . Osgood, "Alliance and American Foreign Policy," 
(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 19G8), pp.
1-2 .



224.

by the United States.

Beginning in 1957, the United States began to grant 
technical and economic assistance for non-military purposes 
directly through the alliance. Joint projects for which 
assistance on a multilateral basis could be offered were, by 
then developed and the United States offered its first 
economic and technical assistance to the Pact in the form of 
capital, equipment, and personnel for the construction of 
several major projects: the microwave communications system, 
the air navigational system, the railway links, and the high
way system. The United States, in addition to supporting the 
major projects, granted aid on a bilateral basis as well even 
though the project receiving the aid was one which was under
taken as the result of a P a c t ’s initiative. She also sponsored 
various technical assistance programmes, generally of three 
types: a) providing top level experts for short periods of 
time to supervise or give assistance in specific projects, 
b) under-writing seminars, and c). sponsoring training prog
rammes both inside and outside of the region.

Although the United States supported the projects of the 
Pact and participated in the deliberations and administrative 
organs, she maintained an ambigious association with the Pact 
and its members. The United States perpetuated the public 
image of a non-member of the alliance and at the same time 
assured commitments towards the members which, by comparison, 
appeared to be more inclusive than were the commitments of the 
members of the organization, The proliferation of United 
States commitments to the members coincided with the aftermath 
of the Suez Crisis in which the regional members found them
selves in disagreement with Britain. At home, the United 
States government was criticized for not having a consistent 
Middle East policy and refusing to become a fully-fledged 
member of the alliance.

The United States commitments to the members were clarified, 
however, in late 19 5 6 when the Department of State issued a
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statement suggesting the United States support of the Pact 
and the principles and objectives of collective security on 
which it was based. It revealed its readiness to assist in 
measures to strengthen the security of the regional members 
and re-affirmed its support for the collective efforts of
these nations to maintain their independence. A threat to
the territorial integrity or political independence of the . 
members would be viewed by the United States with utmost 
concern.

This declaration, however, did not spell out what action
the United States would take in the event of a threat. As an
unilateral statement, it imposed no legal commitment to meet 
any demand for assistance on the call of a threatened state.
At most, it created a moral commitment, since it implied 
assistance of some kind; it might perhaps have created a 
political commitment, since it might have led the states to 
anticipate American involvement in a Middle East crisis.
Since the term "threat" was not qualified, the message could 
have been directed towards any state, communist or non
communist, contemplating a challenge to the status quo in 
the Pact area. Viewed in its historical context, the commit
ment was as ambigious as the commitment contracted by the 
members who adhered to the P a c t ,

The situation soon changed when in early 19 57 Congress 
passed a joint resolution which became known as the Eisenhower 
Doctrine, and in 19 59 when the United States contracted 
bilateral agreements with Iran, Pakistan, and Turkey.

On January 5, 1957, in a message to the Congress, 
President Eisenhower stressed American support for the territ
orial independence and political integrity of every Middle 
Eastern country, discussed the Soviet threat, discussed the 
veto problem in the United Nations, reviewed foreign policy, 
and then proposed that the United States should manifest her 
determination to assist those nations of the Middle East 
which desire assistance from the United States and should do
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so in four areas: a) development of economic strength ded
icated to the maintenance of national independence; b) under
taking programmes of military assistance and cooperation with 
any nation or group of nations desiring such aid-; c) employ
ment of United States armed forces to secure and protect the 
territorial integrity and political independence of such 
nations, requesting such aid, against overt armed aggression 
from any nation controlled by International Communism; and 
d) procurement of finance, under the mutual Security Act of 
1954, for economic and defensive.military purposes.

The President’s proposals, however, ran into difficulties 
of interpretations, limitations, and applications in its 
hearings. The Doctrine incorporated two basic commitments.
The first one appeared to be an economic commitment, although 
the Doctrine neither increased previous appropriations nor 
authorized new aid. The second commitment, a political one, 
was not new either. Its essence, however, was re-phrased in 
a form that, as against the 19 5 6 pronouncements, declared 
rather than implied the use of force to preserve the independ
ence and integrity of the states of the Middle East.

Problems of interpretation presented themselves more so 
with some of inherent concepts and perceptions of the propos
als. They included the meaning of "cooperation" and "desiring 
such assistance," "groups of nations," "to secure and protect," 
"overt action," and "aggression by a country controlled by 
International Communism."

The Eisenhower Doctrine was a unilateral declaration of 
policy. It imposed a moral obligation on the United States.
But unless it was succeeded by agreements with one or more 
states, and incorporating the desire of states in the Middle 
East area, it would have been meaningless. The Doctrine 
restricted actions to those which would be consistent with 
other commitments by the United States, including the commit
ments under the United Nations Charter.
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The most difficult problem of interpretation concerned 
the phrase "against armed aggression from any country con
trolled by international communism." If the United States 
was not going to use armed forces until aggression had been 
committed) the phrase "international communism" did not 
really affect the President’s authority at all, since in the 
event of armed aggression the United States could assist the 
victim state under the authority of Article 51 of the UN 
Charter.

The "international communism" phrase limited the guarantee 
of the Eisenhower Doctrine by announcing to the members of the 
Baghdad Pact that the United States might not come to their aid 
in a conflict with a state other than the Soviet Union or her 
satellites. The members envisaged possible threats from region
al sources as well as from the Soviet Bloc; the iDoctrine did 
not extend aid to the members in their regional conflicts.
This lack of support on all security issues was a major source 
of dissatisfaction to the Pact members with the Middle East 
policy of the United States. The international communism could 
also be used to justify intervention in a variety of situations 
In this context, it could be interpreted to mean assistance 
given to the opponents of a friendly state by an unfriendly

2 3state which, in turn, was receiving aid from the Soviet Bloc.

In summary, it appears that at the time the Eisenhower 
Doctrine was formulated, those who were to apply it to 
specific cases were uncertain as to its actual meaning. One 
thing was certain, that is the only factor keeping the Middle 
East states from falling under the control of international 
communism was the belief that the United States would come to 
their aid. These states were unsure of the intention of the 
United States, and the Doctrine was designed to give them 
assurance of support. The Doctrine made it clearly possible

23. Lebanese crisis of 1958. The aid to the Lebanese was 
believed to be coming from the United Arab Republic who in 
turn was being assisted by the Soviet Union.
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for the states' to receive assistance without falling so
closely under the supervising control of the United States’
aid missions. President Truman, in an effort to underline
the above assurances, also sent his Special Assistant, James

2 4Richards, to the countries of the region.

The Eisenhower Doctrine did not achieve the goal of 
assuring the Middle East states of US aid if their security 
were threatened. Regional members of the Baghdad Pact cont
inued to question the United States government on the type of 
assistance they might expect in the event of a crisis. There
fore, in July 19 5 8 when the crisis had again hit the area in 
the form of the Iraqi revolt, the United States re-affirmed its 
commitment to the area. At the London conference of the 
Council of Ministers in 1958, Secretary of State Dulles
announced that the United States was willing to enter into

2 5bilateral security agreements with the P a c t ’s members.
The special Agreements with each of the regional members were 
finally concluded in Ankara on March 5, 1959. Although 
these agreements were intended to give the regional members 
greater cause to expect that the United States would come to 
their assistance, an interpretation of the six articles of 
the Agreement indicates that there was little basis for this 
assumption.

The preamble to the 19-5 9. Agreements included the follow
ing ; the intention of the states in joining the Baghdad Pact, 
the past participation by the United States in the work of the 
Pact, the Mutual Security Act of 1954, the subsequent efforts 
by the United States to strengthen the instruments of security, 
and finally, the Eisenhower Doctrine.

Article 1 of the 1S59 Agreements declared;

24. See Appendix 9.

25. See Appendix 10.

26. For the text, see Appendix 11.
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''The goDevnment of Iran 'is determined to -resist aggression.
In case of aggression against Iran^ the government of the 
United States of America^ in accoY‘dance with the Constit
ution of the United States of America^ will take such 
appropriate action^ including the use of armed forces^ as 
may be actually agreed upon and as is envisaged in the 
joint Resolution to Promote Peace and Stability in the 
Middle East (the Eisenhower doctrine) in order to assist 
the government of Iran at its request. "

The phrase "in case of aggression" posed itself as a 
major operational problem since it was difficult to define 
aggression. The lack of a specific agreement about the nature 
of aggression complicated the implementation of the 19 59 
Agreements. The decision that an act of aggression had 
occurred must be made without reference to fixed criteria, but 
on a case-by-case basis. The state suffering the threat or 
insecurity has the first opportunity to decide that aggression 
exists, since assistance can only be legally initiated upon the
invitation of the threatened, state. The United States, however, 
also had an opportunity to determine the nature of the threat 
and act or refrain from acting accordingly, since in Article 1 
the phrase "as mutually agreed upon” prevented the agreement 
from imposing an automatic obligation upon any of the signat
ories. For the United States, the meaning of aggression was 
also qualified by the reference in the Agreements to the 
Eisenhower Doctrine which limited the offer of assistance to 
incidents of aggression originating from a state controlled by 
international communism.

At the time the Agreements were adopted, Pakistan and 
Iran were campaigning for the creation of a P a c t ’s military 
command with a permanent body of troops stationed in the Middle 
East. Pressure for the creation of such a force was particul
arly strong during the London session of the Council of 
Ministers, and the regional members could have interpreted 
the United States declarations as an indication of acceptance 
of the proposal. The Agreements of 19 59, however, were a 
substitute for the troop command. Tlie United States refused 
to make a body of troops available for deployment in the Middle
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East and thereby qualified its commitment to assist in the 
defence of the region. The United States did not create an 
arrangement for an automatic response to a request for 
assistance.

Article 2 of the Agreements pledged continued economic 
and military aid. Articles 3 and 4 established the "condit
ions to be met by regional states in utilizing military and 
economic assistance." Turkey, Iran, and Pakistan pledged to 
utilize the assistance to preserve their national independence 
and integrity and to develop cooperative defensive agreements 
as might be agreed upon later. The conditions also re-affirmed 
the defensive intent of the aligned states. These two 
articles were intended to persuade non-member states such as 
India, Afghanistan, and the Arab states that any additional 
military gain from the association would not be used for the 
promotion of offensive objectives.

Article 5 -made it clear that the United States did not 
intend to become a formal member of the organization. The 
Article indicated that the parties to the agreements did not 
anticipate any change in the instruments of cooperation con
tracted between them on previous occasions. It also implied 
that there would not be an adjustment in economic aid 
distributed to the regional members as was the case after the 
adoption of the Eisenhower Doctrine.

The 19.59 Agreements were another attempt to assure the 
regional members of the alliance assistance from the United 
States in the event of a threat to their security. However, 
the Agreements did not give legal cause for the participating 
states to expect greater involvement by the United States in 
matters of regional security.

By contracting the 1959. Agreements, the United States was 
speaking to three groups that might threaten the stability of 
the Middle East, i.e., the Soviet Union, the Arab States, and 
or domestic opposition to the governments of the regional
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members viable to be manipulated by the Soviets to upset the 
strategy of containment. The Agreements were instruments by 
which the United States could react to International Communism. 
This being so, they were not instruments which could be util
ized by the regional states to satisfy their international 
objectives. The Agreements neither gave the regional members 
access to any instruments of power nor guaranteed an automatic 
response by an ally to a call for assistance. Moreover, the 
commitments that the United States assumed towards the members 
were similar to the commitments the members themselves assumed 
towards each other.

As noted earlier, the Middle East Defence Command and 
the Middle East Defence Organization were originally 
conceived during the Truman Administration when strategy 
dictated the buildup of effective national forces which could 
react to local conflicts initiated by the Soviet Union. By 
the time the Baghdad Pact was created in 19 55 however, that 
strategy was changing. The question remained then, as to what 
role the alliance had in the new American strategic pl a n s .

In view of the fact that deterrence relied on the threat 
of retaliation, the alliance constituted a symbolic trip-wire 
in the defence structure which the United States, in conjunct
ion with her allies , tried to construct around the perimeter 
of the communist states. Presumably, aggression committed 
against any of these aligned nations would be sufficient to 
set off retaliation. A criticism of the alliance system, 
particularly of the Baghdad Pact concerned the fact that the 
mechanism could have been created by a United States declarat
ion that the area was of vital concern, as was eventually done 
in the Eisenhower Doctrine. If this criticism was valid, 
there would have been no need for the United States to continue 
promoting the Middle Eastern alliance or participating in its 
activities after the initiation of the new defence policy by 
the Eisenhower Administration. Since the move to create the 
alliance had already been put in motion by the time the massive 
retaliation concept was enunciated, it. may have been politic-
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ally impossible to refuse to continue supporting it. By
dropping support for the alliance, the United States could
have created a situation reminiscent of Korea when she was
omitted from areas identified by the United States as vital
to her interests. Such a situation, both President Eisenhower

2 7and the Secretary of State Dulles wanted to avoid.

However, a desire to withdraw American troops from 
Europe, to reduce the size of the American military forces, 
and to stabilize the economy constituted barriers against 
supporting the idea of membership in the alliance. The 
failure to make this fact clear to the Middle East allies, and 
to clarify the fact that the United States had global commit
ments but infinite military capabilities, created confusion 
and uncertainty as to the role the United States would play 
in the security of the Middle East. While there was an element 
of truth in the formal explanations by the United States for 
not joining the alliance, serious examination of the stated 
reasons raised questions which challenged their validity.

The most recurrent explanation for the hesitation of
the United States involved the relationship of the United
States with the Arab states. The need to appeal to those of
them that opposed the alliance was interpreted as the reason

2 8for the reluctance to join the Baghdad Pact.

As an insider, Anthony Eden deplored the ambiguity of 
American diplomacy with regard to the Arab States and the 
Pact. In his memoirs ?ie maintained:

27. Samuel P. Huntington, d p .c i t ,, p. 436.

28. See Roscoe Drumond and Gaston Coblentz, "Duel at the 
Brink: John Foster Dulles' Command of American Power," 
(Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Co., 1960).
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”7n recent years the United States has sometimes failed to 
put its weight behind its friends^ in the hope of being 
popular with their foes. The practical consequences of 
this uncertain diplomacy are illustrated by the United 
States treatment of the Baghdad Pact, Having played a 
leading part to inspire the project^ the United States 
government held, back while Britain alone of the Western 
powers joined it. Worse stilly they tried to take credit 
for this attitude in capitals like Cairo^ which were 
hostile to the Pact. Then by a series of hesitant steps^ 
they dreio nearer the Pact^ sending an observer and send
ing money^ but still not joining it. An ounce of 
membership would have been worth gZZ the wavering and 
saved a ton of trouble later on.”

He went on to evaluate the United States' position:

stronger power^ rich in resourcesonce it determines 
its goal3 has a fair chance to reach it3 if it holds to 
its purpose. A devious course is disastrous. It is a 
borrower and lender in diplomacy and loses both itself 
and friends. Nobody cyedited the involved protests 
produced by the United States government for not joining 
the Baghdad Pact; they were members3 when they wanted to 
be3 of NATO and SEATO. Their repeated hesitations 
perplexed and harrassed our friends in Turkey3 Iraq3 Iran3  

and Pakistan. They strengthened Russian and Egyptian will 
to destroy the Pact and overthrow Governments which 
supported it. The irony of the business is that in March 
1959 the United States made separate defence agreements 
with Iran3 Pakistqn3 and Turkey which3 for Iran at least3  

were more difficult of acceptance than membership in the 
Baghdad Pact had been. "30

While the British Prime Minister's retrospective 
recollections of the United States policy may have been affect' 
ed by the failure of the United States to support his govern
ment in the Suez Crisis of 1956, his evaluations of the cred
ibility of the American excuse for not joining the alliance 
was supported by the Arab states. Very early in the history 
of the Pact, the Arab states questioned the position of the 
United States as a non-member. The alliance was identified 
as an attempt by Western imperialists to retain their 
influence in the Arab world. The United States was identified

29. Anthony Eden, d p .c i t ., pp. 374-375.

30 . Ibid. , p . 37 5.
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as part of the West and as a state bearing as much responsib
ility for the alliance as Britain. The participation of the 
United States in the activities of the alliance was a matter 
of public record and the Arabs made little distinction between 
participation in the alliance as an observer and as a full 
member.

A second explanation for the position of the United
States vis-a-vis the alliance involved the relationship of
the United States with Israel. Israel did not fear concerted
action through the alliance as much as she feared the arms
which Iraq received by virtue of its membership in the 

31alliance. Israel would have preferred to see the United 
States in the alliance with the power to veto any action 
contemplated against her. Moreover, had the Unived States 
chosen to join, it could have given the Israeli government 
assurances that the alliance was purely defensive in nature.

If the United States did not intend to become more closely 
identified with the defensive machinery of the alliance, why 
did she negotiate bilateral Agreements in 1959? There are 
three possible reasons: first, the Agreements were designed
to bolster the morale of the alliance members after the 
defection of Iraq; second, the Agreements were intended to 
affect the Soviet Union more than the Middle East States.
The Agreements were a method of saying that although the 
United States would not station troops in the region, the 
Northern Tier still constituted a trip-wire which would trigger 
retaliation. Finally,'the Agreements were instruments by 
which the United States quelled the expectations of the members 
themselves. By refusing to join the alliance, the United 
States was telling the members of the alliance that there was 
no hope for creation of a Middle Eastern troop command. The 
line beyond which the United States would not go was perhaps 
arbitrary. While it could have joined the organization and 
still rejected the idea of a troop command, the United States' 
refusal to join the alliance was in keeping with its policy to

31. Campbell, o p .ict. , pp. 89-91.
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remain within the limits of its strategic capabilities.

The objectives and interests of the regional members 
at the time of formulation of the Baghdad Pact were not 
identical to those of the United States and Great Britain on 
the whole 5 and differed from each other in parts. Although 
defence against possible Soviet threats provided the basis 
for a common interest, each regional member had different 
goals and objectives at the time it joined the Pact. These 
divergent interests put strains on the alliance during the 
late 19 5 0 ’s and 19 6 0 's and were the cause of continued r e 
assessments and re-evaluation by the regional members.

The principal objectives of Iranian policy were defence 
against the Soviet Union, an assured source of arms from the 
United States, and domestic stability (.to which secure inter
national arrangements would contribute). The most important 
of these objectives was defence against the Soviet Union. As 
the Shah recalled:

'̂The Russi-ans claimed that their policy was one of peaceful 
co-existence and non-interference in the affairs of other 
countries. Then why^ they asked^ had we joined the Baghdad 
Pact? I told them that they could find the answer to that 
question in the history of the relations between our two 
countries. I reminded my hosts that the Russians had for 
centuries been trying to advance southwards through 
Persia; that in 1908 they had invaded Iran in an effort to 
check our rising tide of constitutionalism; and that in 
the First World War they had again been guilty of aggression 
against us. I told them not to forget that in the Second 
World War they had invaded my country in spite of the 
treaties of friendship which existed between us^ and in 
1946 they had created a puppet government as a front to 
try to take over control of Azerbaijan. "32

Iran had been subject to threats from the Soviet Union. 
These threats, together with political regional threats, were 
the principal reasons for joining the alliance. As the 
Iranians perceived it, they had two choices: to adopt a neutral

32. HIM M.R. Pahlavi, "Mission for my Country,” (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Co., I960), p. 119.
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position and hope that the Soviet Union would respect it; 
or to persuade another Power to fill the vacuum created by 
the British withdrawal. Thus joining the alliance meant 
insuring a stronger defence establishment with the assistance 
of Western Powers participating in it. Iran's past mis
fortunes were results of its own weakness, and if the state 
remained weak, not only distant powers, but also the neigh
bouring countries would take advantage of the situation.
Iran joined only after the Pact had been created among 
Turkey, Pakistan, Iraq, and Britain. Each of the regional 
states■expected to benefit from the alliance as a result of 
the military aid granted to the regional members by the 
United States. Had Iran failed to join the Pact, it would 
have been geographically isolated and surrounded by the' 
better-equipped armies of the alliance members and the Soviet 
U n i o n .

The threat to Iraq from the Soviet sources was different 
from that which confronted the other three regional me m b e r s . 
Not sharing a common border with the Soviet Union, Iraq was 
protected from a direct threat from the Soviet army by the 
intervening territories of Iran and Turkey. Therefore, the 
security of Iraq was associated in part with the strength 
and security of these two states. The pro-Western Premier, 
Nuri al-Said, saw the major Soviet threat to Iraq as stemming 
from the vulnerability of the oil facilities to either a 
conventional or a nuclear attack from the air; he used this 
vulnerability to justify a continued alliance with the 
British and by participating in an American strategy of 
deterrence.

There were two more direct threats to Iraq than that of 
the Soviet Union itself. The communist party of Iraq was 
one which had grown in strength during World War II and had 
been active in campaigning for social reforms. Though the 
Iraqis felt that the menace of Communism was serious, but it 
was surpassed by that of Zionism. To Iraqis, there was an 
alliance between these two forces trying to subvert the'Arab
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countries. The Arabs, therefore, had an obligation to take 
every opportunity to strengthen their own forces. The Pact 
would have been useful in combating Zionism in two ways.
First, the alliance between Iraq and Turkey might bring the 
latter's policy toward Israel closer to that of the Arab 
countries. Iraq’s association with Turkey was also expected 
to tighten the blockade of Israel and to further isolate her 
diplomatically.

Though Turkey’s responses were favourable, but she did 
not sever diplomatic relations completely, nor discontinue 
trade with Israel. The fact that Turkey and later on Iran 
did not act as Iraq had expected, was one indication of the 
failure of the alliance to stimulate a change in attitudes of 
the decision-makers in the states comprising the membership.

The Iraqis believed that the alliance would alter the
balance of power between the Arab states and Israel. The
support of the members, plus the military assistance which
Iraq expected as the fruits of alignment, would eliminate
the weakness which Nuri al-Said believed was the cause for the
A r a b ’s loss of Palestine. Because of I r a q ’s preoccupation
with Israel and the United States concern with the Soviet
Union, the interests of the two states were incompatible from
the time the Pact was negotiated. Nuri al-Said was preparing
for the second confrontation with Israel while the United
States was trying to prevent that which might create a situ-

3 3ation inviting Soviet intervention.

The case for Pakistan illustrated that regional rather 
than Soviet threats led to her association with the Baghdad 
Pact. The factors involved in Pakistan’s separation from 
British India were partially responsible for it. Apart from 
facing difficulties in supplying her army from her own 
resources, she was also faced with immediate security problems

33. Campbell, o p .c i t . , pp. 80-120.



238 .

Burma had territorial claims on Eastern Pakistan, Afghanistan
3 4on the Western side, and India on both wings of the state.

Due to Pakistan’s disorganization at the time of part
ition and to the hostilities which broke out almost at once 
with India, Pakistan had an immediate need for assistance in 
developing a viable economy and an effective defence mechan
ism. At this time there were three possible sources of aid 
for Pakistan, the British Commonwealth, the United States, 
and the Soviet Union. For the first seven years of existence, 
Pakistan tried to remain outside of the Cold War and relied 
on the Commonwealth for assistance in its struggle against 
India. Britain and the Commonwealth, however, remained 
neutral in the Pakistani-Indian conflict.

Because Britain refused aid, Pakistan had to become a 
participant in the Cold War, and the choice of sides was never 
a question. Ideologically, Pakistan and the Soviet Union had 
little to offer each other. Pakistan did not have an effect
ive Communist party. The independence of Pakistan came at a 
time when Stalin was suspicious of national liberation move
ments and the national bourgeoise and when he was primarily- 
interested in establishing buffers along the Soviet border. 
Therefore, even if Pakistan had been interested in looking 
elsewhere for assistance in building up her defence, the 
United States was the only source available to her in 1948- 
55. To that extent, Pakistan’s strategic interests coincided 
with those of the United States.

The interests of Turkey, more than those of any of the 
other members of the Baghdad Pact coincided with the interests 
of the United States. This similarity was first apparent in 
1947 when the Truman Doctrine and the Greek-Turkish aid prog
ramme was initiated. Turkey, like Iran, was subject to Soviet 
pressures during the post-World War II era. Adherence to the

34. Keith Collard, ’’Pakistan: A Political Study,” (.London: 
George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 19 57), pp. 155-159.
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Pact was viewed then as part of the protection against the 
expansionism of Russian communism. To the Turks, membership 
in the alliance was an indication of their awareness of the 
danger of neutral blocs which the Soviet Union was trying to 
create and which would be instruments for depriving the 
people affected of their freedom. The security of each of 
the Middle Eastern states was threatened by the Soviet Union, 
so it was the obligation of all of them to align for their 
own safety.

In latter parts of 1950’s, the Turkish government warned 
the states of the alliance and particularly the United States 
that any deterioration of peace in the Middle East facilitated 
the expansion of Soviet influence. The Soviet ideology antic
ipated world domination, and that as long as there was no 
change in that ideology, there would be no basic change in 
their policy. Any relaxation of tension because of Soviet 
overtures of peaceful co-existence would only be a shift in 
tactics and not in substance. Consequently, the retention 
of strong defences against a potential Soviet threat was 
necessary. To do otherwise, would constitute an invitation 
to Soviet attack.

Turkish security, however, was threatened by more than 
possible aggression from the Soviet Union. The failu^'e to con
sult Turkey at Yalta over the convention governing the 
Turkish Straits brought back memories to the Turks of the 
abuse of them by the Great Powers in their negotiations over 
the balance of power in Europe. An alliance between Turkey 
and the West would have strengthened her position. To this 
end, Turkey sought admission in NATO at the time it was being 
created. She was admitted in 1951, but felt apprehension in 
1954 when the United States refused to underwrite the Turkish 
economic development plan. By this time, direct Soviet 
pressure had relaxed in the Middle East, and there was evid
ence that Turkey was considered to be .less significant in 
Western affairs than she was previously. In the eyes of the 
Turks, Turkey was again being taken for granted. This con
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sistent sense of insecurity may explain Tur k e y ’s role in 
negotiating the Pact of Mutual Cooperation and her active 
participation in it.

It should be stressed that even though the four regional 
members sought military assistance as a means of achieving 
an end peculiar to their own foreign or domestic political 
interests, each also believed that an alliance with the West 
was a necessary precondition for receiving assistance.

In case of Pakistan, military support against India and 
to a lesser extent Afghanistan, however, was not the only 
type of assistance she desired; Pakistan also sought political 
support in the United Nations over the issues concerning the 
above two countries. By identifying with the West, Pakistan 
hoped to induce the United States to identify with her posit
ion. Pakistan, however, was disappointed on both grounds.
She did not get full support from the United States in the 
United Nations, nor did she receive a free hand to utilize 
against her principal antagonists the military equipment 
received as a result of the alliance.

Ira n ’s decision to participate in the alliance, like 
Pakistan’s, was accompanied by a request for military aid. 
Unlike Pakistan, however, the Iranian government’s concern 
for domestic security matched its concern for aggression from 
without. In the wake of the turmoil that engulfed Iran due to 
the communist-backed Mossedagh Administration, the Shah needed 
to strengthen his most * important political base of support, 
the military and its machinery. Therefore, the receipt of 
military assistance meant strengthening this base. Because 
both the Shah and the United States were interested in politic
al stability of Iran, they had, at least, a short range compat
ibility of interests.

Turkey’s decision to join the alliance was also partly 
motivated by an expectation of economic and military aid.
As in the case of Iran, the amount of aid Turkey received had
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a relationship to the ability of the governing administration 
to remain in power. The Turkish and Iranian positions were, 
however, quite different. Whereas the efficient military 
establishment created in Iran with the assistance of military 
grants contributed to the power base for the Shsh, the military 
in Turkey constituted a base of strength for the opposition. 
Prime Minister Menderes and his Democratic Party came to 
power by virtue of the support from the peasant and middle 
classes which the party attracted partly because of promises 
for economic development. The measures which ensued stretched 
the economy and had to be supported by foreign assistance.
The perpetual failures that encountered threw the country into 
chaos and ended with a military coup in 19 60. This situation 
has repeated itself with regularity till today and demonstrated 
Turkish dependence upon foreign aid and investment.

Iraq’s need for aid differed from that of the other
regional members. Whereas the other states were seeking both
economic and military assistance, Iraq was pressing for aid
primarily in the form of military equipment and technical
assistance. Iraq was investing heavily in economic development
from the revenue derived from her own oil resources, but she
was restrained from modernizing her military forces by the
Tripartite Agreement of 19 50, and by the reluctance to an

3 5arms race between the Arab states and Israel. However, 
from the time the Pact was signed until his death in the 19.59 
coup, Nuri al-Said repeatedly requested air coverage which he 
had expected to receive before the Pact was concluded; the 
package, at last, arrived shortly before the coup that led to 
the withdrawal of Iraq from the Pac t .

The regional criticism of the Pact voiced at and around 
the turn of the decade, was primarily due to the failure of 
the alliance to satisfy the expectations of the regional 
members. The dissatisfaction over the delivery of aid

35. For the text of the Tripartite Agreement, see: Hurewitz, 
op.cit., pp. 308-311
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illustrated this fact. The member countries clearly expect
ed to receive more condition-free aid than they did. Each 
country, however, had its own objections which indicated the 
inability of the member states to persuade the United States 
that affiliation with the alliance warranted preferrential 
consideration by the United States in its aid programmes.
Turkey and Pakistan were restrained in the manner which they 
could utilize the military equipment they received; Iran 
complained about the slowness of the aid delivery and about 
the early termination of the aid .grant, and the failure to 
deliver arms to Iraq on time may have been fatal to the 
regime that signed the Pact.

The Sue 2  Crisis, occurring approximately one year after 
the signing of the arrangements, provided a dramatic illus
tration of divergent perspectives and potential strains on 
the alliance. Each country had to confront the fact that a 
member state was attacking one of the principal states of the 
region. Each one had to deal with the legal issues of the 
Canal seizure, the emotional aspects of the Arab-Israeli con
frontation, and the political consequences of the British in
vasion .

In November, 19-56, the one^year old Pact was widely 
believed to have expired. There were days of disappointment, 
concern, and anxiety for the regional members. The prime 
ministers of the regional members met several times to discuss 
the gravity of the situation and to harmonize their policies. 
They demanded an early settlement to the issue, to restore and 
respect the sovereignty, independence, and territorial integrity 
of Egypt. The four regional members demonstrated, to some 
extent, their capability of taking a joint stand on this major 
political issue. Their role made it clear that they were not 
totally under the dominance of their external partners. They 
formulated their policy independently and tried to exert their 
joint pressure on Great Britain, However, the leaders of the 
four regional members did not identify themselves totally 
with E g y p t ’s point of view and other radical Arab states. They
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maintained a middle-of-the-road position. On one hand, they 
condemned the aggressive role of Israel. On the other hand, 
they called for restoration of free navigation through the 
Canal and advocated that the Canal should not be submitted 
to the political control of any country.

The Pact survived this crisis rather well, considering 
the range of problems each member state confronted. The 
basic divergence of interests illustrated by the crisis, 
however, remained. The regional members became increasingly 
disillusioned as the organization failed to meet what they 
considered to be their primary objectives.

The commitment of aid to Pakistan by the United States 
government, announced in 1954, was conditional upon the fact 
that it was not be be used for anything other than the defence 
of the free world, and that if this condition was not met, the 
United States would not hesitate to restrain the use of the 
aid package. At the same time, assurances were given to India 
that this assistance was not in any way to be directed against 
her. The United States’ intention, however, did not coincide 
with the desire of the Pakistani government. While Pakistan 
did not officially advocate aggression against India, it was 
clear from statements by the Pakistanis that the purpose of 
requesting assistance was to defend themselves against India 
and to facilitate the settlement of the Kashmir issue.
Efforts by the United States to appease India’s feelings with 
regard to the Baghdad Pact and SEATO, therefore, frustrated 
the Pakistanis.

The Pakistanis were also irritated by the fact that 
India was receiving assistance, in greater volumes and speed
ily, from the West; and after the death of Stalin, from the 
East as well. The implication drawn by Pakistan from the comp
arison was that an ally committed to the West should have been 
given preferential treatment over a state that had fought the 
idea of alliances and was the principal enemy of one of the 
members. By 1960, however, Pakistan was also able to sign an
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economic agreement with the Soviets. This being so, there 
was no change in the attitudes and the complained disparity 
remained.

By 1962, however, Pakistan was reassessing the direction 
of its policy. The immediate issue which caused the re
assessment was the Chinese attack on India in the Himalayas 
and the consequent assistance in military equipment delivered 
to India by the United States and Britain. To them, there were 
three factors which had altered Pakistan-Western relations: 
disappointment both within the government and among the people 
of Pakistan, because Britain and the United States had failed 
to apply pressure on India at opportune moments to reach a 
settlement on Kashmir; Westerji arms aid to India which placed 
Pakistan in a disadvantageous position, because the aid upset 
the balance of power previously existing in the sub-continent; 
and the fact that the behaviour of Britain and the United 
States indicated that they had chosen India over Pakistan 
as their best friend on the Asian mainland. The political, 
moral, and physical support which Pakistan had sought by 
aligning with the West in her struggle against India was not 
forthcoming. In spite of this disillusionment, she apparently 
was not ready in 19 6 2 to terminate her membership in the 
alliance.

During the 1960’s, events occurred both inside and out
side of the organization which facilitated dealignment and 
which further challenged the utility of the alliance for 
Pakistan. First, the unity structure of the communist bloc 
began to disintegrate, and China and the Soviet Union uegan 
to compete for influence in South East Asia. The fact that 
the Soviet Union was taking the side of India in the Kashmir 
dispute made it natural, perhaps, for Pakistan and China to 
view one another as possible allies. In early 1965, Pakistan 
considered and concluded two trade agreements with China and 
the pro-Chinese Indonesians, the latter being similar to the 
agreements existing between the members of the Pact. Second, 
in 1964, Pakistan cooperated with the other regional members by
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establishing a purely functional organization, the Regional 
Cooperation for Development, which was to assume most, if not 
all, of the economic functions of the Pact. The new organiz
ation would have made it possible for the regional members to 
terminate the military association with the West but still 
retain the benefits of economic cooperation.

The incident which ultimately led to Pakistan’s termin
ation of her military association with the alliance was the 
Indo-Pakistani War of 1965. Foreign Minister Bhutto announc
ed that Pakistan would invoke the alliance commitments and 
request the members to come to her aid in the war. The reply 
that Pakistan received was in direct contradiction of the 
general purpose of Article 1 of the Pact of Mutual Cooperation 
British response was to invoke the spirit of Commonwealth;
Iran and Turkey, though supportive in diplomatic terms, did 
not come to her aid to the extent that Pakistan requested. 
Turkey was seeking Asian-African support on the Cyprus issue 
and did not want to alienate India at the time. Iran and 
Turkey also had to sustain American pressures. The United 
States placed restrictions on aid going to both India and 
Pakistan, however.

Pakistan’s experience with the security aspect of the 
Pact illustrated that the member states continued to perceive 
their national interests in much the same manner as they had 
before the alliance was formulated. The United States did 
not give priority to her ally in the 19 6 5 war, nor did 
Pakistan’s decision-makers begin to perceive the threat from 
international communism any differently than they had before 
the alliance. The United States, while acknowledging the 
differences over the interpretations of the obligations of 
the alliance, nontheless insisted that commitments were 
designed purely against the communists. The failure of the 
alliance to bring about an alteration of attitudes and develop 
a genuine community interest in the area of military security 
was a major cause for Pakistan dissatisfaction with the 
alliance. On the other hand, this episode in the life of the



246 .

Pact did not affect the attitude and perception of decision
makers from non-member states. They tended to identify 
Pakistan with the objectives and policies of the other 
members of the alliance even though Pakistan herself did not 
endorse them.

The least dissatisfaction with the alliance was expressed 
by Turkey. She maintained a continued campaign for the 
eventual membership of the United States and at the end had 
to settle for assurances given by the United States and its 
participation in the committees. Unlike the other regional 
members, Turkey, however, did not press for the creation of 
a Middle East troop command or for a body of troops perman
ently stationed in the area. She did not need further 
indications of American intentions to come to her assistance 
in the event of aggression; troops from the United States 
were already stationed in Turkey as part of NATO. Having a 
greater guarantee than the other regional members of the 
United States support in a security crisis, Turkey less 
rapidly than the others perceived an advantage in reaching 
accommodations with the Soviet Union. Because aid from the 
United States increased during periods of East-West tensions, 
it was to Turkey’s advantage to react: to international 
tension as the product of Soviet design.

The Presidential elections in the United States in 1960, 
however, were a source of concern for the Turkish government. 
Senator Kennedy was expected to lead in new and uncertain 
decisions. Considerable importance would be attached to the 
underdeveloped nations and to the position of neutrality.
This conclusion being drawn up, a feeling of anxiety set in 
Turkey and the other regional countries. The events of 1960 
did little to dispel these anxieties as the United States 
became increasingly involved in Southeast Asia.

For Turkey, like the other members, the alliance with 
the West did not prove to be of an asset in regional issues.
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On the question of Cyprus, the Turks failed to receive 
British or American support, a fact which led the Turks 
to question the utility of the alliance. To the Turks, 
the British assumed the role of the balancer in the dispute. 
Pakistan’s membership of the Pact was also an embarrassment 
to Turkey whenever the issue came up for discussions in the 
Council of Ministers. When discussing the Kashmir issue,
Turkey and Pakistan had emphasized the role of self- 
determination and the use of the plebiscites as the proper 
method for settling the dispute. • On the Cyprus issue, 
however, the opposite position was the preferable one from the 
standpoint of Turkey. The two states strained to rationalize 
the obviously contradictory positions on similar issues.

Turkey also failed to receive the support of the United 
States on the Cyprus issue, in spite of the fact that the 
Soviet Union supported the Greeks. The American line was, 
as before, not to condone the use of American-supplied weapons 
in such a dispute. On the issue of Cyprus, Turkey received 
the strongest moral support from the Arab states who had been 
most critical of her alliance policies; Turkey received little 
or no support from the states with whom she was aligned.

By 196 5, although, the Turks maintained that there was no 
change in their policy toward the United States, they did 
respond to Soviet offers to improve trade relations between 
the two neighbours. In the light of the fact that other 
Western allies had altered their attitude toward the Soviet 
Union, the Turks could see little reason why they should not 
do the same. Consequently, in 19.6 5, Turkey also began to 
react to the disintegration of the utility of the Pact as an 
instrument of policy.

The sources of dissatisfaction with the alliance, in the 
case of Iran, presented themselves almost from the start. Iran 
complained about the failure of American decision makers to 
perceive the Iranian dominant interests in their proper



248 .

perspective. -Dissatisfaction with the volume of aid flowing 
to the country was expressed as early as late 19 55. The 
Shah himself repeated the complaint that the United States 
was neither prompt nor generous in meeting the amount of aid 
needed and requested by his government.

In July, 1962, the Kennedy Administration, following its 
new direction in American aid that extended to Iran, began to 
phase out the programme of direct grants of military equipment 
and informed the Iranian government that future assistance 
would be in the form of loans. Arms could still be purchased 
from the United States but at a price and at an established 
rate of interest which proved to be a source of complaint by 
the Iranians. The aid cut had immediate and long rang *2 

ramifications both for Iran and the Pact. First, the cut 
resulted in resignation of the Prime Minister, Dr. A m i n i , who 
had been meeting with some success in initiating social 
reforms, and throwing the country into some chaos. Second, 
Iran began to express disillusionment with the alliance in 
much the same tone that was being voiced in Pakistan.

The reason given by the United States for the terminat
ion of military grants was the unreasonable spending by the 
.Iranian government to ^maintain a military establishment of 
excessive size. In fact, however, the termination of military
grants reflected a general disinterest and disapproval of the

3 7Iranian government by the young Senator.

36. HIM M.R. Pahlavi, d p . c i t ., p. 315.

37. It should not escape attention that the Shah enjoyed a 
’’Special relationship” with the eight US presidents he dealt 
with. His associations with various administrations went also 
further in the sense that he established channels of communic
ations with highly placed individuals in the American society 
over the years. The Shs h ’s beliefs and perceptions were under
stood by them and his highly developed personal sense of 
Iran’s interests and needs in conjunction with the US overall 
global foreign policy was respected across the political 
spectrum in the United States. However, if there was such a 
thing as "special” , it was reserved more so for the Republicans 
Though there were exceptions (like Zbigniew Brezezinski.) he 
nevertheless felt at home with and was a persona] friend of
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In September 19 62, the Iranian government gave the 
Soviet Union a pledge in the form of an exchange of notes 
to the effect that no missile bases would be allowed on her 
territory. This move signalled the lessening of- tension 
between the dominant interests of the United States and Iran

prominent Republicans. Kennedy’s blank refusal to sustain 
the military grants was not unlike Carter’s emphasis on the 
"human rights" issue. While on the other hand Eisenhower,
Nixon, and Ford hardly placed restraints of any kind of the 
relationship between the two countries. The Nixon era was of 
course the most prominent of all "since it coincided with sig
nificant developments in the Iranian perceptions and search 
for security. The question of arms sales to Iran could best 
demonstrate this "special relationship." The universal view 
in the United States was that she had a major national inter
est in supplying the Iranian armed forces, notwithstanding 
the Iranian’s views. However, it was the Democrats who placed 
brakes on the programme and raised doubts. In contrast, the 
Republicans seldom did so. The approach of the Nixon and Ford 
administrations was to supply Iran with anything short of 
nuclear weapons. This was personally conveyed to the Shah 
by Nixon during his 1972 visit to Tehran. This point is taken 
by Henry Kissinger in his memoirs. Nixon ordered that "in the 
future Iranian requests should not he second-guessed.” ("White House 
years," (Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1979), p. 1264). A 
further distinction could be made with reference to the working 
machinery of the American legislature. The Republicans often 
made decisions which had the effect of pre-determining sub
sequent ones. Moreover, the bureaucracy was often by-passed 
save the routine decisions. Decisions like selling advanced 
hardware (.e.g., F - 1 4 , F-15, and Spruance-class destroyers) can 
be cited in this context. (Andrew J. Pierre, "The Global 
Politics of Arms Sales," (Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press, 
1982), p. 48). The Republicans also occupied office during most 
of the 38 years of the Shah's rule. They often drastically 
reversed the major foreign policy decisions of the previous 
Democrat administrations in early days of resuming power. The 
best example, however, was to surface after the fall of the 
Shah, i.e., the Reagan’s approach. This late and welcome 
development was to be greeted by those who believed in the prom
otion of mutual interests in countering externally supported 
aggression; in defence of the free world; and ■'n responding 
to the Soviet challenge. President Reagan made clear the new 
thrust of his policy through a statement, "Conventional Arms 
Transfer Policy," issued on July 9, 1981. The Reagan direct
ive stated that the US would deal with the realities of the 
world as they were, not as the US would have liked them to be. 
Furthermore, the US would not "jeopardize its own security 
through a programme of unilateral restraint" ("Conventional 
Arms Transfer Policy," The White House, 9 July, 19 81; quoted 
in ibid. , p. 63). The Shah~J alas, would have had a cordial 
relationship with Ronald Reagan and his inner circle of advis
ors had he been in power. For further readings, sec Chapters 
5 and 6 of this study. To compare public portrayal of attit
udes, see Appendices 12 and 14.
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in the Middle East. The agreement was also the first step 
taken by Iran in a search for an alternative source of arms 
and escape from dependency on the United States.

The Iranians did not indicate a movement toward de
alignment until the termination of the military grants by 
the United States. By then the external threats had 
lessened. The termination of military grants, however, 
affected the instruments which the Shah relied upon as a 
political base; Iran was affected by domestic political 
considerations rather than interests in the area of foreign 
policy.

for Iraq, the alliance as, an instrument of national 
policy was a failure; it did not achieve the objectives which 
Nuri al-Said expected either in the area of I r a q ’s relations 
with Israel or in the area of her relations with other Arab 
countries. The alliance did not play a role in saving the 
regime which was responsible for the state becoming a member 
of it; in fact, partly because of the nature of Iraqi polit
ics, the opposition was able to use the Pact as an issue with 
which to undermine Nuri al-Said.

Politics in Iraq revolved, for the most part, around 
leading personalities and their associates. Of these, Nuri 
al-Said was perhaps the most prominent. His political base 
came from the landed class, tribal leaders, and the older 
generation of Western-oriented intelligentsia. He was regard
ed as an Anglophile and suppressed all opposition. In 19 56, 
however, the opposition political leaders, while not operating 
under party banners, were associated with an illegal and 
secretive alignment, the National Union Front. The unifying 
factor in this alignment was opposition to Nuri al-Said and 
what he stood for, i.e., his resistance to reform, his fued
with the other Arab states, his anti-Soviet posture, and the

3 8alliance with the West, the Baghdad Pact.

38. Majid Khadduri, "Independent Iraq, 1932-19.58 ," 2nd ed., 
(New York; Oxford University Press, 1960), pp. 371-372.



251.

The external propaganda campaign against membership in
the alliance strengthened the domestic opposition to Nuri
al-Said’s government. At the time Iraq joined the alliance,
the Soviet Union launched a concerted propaganda campaign
against the Baghdad Pact charging that adherence to the
alliance would perpetuate the state’s status as instruments 

39of the West. Egyptians also joined in. As such, therefore, 
the Baghdad Pact proved to be a liability to Iraq. Extensive 
increases in military and technical aid did not materialize 
rapidly enough to help save the monarchy. The alliance did 
not improve Iraq’s relations and bargaining position against 
Egypt, the traditional rival. Instead, by becoming a symbol 
for both the domestic and international opposition to Nuri 
al-Said, the alliance made it possible for the opposition to 
expand the scope of the national debate within Iraq and to 
legitimize the use of the propaganda facilities of Egypt to 
support the international opposition to the government of 
Nuri al-Said and the monarchy. Iraq's association with the 
Pact, instead of being an example of an alliance altering 
attitudes, is a study of an alliance intensifying already 
existing attitudes.

One of the most important events in the life of the 
Baghdad Pact was the Iraqi Revolution of July 14, 19 58. The 
pro-Western and anti-Soviet government of Nuri al-Said was 
overthrown and a revolutionary government proclaiming 
neutrality was set up. The new regime formally withdrew from 
the membership in the Pact on March 24, 19 59. The headquarters 
were moved to Ankara and the Pact, as pointed out earlier, re 
named as the Central Treaty Organization.

39. Hurewitz, op.cit., pp. 415-421.
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4.3 Transformation and Establishment of RCD

The decline of CENTO as a military pact was accompanied 
by its growth as an integrative arrangement of regional sig
nificance. The three regional countries moved cautiously in 
the direction of integration in the 1 9 6 0 's and 1970’s. As 
discussed earlier, there are a number of background conditions 
which may influence the integration p r o c e s s . H e r e  three 
major factors are examined and applied to the three countries. 
These are common regional values,- the formation of a so- 
called pluralistic security community, and compatible economic 
structures.

Iran, Pakistan, and Turkey are geographically contiguous 
and they constitute a geographic region. The Northern Tier of 
the Middle East which includes these three countries can be 
identified separately from the valleys and the plains of the 
Arab core. For centuries, the people living in this area 
influenced each other’s culture and way of life and there are 
certain traditional cultural bonds which bind them together.
The existence of a common cultural heritage within the region
has been recognized by the decision-makers of these three

^ . 41countries on numerous occasions.

The compatibility of values held by politically relevant 
groups of integrating countries has been recognized as one of 
the necessary conditions for regional integration. In the 
Northern Tier, four social groups, namely, the m ilit a r y , the 
secular intelligentia, the innovating enterpreneurs, and the 
reactionary traditional elites can be identified as particular
ly relevant strata of the population. Among these four groups, 
the first three constitute a modernizing coalition. The 
influence of these groups on the political system of the

40. See Chapter 2, pp. 86-87.
41. Rouhollah K. Ramazani, "The Northern Tier: Afghanistan, 
Iran, and Turkey," (..Princeton: Van Nostrand Co., 1966), pp. 
9-20.
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countries is paramount. In fact, the decision-makers of 
these three countries are primarily recruited from these 
social groups. Some of the main values held by the modern
izing groups are compatible. They are interested in rapid 
industrialization, economic growth, increasing social mobil
ity, and the search for an effective and stable political 
system. The modernizing elites of Iran, Pakistan, and 
Turkey also realized that these goals could be helped to be 
fully achieved with the help of regional institutions. The 
establishment of RCD within the protection of CENTO was an
institutional manifestation of the desire for regional co- 

42operation.

Mutual knowledge, as a factor influencing the process 
of integration, is and has been at a low level among the 
peoples of these three countries. This is due to the fact 
that, first, though these countries are geographically cont
iguous, they lack effective means of communications. Second, 
in these three countries different languages are spoken, and 
this fact tends to create barriers for the development of 
mutual knowledge. Third, economic policies of the RCD 
countries have been controlled by outside powers for a long 
period of time. As a result, they have had difficulty in 
developing mutual trade relations.

However, the level of mutual knowledge among them was 
gradually improving. Economic and cultural activities and 
the creation of a regional communication system within the 
protection of CENTO and RCD provided a very good opportunity 
for these countries to improve their level of mutual knowledge. 
Gradually, the English language was becoming the language of 
the regional decision makers. The official language of both 
organizations was also English.

42. Ibid.
43, Nurul Islam, ’’Regional Cooperation for Development: 
Pakistan, Iran, and Turkey,” Journal of Economic Market Studies, 
(March 19, 1967), pp. 293^296.
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Mutual predictability of behaviour and mutual res
ponsiveness are also two variables that affect the above 
process. The capacity of RCD countries to come to each other's 
rescue and to respond to needs and requirements was limited. 
However, there were instances when they acted positively and 
immediately. The Kashmir and Cyprus disputes, voting patterns 
in the United Nations, and natural disasters were examples in 
that respect.

Before joining the Baghdad Pact, Iran, Pakistan, and 
Turkey had already taken many steps towards the formation of 
a regional pluralistic community. This form of regional 
system came into existence as they gradually abandoned the use 
of violence in settling their disputes and decided to cooper
ate with each other. Their participation in this form of 
regional arrangements created a necessary psychological infra
structure which facilitated the process of further integration 
at a regional level. Their desire for mutual cooperation 
manifested itself in several regional institutions within the 
framework of CENTO and RCD,

The security-community among these three non-Arab 
countries of the Middle East remained basically pluralistic.
The important functions within the framework of the community 
were not amalgamated. There were no common defence forces, no 
common laws, and no common controls over the economic and 
political system of these three countries. The decision
making apparatus were coordinated for some purposes but not 
merged in any significant way.

Over the years there were many agreements among Iran, 
Pakistan, and Turkey in which each explicitly accepted the 
principle of non-violent resolution of conflicts as a basis 
of their mutual relations. In these agreements they also 
expressed their desire for cooperation. Renunciation of 
physical force as a legitimate instrument of national policy - 
so far as their mutual relations were concerned - and the 
desire for mutual cooperation were the two basic factors
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which over the years transferred Iran, Pakistan, and Turkey 
into a pluralistic security-community.

On April 22, 1926, Turkey and Iran signed their first 
Treaty of Friendship at Tehran. The treaty was a turning 
point in the long history of hostile Irano-Turkish relations. 
Both countries agreed on the principle of non-violent relat
ions of their mutual conflicts. According to Article 3 of 
the treaty:

'’Each of the Two Contracting Ecœties undertakes not to engage 
in any aggression against the other and not he a party to 
any alliance or political^ economic^ or financial agreement 
concluded by one or more third Powers and directed against 
the other Part or against the military and naval security 
of that Party’s country. Each of the two Contracting 
Parties further undertake not to participate in any hostile 
action whatsoever^ directed by one or more Third Powers 
against the other Party.

The agreement also recognized the need for cooperation 
between Iran and Turkey for the purpose of promoting the 
well-being and security of their peoples.

The preamble of the treaty of 1926 was, unlike those of 
previous treaties, free from any reference to religious in
junctions. This realistic and pragmatic approach by the 
leaders of Iran and Turkey, Reza Shah Pahlavi and Kemal 
Ataturk, was basically the result of the decline of the 
influence of religion over the foreign policy decision-making 
process. Their desire to settle their disputes peacefully and 
not allow their respective territories to be used by groups of 
powers intending to attack the other country was a basic dep
arture from their traditional foreign policies. These desires 
were values which, if held strongly, would have been sufficient 
for the successful working of a pluralistic security-community. 
Further events, such as the signing of the Treaty of 1932

44. See the text of the treaty in the League of Nations 
Treaty Series, Vol. C V I , pp. 261-265.
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on border disputes, and more prominently cooperating with 
each other to resolve the Kurdish problem, proved that

45. The Kurds as a homogenous community are divided among 
Turkey, Iran, and Iraq with small overlaps into the Soviet 
Union and Syria. Their main separatist demand for a sovereign 
independent state has been a serious problem for many years 
and fiercely denied by all countries concerned. In pursuing 
their demands the Kurds have staged numerous rebellions in 
Iraq, Iran, and Turkey. Although in recent times the up
risings have been mostly confined to Iraq, nevertheless the 
quarells have spilled over into neighbouring countries and as 
such have posed an international 'problem. This is so because 
dissatisfaction in one country affects other Kurds living in 
another country. The tribal facet of crossing international 
boundaries have not helped either. This, in turn, has resulted 
in perennial frictions among the regional states, Iran and 
Iraq in particular. In Turkey, where the greater number of 
them live Cover 2m), uprisings occurred in 1925, 1930 and 1937 
but after the World War IÎ relations improved. In Iran, with a 
population of near 1.5 million, the Kurds were more or less 
assimilated and brought under control by Reza Shah. By the 
end of 19 4 5 the Kurds were encouraged, supplied with arms, and 
assisted by the Russians into proclaiming the independent 
Republic of Mahabad. This was, however, secondary to the aims 
of the Soviets as their main focus of attention was the 
Azerbaijan question. This Kurdish movement, by far the most 
serious in Iran, was finally disintegrated with the withdrawal 
of Russian troops from Iran and the collapse of the communist- 
backed republic in Azerbaijan. The Kurdish question has not 
been isolated from the big-power rivalry of the British and the 
Soviet Union. In Iraq the Kurds were promised by the British 
an autonomous state after the World War I, an idea that was 
abandoned when the British realized that the Soviets might be 
the main beneficiary. The balance and stability of the whole 
region would have been altered had the British gone ahead with 
the idea. An uprising in the last years of the Second World 
War under Mullah Mustafa Barzani was defeated by the Iraqis. 
Barzani and his fighters, the Peshmargan C- death-volunteers) 
crossed the border into Iran, a pattern that would be repeated 
numerously in subsequent years. The Kurds found some favour 
in Iraq for the first time after the revolution of 1953. The 
left-wing tendencies among the Kurds suited the new revolution
ary regime in Iraq. However, this did not last, as the 
communist ideas soon lost ground among the Kurds. Moreover, 
they also lost the regime's favour. The result was a further 
rebellion in 1961 which was met by force. The overthrow of 
the Kassim government gave some breathing ground to the Kurds. 
The Baafh government entered into some discussion with them, 
giving the Kurds the hope of autonomy. These discussions were 
futile, however. A truce was negotiated in 1964. It was r e 
newed in 1970 although it was fragile all along. These success
ive Kurdish rebellions put a strain on Iran-Iraqi relations.
The Iranian government: would provide military and humanitarian 
assistance to the Iraqi Kurds at the time when Iran was formul
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proved that Turkey and Iran could hold these values firmly 
and use them.

On July 8, 19 37, Afghanistan, Iran, Iraq, and Turkey 
signed a Treaty of non-aggression at the Sa'dabad Palace, 
T e h r a n . T h e  four signatories stated in the preamble that 
they were "actuated by the common purpose of ensuring peace 
and security in the Near East by the means of additional 
guarantee within the framework of the Covenant of the League 
of Nations."

The parties to this agreement, which became known as 
the Sa'dabad Treaty, undertook to "pursue a policy of complete 
abstention from interference in each other's internal affairs" 
(Article 1) , "to respect the inviolability of their common 
frontiers" (Article 2), "to consult together in all internat-

lating its new security policies with regard to the Persian 
Gulf after the British withdrawal in 19 71. However, this 
assistance came to an abrupt end with 19 7 5 Iran-Iraqi agree
ment. This agreement provided for noninterference in the 
internal affairs of either country. In effect, this meant 
Iranian abandonment of its support for the Kurds. The agree
ment was a vital blow to the Kurds although it was in keeping 
with Iranian national interests. The position of the Kurds 
became more and more desperate after 1975 due to the successes 
of the Soviet-equipped Iraqi army. Barzani, who had fled to 
Tehran (and later died there) declared that the Kurdish rebell
ion had come to an end. The Kurds, however, were given similar 
terms to those which they had made with the Iraqi government 
in 1958. Meanwhile, the Kurds in Iran re-surrected their 
autonomous demands after the fall of the Shah in 19 79. Though 
they met with force, they have managed to hold on to some areas 
For further readings, see: C.J. Edmons, "Kurds, Turks, and 
Arabs," (London: Oxford Univ. Press, 1957); D. Kinnane, "The 
Kurds and Kurdistan," (-London. Oxford Univ. Press, 1964);
FI. Arfa, "The Kurds: An Historical and Political Study," (New 
York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1966); D. Adamson, "The Kurdish 
Rivalries (London: George Allen and Unwin, 1964); L.M. Wenner, 
"Arab-Kurdish Rivalries in Iraq, "Middle East Journal, XVII, 
nos. 1 & 2, 1963, pp. 68-82; Roosevelt, A. Jr.^ '^he Kurdish 
Republic of Maliabad, " Middle East Journal, 1 , 19 47 ; and 
W.L. Westerman, "Kurdish Independence and Russian Expansion," 
Foreign Affairs, July, 1946.

46. See Appendix 2.
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ional disputes affecting their common interest" (Article 3), 
and "in no event to resort, whether singly or jointly with 
one or more third Powers, to any act of aggression directed 
against any other of the Contracting Parties" (Article 4).

Each of the four contracting parties also undertook to: 
"prevent, within its respective frontiers, the formation or 
activities of 'armed bands, associations, or organizations to 
subvert the established institutions, or to disturb the order 
or security of any part, whether,situated on the frontier or 
elsewhere, of the territory of another party." The members 
of the S a ’dabad Pact categorically accepted the principle of 
non-violent resolution of the conflicts. Article 8 of the 
treaty declared that, "the settlement or solution of all 
disputes or conflicts, whatever their nature or origin, 
which may arise among them, shall never be sought by other 
than pacific means." The Foreign Ministers who signed the 
Pact decided on the same day to establish a permanent Council 
which met once a year and had a Secretariat.

The Sa'dabad Treaty contained all the provisions necessary 
to create a pluralistic security-community. Its articles, 
however, were never translated into reality and the Pact faded 
away. There were many reasons for this in-action. In Iran 
and Turkey the process of modernization created at least a 
few necessary background conditions, but Iraq and Afghanistan 
did not undergo the same process of transformation. Moreover, 
Afghanistan had serious border disputes with Iran. There 
were many disputes between Iraq and Iran and also between Iraq 
and Turkey. Under these circumstances it was only logical 
that the Pact failed to create a viable pluralistic security- 
community. Nevertheless, it further improved relations between 
Iran and Turkey. Even if the Pact did not achieve its object
ives, it was a significant step in various respects. It was 
the first regional agreement of its kind, and it won't be an 
exaggeration to say that the Sa'dabad Pact marked the beginn
ing of the process of cooperation in the region. Since the 
date they signed this Treaty, Iran and Turkey have not engaged



259 .

in any confrontation.

The friendly relations that have developed over the 
last four decades among these two countries have been matched 
by increasingly similar relations between them and Pakistan. 
One of the strange characteristics of the Muslims of the 
Indian sub-continent was that their focus of identity was 
always outside the Indian borders. They always considered 
themselves a part of the Muslim community, a community which 
extended far beyond the geographical limits of India. The 
partition of the Indian sub-continent and the creation of 
Pakistan in 1947 was closely related to this phenomenon. 
Muslims of India had always viewed the Turks with high regard. 
It was not only religion, but also the problem of political 
identity that attracted them towards the Ottoman Empire.
After the end of the Mughal Rule in India, it was only the 
Ottoman Empire with which the Indian Muslims could identify 
themselves on the political level.

After the creation of Pakistan, she established friendly 
relations with Turkey. In July, 19 51, a formal treaty of 
friendship was signed between the two countries. This was 
followed in 19 5 3 by a cultural agreement. These treaties were 
the first steps toward the strengthening of political and 
cultural ties between the two countries. On April 2, 1954, 
they signed an Agreement of Friendly Cooperation. It 
recognized the "need for consultation and cooperation between 
them in every field for the purpose of promoting the well
being and security of their peoples." This agreement was in 
reality a formal declaration that the contracting parties had 
established a pluralistic security-community. This treaty 
also indicated that Pakistan and Turkey were sufficiencly 
oriented towards each other to desire to contribute toward 
solving some of their social, political, and security problems 
by joint efforts. On the basis of this agreement, Pakistan 
and Turkey decided to cooperate in one of the most sensitive 
areas of their national life, defence. This intention was, to

47. See Appendix 6.
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a certain extent, an outcome of the consciousness that the 
major values relevant to the political decision-making 
processes in Pakistan and Turkey were compatible, and that 
both nations would respond promptly to each other's messages 
and needs.

The Turko-Pakistani treaty of 1954 established constant 
channels of communications between the political elites of 
these two countries which helped to improve their mutual 
understanding. • Military missions were exchanged to study 
and determine the ways and extent of mutual military assist
ance. Relations between Turkey and Pakistan have remained 
friendly ever since. Both nations have been cooperating with 
each other and have responded to their mutual needs on various 
occasions.

The Muslims of the Indian sub-continent also maintained 
close relations with their counterparts in Persia. From the 
early sixteenth century to the end of the nineteenth, almost 
the entire Muslim world was under the domination of three 
great empires: the Ottoman, the Safavids, and the Mughal.
These three empires shared a common Turko-Mongol heritage, 
noticeable in their systems of administration. But the S h i 'it 
Safavid kings of Persia, in order to counter the pressure 
from the Sunni Ottoman kings, always tried to keep extremely 
friendly relations with the Mughal kings of India. As a 
result of this political detente between the two neighbouring 
empires, Persian culture heavily influenced the Muslim 
culture of the Indian sub-continent. The Persian language 
remained the court language during the entire Mughal rule, 
and it became the sole vehicle of literary and intellectual 
activities among the Muslims. For these reasons the Persian 
language made a very deep impact upon all the modern Muslim 
languages of the sub-continent such as Urdu, Pushto, and 
Punjabi. After the end of the Muslim rule on the Indian sub
continent, the Muslims of India, while politically identifying 
themselves with Turkey, culturally did the same with Iran.
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From its establishment in 1947, Pakistan enjoyed 
extremely cordial relations with Iran. On February 18,
19 50, Pakistan and Iran signed a treaty of friendship. In 
this treaty they resolved to solve their mutual problems 
through peaceful means and in a friendly atmosphere. The 
provisions of the treaty also indicated that Pakistan and 
Iran were sufficiently oriented towards each other to desire 
to contribute toward solving some of their social, political 
and economic problems.

After 19 50, the leaders of Iran and Pakistan on various 
occasions made it clear that they were fully conscious of 
their common problems and equally eager to help each other 
in solving them. This intention for mutual cooperation was 
basically the outcome of the feeling that the major values 
relevant to political decision-making processes in Pakistan 
and Iran were compatible and that both nations possessed the 
capacity to respond promptly to each o ther’s requests. In 
1953, Iran and Pakistan demarcated their boundries. This 
settlement in a region beset by such disputes was a clear 
testimony that both nations were capable of maintaining 
their relations within the framework of the pluralistic 
security-community. Pakistan-Iranian relations have remained 
free from any serious conflict, a rare political phenomenon 
in Asia.

In the early 1950’s, the process of establishing a 
pluralistic security-community among Iran, Pakistan, and 
Turkey reached its .culmination. The major factor which led 
to this process, first, between Turkey and Iran and leter 
among Iran and Pakistan, and Turkey, was the increasing u n 
attractiveness of war and the rising advantages and possibil
ities of non-violent settlement of mutual disputes. Further 
progress' in regional integration would never have been possible 
if they had not established this type of relationship.

The process of regional integration and the establishment 
of regional organizations are not exclusively European phen
omena. Decision-makers of many Asian, African, and Latin
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American countries have recognized the properties and the 
utility of regional arrangements in terms of increasing the 
security and welfare of their countries. Successful oper
ation of the West European regional organizations also 
provided further incentives toward regionalism. There exists 
a general realization that regional economic organizations 
may prove effective tools to accelerate the process of econom
ic development. There are important economic advantages 
such as increased trade and investment, expanded production, 
monetary stability, and a better bargaining position as a 
member of a bloc; to be gained from regional integration 
among the developing countries.

Though the above advantages are self-apparent, however, 
only a few countries in the developing world have established 
successful regional organizations. As pointed out earlier, 
the establishment of regional organizations is basically a 
transformation of one system into another. This change takes 
place as a result of a complex process, and a number of factors 
influence.it. The newly independent nations of Asia and 
Africa have not been successful in undergoing that process 
because in large measure they do not possess the necessary 
background conditions. There are, of course, certain countries 
which possess these, but they do not constitute a pluralistic 
security-community; an essential stage for any kind of viable 
regional integration. Examples of significant regional 
integration among the developing countries are, therefore, rare 
S o m e , such as the Arab Common Market is stagnant, or in the 
case of the Latin American Free Trade Association had bogged 
down. The East African Common Market, the most significant 
example, has declined and the Central American Common Market 
also has faced difficulties.

It is evident that the developing nations will be in a 
position to think in terms of mutual cooperation and integrat
ion only after they accept explicitly the principle of non
violent resolution of mutual conflicts. A high level of 
integration is inconceivable so long as they do not agree to
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settle their disputes without resorting to physical force.

Among the Asian countries, the first attempt at regional
economic cooperation was the establishment of the Association
for Southeast Asia CASA) in 1961. Thailand, the Philippines,
and the Federation of Malaya became the members of ASA. Due
to political conflicts and other difficulties among the
participants, this organization did not make any significant

4 8contribution toward regional integration. The second Asian 
experiment in the field was the RCD.

Meaningful cooperation among the Northern Tier countries 
started with the setting up of the Baghdad Pact, and then it 
created the necessary infrastructure for the establishment of 
RCD. As discussed earlier, CENTO was basically a regional 
defence organization with inter-governmental institutions.
But within the framework of CENTO", the three regional 
countries also participated in various non-military projects. 
Perhaps the most important contribution of CENTO was stimulat
ing the habit of working together and coordination among the 
countries’ decision-makers. Indeed CENTO provided a useful 
regional instrument to achieve the goals of modernization. 
Within its framework, the three countries undertook a number 
of economic projects to promote the welfare and prosperity 
of the region. They recognized and acknowledged the utilitar
ian value of CENTO as a device for economic development.

The question as to what extent Iran, Turkey, and 
Pakistan shared common social, political, and economic values 
and goals during the lifetime of CENTO and RCD deserve some 
discussion and analysis. These three countries are not modern 
societies, but the fact remains that they are not traditional 
ones either. A traditional society enters into the transition
al stage when the validity of traditional values and goals and 
the utility of traditional institutions are challenged by 
certain segments of society and when conscious efforts are 
jnade to embrace modern values and goals and to establish

48. Bernard K. Gordon, "Regionalism and Instability in South
east Asia," Orbis, vol. X, no. 2, CSummer, 1962), pp. 438-457.



264.

modern institutions. Iran, Turkey, and Pakistan are in the
transitional stage because in each country the validity of
traditional values has been challenged and progressive
efforts have been attempted. There was a general realization
among the political elites of Iran, Turkey, and Pakistan that
the traditional lifeways no longer satisfied the new needs
and new demands. They shared, to a certain extent, common
social, political, and economic values and goals. Their
traditional past was predominantly under the influence of a
common faith. 'Their social and cultural life had a common
base, the Ottoman-Persicn culture. Consequently, their
partial rupture from the past and their progress almost

49followed a similar pattern.

In conclusion, Iran, Turkey, and Pakistan’s mejiibership 
in a pluralistic security-community created a climate within 
which the leaders of these countries realized that if their 
main values were not identical, they were at least, compatible.
It was this understanding which motivated them to contribute 
their joint efforts towards solving some of their political 
and economic problems.

The establishment of Regional Cooperation for Development 
was an institutional manifestation of regional cooperation.
RCD came into existence when the Heads of State of Iran,
Turkey, and Pakistan signed the Istanbul Accord on July 21,

49. For further study of the process of modernization in the 
three countries concerned see: M. Halpern, "The Politics of 
Social Change in the Middle East and North Africa," (Princeton, 
N.J.: Princeton Univ. Press, 1963); D. Lerner, "The Passing of 
Traditional Society: Modernity in the Middle East," (New York:
The Free Press, 1955); B. Lewis, "The Emergence of Modern 
Turkey," (London: Oxford University Press, 1961); N. Berkes,
"The Development of Secularism in Turkey," (Montreal: McGill 
University Press, 1964); A. Banani, "The Modernization of 
Iran: 1921-1941," (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1961);
L. Binder, "Iran: Political Development in a Changing Society," 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1962); and A. Hussain, 
"Pakistan: Its Ideology and Foreign Policy," (London: Frank 
Cass and Co., 1966).
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1964. In their joint statement, the signatories declared 
that regional cooperation is an essential factor in acceler
ating the pace of national development. They also expressed 
their conviction that the already existed strong ties should 
be strengthened and furthered in the context and spirit of 
regional cooperation.

In their joint statement, they recognized and stressed 
three important facts. First, Iran, Turkey, and Pakistan 
constitute a region and the peoples of these three countries 
were bound to each other by cultural and historical ties. 
Second, rapid economic development is not possible without 
regional cooperation. Third, the benefit of the common 
peoples of the region should be one of the main objectives 
of this new collaboration. A 10- point programme was agreed
in principle and it was hoped that this would gradually lead
, . T • . ,. 50to regional integration.

The institutional structure of RCD was a simple one.
The Ministerial Council, the supreme policy-making body, was 
composed of the foreign ministers of Iran, Turkey- and 
Pakistan. When the Council, meeting bi-annually, deemed 
necessary, it invited other ministers to attend its gatherings. 
The Chairman of the Council was the head of state or government 
of the host country. The next important institution was the 
Regional Planning Council composed of the Heads of the three 
planning organizations of the respective countries. This 
council studied the development plans and production potential 
of the countries of the region. It made proposals regarding 
the harmonization of the national development plans in the 
wider interest of accelerated regional collaboration. The 
recommendations of the Planning Council to the Ministerial 
Council were based on the information provided by the numerous 
RCD committees. There were seven permanent committees each of 
which consisted of representatives of the member countries and 
thus provided the basic channels of contact between the member

50. For the text, see Appendix 13.
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governments in' a particular sphere of cooperation. The 
RCD committees, re-organized in April, 1967, at Islamabad, 
were: 1) Committee on Industry (Industry and Joint Purpose 
Enterprises); 2) Committee on Petroleum and Petro-Chemicals;
3) Committee on Trade (.promotion of trade, RCD Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry, tourism, banking, insurance, and RCD 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry, tourism, banking, insurance, 
and RCD Insurance Centre); 4) Committee on Transport and 
Communication Cair transportation, RCD shipping services, 
roads, railways, post and telecommunications); 5) Committee 
on Technical Cooperation and Public Administration CTechnical 
Assistance Programme, public administration, health, family- 
planning, agriculture, water resources development); 6) 
Committee on Social Affairs (.cultural cooperation, RCD 
Cultural Institute, information, media, w omen’s cooperation); 
and 7) Coordination Committee (.coordination of RCD activities, 
organizational m a tters, its budget and administration),

The RCD Secretariat was established in 19 6 5.- Its 
responsibilities were to centralize the activities of differ
ent institutions of the organization, and to establish a 
network of communication among all the related agencies of 
the participating countries. The Secretary General was 
assisted by six principal assistants, two nominated by each 
member country, and also an information officer. The entire 
supporting staff of the Secretariat was recruited from the 
member countries. Representatives of the Secretariat attended 
the meetings and also took part in various other important 
meetings of other international organizations such as the 
United Nations Conference on Trade and Development CUNCTAD) 
and the World Bank. The RCD institutions were basically inter
governmental ones. Within its framework, the decision-making 
machinery of the three countries were coordinated for some 
purposes, but not merged in any significant way.

The RCD faced a, great barrier in the course of its devel
opment. This was the lack of economic complementarity which
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brought about many direct and indirect problems. In order 
to understand this, it is important to study the economies 
of these three countries. Iran, Turkey, and Pakistan have 
mixed economies. Public and private sectors play equally 
important roles in the economic development. However, 
economic planning is done by one of the agencies of the 
government and the execution of the plan is entirely the 
responsibility of the government. State participation in 
planning and economic development was, during the lifetime of 
RCD, based on the principles of free market economy with some 
government control.

Iran, Turkey, and Pakistan were faced with almost similar 
economic problems a n d , in general, were trying to deal with 
them in essentially similar ways. There were similarities of 
agricultural production throughout the region, tbe pattern of 
foreign trade, and the industrial structure.

In the agricultural sector, there was little possibility 
that the major exports of the RCD countries could help to 
increase the intra-regional trade for all the major cash 
crops were produced by all the countries concerned. The 
problem was stressed since Pakistan and Turkey were in need 
.of hard currency in order to finance the purchase of foreign 
investment goods. This element then set the direction of 
their exports toward the industrialized countries. Development 
of industrial projects was also another area of similar concern

The RCD started to achieve some degree of success when 
the above question of complementarity was tackled with the 
adoption of joint planning. The accomplishments of RCD and 
its activities could be then divided into three broad categor
ies. first, a deliberate effort was being made to create a 
planned industrial complementarity within the region. In this 
connection the establishment of "joint purpose enterprises" 
was a significant step. Second, the RCD countries tried to 
establish necessary infrastructure for the growth of trade 
within the region. The establishment of the RCD Chamber of
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Commerce, agreement of RCD Payments Union, and the improve
ment of communication systems in the region where some of 
the steps which might have influenced the growth of intra- 
regional trade. Third, steps were taken to further improve 
their cultural relations. The activities of RCD Cultural 
Centre, academic cooperation, and the encouragement of tourism 
within the region were some of the important measures.

In November, 19.67, the three countries signed an agree
ment for the promotion and operation of joint purpose enter
prises under the protection of RCD. It was a significant step 
toward widening and strengthening economic collaboration with
in the region through the instruments of regional planning.
The three participants agreed to establish certain projects 
on a mutually beneficial basis and provided a framework within 
which the practical problems of investment, remittances, 
training facilities, supply of machinery, and flow of raw 
materials could be settled. The rationale was that if the 
process of industrialization were to move beyond light indust
ries to large and sophisticated ones capable of producing 
intermediate and capital goods, then the size of markets for 
these goods would have to be greatly expanded, which, would, in 
turn, impell the process of modernization. Moreover, within 
the framework of RCD, the joint purpose enterprises were ex
pected to draw on the resources and skill of all the partic
ipating countries, even though they might have been located 
in one country only. The procedure to initiate a project, 
however, was considered to be fairly long, and therefore 
results could not be seen in a short period of time.^

The main objective of the joint purposes, as it was 
pointed out earlier, was to achieve a planned economic 
complementarity at the regional level. The more the regional 
economy-became reciprocating the greater would have been the 
flow of goods among the members. Within the protection of 
RCD, therefore, steps were taken and some institutional

51. Nurul Islam, o p .c i t ., p. 294.
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infrastructures were created which could have been conducive 
to the growth of the volume of trade in the region.

The formation of the RCD Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry in 196 5, may be regarded as one of the important 
steps taken towards promoting the trade in that region during 
that period. The Chamber created communication channels and 
explored avenues of cooperation among the business and 
industrial communities of the RCD countries. With its assist
ance, the Trade Committee identified groups of commodities, 
products, and the like which made increased trade possible.
In order to facilitate this, the Chamber proposed the establish
ment of the RCD Payments Union. The agreement on the RCD 
Union for Multilateral Payments was signed at Ankara in April 
1967. This agreement aimed to facilitate the movement of 
trade by making additional foreign exchange available in the 
form of credits for financing imports from the RCD countries. 
The Union would have eliminated the need for financial deal
ings through intermediate countries located outside the 
region and would have served as an instrument to enable the 
monetary authorities in the region to maintain periodical 
contact with each other, The Chamber also proposed the estab- • 
lishment of a joint commercial bank and an agreement to avoid 
double taxation.

Another step taken to further the trade in the region 
was to create preferential arrangements. A Tripartite Trade 
Agreement was signed in September 19 6 8 by the Commerce and 
Economy Ministers. ' On its. basis, the three countries would 
have lifted their tarrif barriers gradually and accorded to 
each other benefits of most-favoured nation treatment with 
respect to customs and other duties imposed on import and 
export of goods as well as all other matters including rules 
and regulations related to import and export. The agreement 
also laid down that all necessary measures to promote trade 
will be taken by the signatories and that they provide all 
facilities for this purpose. It also decided that in the 
coming years the imports of certain commodities would be "tied"
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by the member countries to each other.

The RCD Committee on Banking and Insurance, at its 
meeting in Tehran in September, 1964, agreed upon several 
measures of collaboration in the field of insurance. The 
main objectives of this venture were to reduce the foreign 
exchange outgo on insurance and re-insurance services of the 
region as a whole as well as of the individual countries of 
the region; and to improve the standard of insurance services 
in the three countries. These were accepted by the RCD 
Planning Council and were implemented. Three regional re
insurance pools; Accident, Marine, and Fire, were established 
and started to accept business in 1967. The pools offered 
favourable terms to national companies in order to induce 
them to place their surplus business with them in preference to 
foreign companies. A year later, two new pools of Aviation 
and Engineering were also introduced.

Another important factor which influenced the growth of 
trade among the RCD countries was the development of effective 
transportation and communication systems within the region. 
Since the establishment of RCD, great attention was paid to 
the improvement of these systems. The related problems were 
studied by the two Committees of Road and Railways and that 
of the Post, Telegraph, and Telecommunications. These 
committees made a detailed survey, of the existing means of 
communications and gave numerous suggestions for their 
improvement. Two projects which were given consideration 
under the protection of CENTO were sponsored by RCD after 
its creation. These were the RCD Highway and railroad links 
and as a result of coordinated work done on them, the three 
countries were linked up with improved and standardized road 
and railway systems.

Other projects in the field of communications were the 
reduction of postal, telegraph, and telephone rates in the 
region, Iran, Turkey, and Pakistan, therefore, constituted 
a single postal territory from 1964. The agreement for
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establishing RCD Shipping Services came into operation in 
May 5 1966 , and for the first time a direct sea link was 
established between Turkey and Pakistan. The capitals and 
cities of the three countries were also linked by air with 
the introduction of the Tehran-Istanbul route in the same 
y e a r .

In areas of cultural and technical cooperation, the 
three countries, drawing on their common links, took various 
steps to further their ties. The RCD Regional Institute was 
set up at Tehran in June, 19.66, with branches in Istanbul 
and Lahore. The institute prepared a programme of publicat
ions and in its organ. The Journal of the Regional Cultural 
Institute, covered a wide range of subjects in the fields of 
culture, history, and literature. Within the framework of 
RCD, the three countries agreed on the Annual Exchange 
Programme and establishing Turkish, Persian, and Pakistani 
Chairs in counterpart universities. One important step taken 
by the Ministerial Council was the approval of the setting up 
of the RCD College of Economics and political Science in 
Islamabad, Pakistan, which, was commissioned in 1971, In 
the field of technical cooperation, an agreement was signed 
inf1965 in order to share technical knowledge and experience. 
The fields of activity constituted education, vocational 
training, banking, insurance, industries, mines, agriculture, 
health, rural affairs, and public, administration.
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4.4 Redundancy

Central Treaty Organization came into existence as a 
result of the Eisenhower Administration’s objectives to try 
to contain the outward pressure of the Sino-Soviet bloc in 
Asia by means of a chain of regional defence alliances, form
ed by local anti-Communist governments in association with 
the West and backed by the mobile deterrent-retaliatory power 
of the United States.

An examination of the paradoxes surrounding the CENTO, 
and the association of the United States with it, may lead to 
several conclusions concerning the treaty, the organization 
itself, and defensive alliances in general. The political 
and legal aspects of the Pact had little impact upon the 
members of the alliance. An alliance, as defined earlier, is 
an instrument which at least establishes a degree of predict
ability in the behaviour of one state towards another. The 
CENTO treaty, however, did not define the circumstances which 
could necessitate cooperation within the alliance, nor did it 
define the pattern cooperation would take place if it were 
initiated. When cooperation did develop within the CENTO, it 
did so either as a result of the assistance provided by the 
United States or initiatives in the coritext of RCD.

The cooperation of the United States with the alliance 
was motivated by the desire to create a deterrence against 
the expansion of the Soviet Union into the Middle East. The 
establishment of the deterrence depended upon the development 
of an efficient retaliatory system within the United States 
rather than an effective defencive force stationed on the soil 
of the regional members; an analysis of the Pact leads to the 
conclusion that the regional members intended primarily to rely 
upon the resources of the United States to deter any Soviet 
venture which might threaten their security. The treaty did 
not commit a member to utilize military force outside its own 
territory, nor did it commit a member to any action other than 
to vague cooperation in the event of one of them was threatened
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by the Soviet Union. The major contribution of the Pact to 
the security of the regional members against a major Soviet 
threat was achieved by the association of the regional members 
with the deterrence mechanism of the United States.

The principal purpose of the United States association 
with the Middle East alliance was to establish the certainty 
of a response to Soviet efforts to penetrate the Middle East.
The regional members, because they had other security interests, 
did not perceive the alliance exclusively in the same light.
For the regional members, the alliance was intended to guaran
tee the availability of greater power which each member could 
use in confronting its regional or domestic interests. The 
fact that neither the purposes of the United States nor those 
of the regional members were fulfilled, illustrated several 
aspects about the nature and. function of alliances in the 
nuclear area.

The historical context of the P a c t ’s creation made it 
quite clear that the United States intended the alliance to 
be an instrument for containing the Soviet Union. Repeated 
references to international communism in the instruments 
associating the United States with the alliance reinforced 
this premise. Since the United States, as the dominant power 
in the alliance, was able to determine alliance policy, the 
activity within the alliance had an anti-Soviet orientation.

The regional members each sought additional strength 
through the alliance to confront their dominant interests.
The contributions the United States could make in these 
directions, however, were dependent upon either the direct 
participation of the United States in the conflict between 
the regional member and its opponent or the delivery of 
military aid to the ally. The fact that the United States 
refused to join the alliance at the time it was created and 
later refused to support the creation of a troop command in 
the Middle East caused decision-makers in the member nations 
to doubt that the desired material assistance would be deliver
ed when requested. The restraint put upon Pakistan and
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Turkey in regional conflicts verified the fact that the 
regional members could not depend upon assistance from the 
United States and Britain in a non-Soviet conflict.

From the beginning of the Baghdad arrangements, the 
United States relied upon nuclear weapons as a deterrent 
against a war with the Soviet Union. In a war between nuclear 
powers, an alliance with non-nuclear powers would not signif
icantly affect the force available to either of the antagon
ists. Under these circumstances, therefore, the function 
of an alliance may be to delineate the locality of conflicts 
and to serve as an instrument in limited war situations. 
However, even in a limited theatre, the fact that the potent
ial participants are armed with nuclear weapons may affect 
the stregegy employed by the alliance partners. Because of 
the possibility that a small conflict may escalate into a 
nuclear war, there may be a tendency for nuclear nations 
that are members of an alliance to act as a restraint on the 
principal adversaries rather than to contribute the force 
necessary for a rapid victory. Therefore, in conventional war 
in a nuclear age, the role of alliance in the redistribution 
of power may be reversed from that which has been tradition
ally recognized. This hypothesis, which, for a non-nuclear 
power, questions the utility of a defensive alliance between 
a nuclear and a non-nuclear power, is supported by the record 
of Pakistan’s and Turkey’s association with the United States.

The possession of nuclear weapons may restrict the 
utility of a defensive alliance for the nuclear power as well, 
because there is often an inducement for the non-nuclear state 
to terminate its identification as a trip wire state. The 
possession of nuclear weapons by a state within an alliance 
has aggravated an aspect of modern international politics 
as discussed by George Liska. He pointed out that the attit
udes of politically mobilized people in periods of high
nationalistic feelings have reversed the function of alliance

5 2as previously perceived. Whereas the alliances were once 

52, Liska, b p . c i t ., p p , 37-39.
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viewed as contributory to a lesser power’s prestige, the 
reverse is true today. Alliances are viewed by sensitive 
nationalists as evidence that the independence of a state 
has been compromised. An alliance with a major power has 
caused them to suspect that their state not only is unable 
to promote its own interest unaided, but that it is also 
unable to define its own independent policy. The criticism 
of Iran’s and Iraq’s participation in CENTO centred on this 
theme. In the era of nuclear weapons, there is a greater 
basis for this suspicion than before. The minor power is 
placed in the position of promoting the interests of the 
major power and being restrained in fulfilling its own inter
ests. The politics of an alliance, therefore, constitute a 
liability for the lesser power and may induce it to de-align, 
depriving the nuclear power of its trip wire mechanism necess
ary for nuclear deterrence. Pakistan’s termination of military 
association with the alliance illustrated this point.

The security aspect of CENTO, taken as a whole, did not 
adequately explain the behaviour of Iran towards the alliance 
or the United States. The coordination which developed 
through CENTO, in spite of the ambiguity of the treaty, did 
so because of the military, economic, and technical assistance 
which the United States channelled to the regional members.
The degree to which this assistance satisfied them depended 
upon the interests of each state. The sources of Iranian in
security remained consistant throughout the years covered 
by the study, however, even Iran began to move towards de
alignment in the 19 6 0 ’s and took advantage of the favourable 
climate generated by the detente in the 197 0 ’s.

The difficulty in explaining Iran’s position in CENTO 
stems from the tendency to seperate the international plane 
of a state’s behaviour from the domestic plane. In fact, 
the two are inseperable. When making an evaluation of the 
utility of an alliance, attention ought to be paid to the 
interests of the state as indicated by those in a position to 
make decisions on the state’s behalf. Attention, however.
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should be given both to those upon whom the decision-makers 
are dependent for their continued presence in office, and 
to those who are challenging the position of the decision
makers. In each category, a significant factor which should 
be considered is whether or not each group’s interest, its 
position or coveted position, can be best attained and main
tained by promoting the status quo or by promoting change. 
Through international commitments, the Iranian government 
intended to strengthen its political base and to facilitate 
the government’s efforts to maintain political stability and 
bring about social change. After the United States termin
ated military aid in 1962, the alliance no longer served this

5 3purpose, and Iran began to pursue a more independent line.

While CENTO can be criticized for its failure to ob
struct the flow of Soviet influence into the Middle East, it 
must also be given credit for its achievements. The most 
significant of them were the projects of the Economic Committee 
The greatest visible benefit of the alliance, therefore, was in 
non-military areas; even though the economic projects had some 
bearing on the defence of the region. The success of defensive 
measures taken within the area could have been dependent upon 
the speed with which military men and material could be 
delivered to threatened areas. Defence of the region, there
fore, was facilitated by the improved communication- 
transportation system. The main economic projects of CENTO, 
however, had a more important role to play in the type of war 
most likely to be fought in the nuclear age. Defence against 
subversive movements or guerilla war required the development 
of a national consensus identified with the government and 
depended upon the ability of the state to supply the population 
with essential goods and services. Both aspects of this type 
of defence were facilitated by the improved and expanded 
communication and transportation facilities.

Had CENTO, from the time it was established, emphasized 
the economic instead of the military aspects, the alliance

53, See Chapter 5.
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might still have served its security functions without 
becoming a liability to the regional members. The presence 
of the United States in the region could also have been 
established by its identification with the economic aspects 
of the alliance. The fact that statesmen from the United 
States, Great Britain, and the regional countries did 
emphasize the military aspect reflects a phenomenon which is 
not peculiar to the Middle East alone. At the time the 
alliance was created, considerable suspicion existed among the 
groupings within the regional countries. The decision-makers 
of the different states were able to overcome this suspicion 
in order to initiate cooperation for military purposes; 
however, they were insufficiently motivated to transcend it in 
order to initiate it for purely economic purposes. This 
decrease in suspicion was an achievement of an alliance which 
received little attention.

Although CENTO was established in order to strengthen the 
security of the region, the three regional members particip
ated in numerous development projects within its framework. 
c e n t o ’s economic activities spilled over and the institutional 
manifestation of this process was the establishment of RCD.
The creation of RCD would have been very different without 
the infrastructure already established by CENTO. Awareness 
by the decision-makers of these three nations that they shared 
many common problems, especially in the economic and social 
fields was the result of their participation in CENTO.
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CHAPTER FIVE: Iran: Government and Foreign Policy

The changing structure of international politics after 
World War Two, as was underlined in previous pages of this 
study, demonstrated the position of the Upper Middle Eastern 
countries and the significant influences that they were 
subjected to. Moreover, attention was drawn to the security 
policies that these countries pursued in the course of the 
events. Notably of Iran, it was argued that those security 
policies firmly and evitably led Tran to be placed in the 
Western camp against a background of power politics* object
ives and interests while at the same time retaining a degree 
of her diplomatic mianoeuverabilities .

The primary objective of this chapter is to analyze the 
security policies that were evolved, developed, adopted, 
projected, or otherwise manifested by the Iranian government 
up to the end of 1970's. The study primarily examines the 
period 19.6 8^19 7 5 in which the Iranian government was striving 
to assume a predominant position in the Persian Gulf region.
The study further focusses on the remainder of the Sha h ’s admin
istration and investigates the universally acknowledged belief 
that Iran assumed that predominant position.

If could, be said of Iran that her post-war foreign policy 
demonstrates the strains and stresses that are typically 
encountered by a developing nation in contemporary world 
affairs. But it is arguably more so. It is indeed remarkable 
for a country that by general consensus was regarded in the 
last decade as a major regional power to be reckoned with to 
achieve such a progress in a matter of thirty years or so.
The strategic significance of Iran has been acknowledged by 
all observers from every quarter. They include every president 
of the United States since the Second World War. In the words 
of President Roosevelt, Iran was characterized as the "Bridge 
to Victory" in the Allied war efforts against the Axis forces. 
In the words of President Carter, Iran symbolized an "island
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of peace and stability" in the region of Middle East. But 
the continuity of the idea of Iran’s strategic significance 
contrasts sharply with changes that took place in the Iranian 
society within the period under question, particularly the 
last two decades. The country could be confidently described 
at the close of the war as occupied by foreign p o w e r s , back
ward in an economic sense, socially explosive, and politically 
chaotic. Towards the end of 1970’s, the same country was 
transformed into a nation enjoying one of the w o r l d ’s 
fastest rates of sustained economic growth, the pre-dominant 
power in the Persian Gulf, envisaging a security perimeter for 
itself that would go beyond the Gulf of Oman and the Arabian 
Sea, and playing an active role in world affairs, ranging from 
serving on the Vietnam Truce Commission to administering a 
newly established foreign aid programme of its own.

The study of the place of Iran in international security 
considerations could well be defined as an example of a kind 
of case study of foreign policy in modernizing countries.
Until recently, developing states have tended to be treated as 
clients or prox:ies of the superpowers or one of the other of 
the developed states. This perspective has increasingly less 
relevance to the significant and enlarging security functions 
these states now discharge. They are often as capable of 
manipulating other states as they are susceptible to being 
influenced from abroad. Other developing and developed states 
are targets of their security policies. The behaviour of 
militarily more powerful states is subject to more influence 
and control by these weaker powers than is appreciated. It is 
misleading to view them exclusively as objects of big-power 
security and arms-control policies. Some of these states 
have impressive military establishments relative to their size 
and resources. Others are building up large and sophisticated 
forces. None perceive themselves either as totally dependent 
on other powers or as so constrained that they are without a 
margin of manoeuverability in projecting force abroad. In some 
measure, all attempts to pursue independent foreign and 
security policies that respond to their perceived n e e d s .
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Notwithstanding the above broader concerns, the subject 
matter cannot be analyzed in isolation. Through the use of 
or threat of force, the governments in control of these states 
can determine favourable outcomes in their conflicts with 
other states. They exercise a monopoly over the military 
apparatus internally and command loyalties. In short, 
designating these modernizing countries as emerging powers 
contrasts their military growth with their often more limited 
economic, social, and political development.^

It is for these compelling reasons that considerations ' 
ought to be given to objectives, economic and military cap
abilities, strategies, instruments, techniques, tactics, style,
and machinery as well as decisions, actions, and consequences of

2foreign policy. As such, therefore, the present chapter of

1. The developing states that could be described as such 
possess impressive military establishments measured by spending 
relative to per capita expenditures or G N P , number of personnel 
under a r m s , complexity of their organization or sophistication 
of military equipment at their disposal. Arms-production , 
procurement, and transfer policies and the security and foreign 
policy alignment strategies that they have pursued in the recent 
past are also overriding factors. The strategies, organization
al structures, and national and international processes used by 
these states to make, buy, or sell arms are elaborate, intricate, 
and generally multi-national. All are primary states in the 
regional security systems of which they are a part and many have 
enjoyed significant positions in conflicts regionally or other
wise. In Middle East, apart from Iran in the period under 
study, they include Egypt, Israel, Iraq, and Syria. In Asia, 
Pakistan, India, Vietnam, and Indonesia. In Africa, Nigeria
and South Africa. And in Latin America, Argentina, Brazil and 
C u b a .
2, The d i s c u s s i o n a n a l y s i s , and elaboration of some important 
concepts, inherent as they may be, is beyond the scope of this 
study. Such concepts include: "foreign policy," "regions," 
’’regionalism," "political modernization," etc. However, for 
the purposes of this part of the study, foreign policy is 
defined as , efforts of optimization of freedom of acti-on in the 
international system for the attaiyvnent of exteryial ohfectives. " This
is borrowed from R.K. Ramazani, "Iran’s Foreign Policy, 1991- 
1973: A Study of Foreign Policy in Modernizing Nations," 
CCharlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 1975), p. 14.
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this study is divided into two sections. Under section one, 
Government, Social, Political and Military factors the study 
is organized to examine the nature and effectiveness of I r a n ’s 
foreign policy, resources and institutions, political leader
ship, elites, and parties, the examination of the role and 
responsibilities that Iran assumed for herself (especially 
with regard to the Persian Gulf affairs) under the banner of 
Independent National Policy and the thinking behind that, as 
well as the contemporary political system, economic conditions, 
resources, capabilities, and military questions.

Section two examines the new and assertive foreign and 
security policies pursued by Iran with particular reference to 
the Persian Gulf region and beyond. The implications of the 
British withdrawal from East of Suez is discussed. The factors 
behind Iran’s increasing attention to the area are analyzed 
and the relations with the neighbouring states and beyond are 
looked a t .
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5.1 Government, Social, Political, and Military Factors.

For a state that strives to achieve regional hegemonical 
status, it must not only possess economic, technological, 
and military resources, but it needs an effective foreign 
policy, which rests on effective administrative resources 
and institutions. In turn all depend on the ability of the 
political leadership and the elite to direct these resources 
and generate economic strength and political cohesion and 
mobilization.

Political leadership and organization are the two main 
factors which influence willingness to mobilize resources 
for the conduct of foreign policy, which both are largely 
under the control of political elite, in case of Iran we will 
note that they were more so under the control of the Shah 
himself, especially in the making of foreign policy, in the 
period under question.

Leadership is a necessary component in mobilizing the 
resources needed to conduct foreign policy, At the same time 
there needs to be a trained bureaucracy, involvement in 
diplomatic negotiations, budgets for cultural and educational 
activities, military hardware and armies. Regardless of the 
nature of a political system, in case of mobilization there 
is a relationship between the political elite and the general 
public which the leaders in particular address themselves to.
An effective political elite is able to induce its constituents 
to follow them and give them the support necessary for effect-' 
iye decisions.

A population in which the political elite is tuned to 
modernizing values is able and expected to execute the ideas 
and commands of the leadership in a competent, comprehensive,

3. Klaus Knorr, ’’Military Power and Potential," (Lexington, 
MA.; D.C. Heath and Company, 19 70), p. 13 7; and also Paul Y. 
Hamond , "The Political Order and the Burden of External 
Relations," World' Politics, 14, April 1967, pp. 443-449.
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and supportive- fashion. In order for the elite to be able 
to mobilize the citizenry, the educated and the elite must 
have a vision of the future for the society which they can 
transmit to the leadership, or vice versa the leadership has 
a vision or a goal which can effectively transmit and share 
with the elite, who in turn can transmit it to the public.
The public will support a leadership’s policy to achieve its 
goal, to the extent that they imagine that their own future 
is linked with that of the country or the governing body.

Howard H. Lentner notes that in order to have a high level 
of the mobilization of resources on behalf of the national 
goal, political leadership has to be confident of itself and 
able to articulate ideals. Such inspiration is one of the 
functions of the leadership. Lentner further views, that 
another function of the leadership is the "... conceptualization 
of attainable goals. I n  any political system, goals must be set 
in such a way that they can be attained. Otherwise, the elite 
will lose the confidence of the population who will no longer 
give their support. Because a political elite cannot analyze 
and conceptualize all of the problems of a nation’s external 
behaviour alone, it must rely on bureaucracies. Thus, it is 
the function of leadership to promote morale and confidence i'l. 
the bureaucracies in order to receive from them the required 
operational support.

Resources are mobilized through organization. Whatever 
the aspirations and visions of the elite, it must rely on the 
organized institutions and the population of its society for 
the mobilization of resources. The basic organization for the 
mobilization of resources is the educational system of a 
country, in both broad and narrow senses Education provides 
training for the exercise and development of general intell
ectual skills which enables people to acquire capability of 
learning more specific skills. Thus these skills will be

*4. Howard H. Lentner, "Foreign Policy Analysis," CColumbus: 
Charles E. Merril Publishing Co., 19 74), p. 209.
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utilized for the achievement of foreign.policy goals. For 
example, if the population of Iran had had a higher level of 
general education, it was much more likely that the Iranians 
military personnel would have learned to operate ultra
sophisticated military equipment in a shorter time, and as 
a result would have been less costly for the country.

The expansion of political party organizations, leading 
to a wider political participation, and the ingress of state 
machinery, leading to a more involvement of the different 
strata of the population, will both have an impact on the 
mobilization of resources. Political organization also 
provides the link between foreign policy elites and economic 
organizations, particularly firms and industries. Thus the 
organization of society influences the mobilization of resour
ces and its concern of political elite.

The foreign policies and external behaviour of a state 
can be accounted for also in terms of its traditions, self- 
image, and the beliefs, in addition to its leadership, elite 
groups, and system of government. One could cite history, 
culture, and ideology as significant components, in this 
context.

Like most modernizing societies, Iran has not been immune 
to the incompatibility of the images and ideals held by its 
elite and those of the rank and file of the people.^ As in 
the past centuries, Ira n ’s more recent past social and
political structure mak'e the political culture and political
thought of the population less relevant to explaining foreign 
policy, and external behaviour.

5. For further reading in differences between the elite groups,
the political leadership’s culture and that of the general
population see, Martin Zcnis, "The Political Elite of Iran," 
(Princeton, N.J.,: Princeton University Press, 1971); James A. 
Bill, "The Politics of Iran: Groups, Classes and Modernization," 
(Columbus: Charles E. Merril Publishing Co., 1972); and 
Leonard Binder, "Iran," (Berkeley: University of California 
P r e s s , 1962).
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The monarchy throughout its long history, with its many 
dynasties and differing fortunes, has always been the principal 
single source and locus of political power, and leadership. 
Other traditional sources of influence include: landed 
aristocracy, the clergy CZordastrian and Islamic), important 
tribal leaders, and wealthy urban merchants. A significant 
shift in the power sources of the traditional groups, however, 
occurred in the Pahlavi period, especially, since the 1950’s. 
For the purposes of this study, it is as well that we con
centrate on this period.

A nation-state’s political culture is the pattern of its 
members individual orientations toward politics. It is a 
pattern of cognitions, affections, and valuations. Cognitions 
are empirical beliefs about what the actual state of political 
life is. Valuations are judgements of what ought to be, 
judgements about the goals that ought to be pursued in 
political life, the moral quality of political objects and 
events. Affections are feelings, often represented verbally 
by expressive symbols of attachment, involvement, alienation,
rejection, identification, amity, or enmity about political
, . . 6 obgects.

We are interested of course, principally in those aspects 
of the political culture of the Iranians that bear on foreign 
policy and its place in international affairs. The particular 
contents of political culture that are of interest in the 
study of foreign policy will characteristically include fund
amental attitudes and orientations towards the specific 
political objects of international politics. These objects

6. Gabriel Almond and G. Bingham Powell, Jr., "Comparative 
Politics: A Developmental Approach," (Boston: Little, Brown 
and Co.,.1966), p p . 50-72 ; Lucian N. Pye and Sidney Verba, 
e d s ., "Political Culture and Political Development,"
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1965), p. 513; 
and David 0. Wilkinson, "Comparative Foreign Relations : 
Frameworks and Methods," (Belmond: Dickenson Publishing 
Company, Inc., 1969), p. 90.
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include the individual and group incumbents of key national 
and foreign policy roles, and specific current policies, 
issues and problems that Iran was faced with in the region 
and internationally. The more the decision-making machinery 
is in fact concentrated, the more attention should be paid 
to the particular political cultures of elite individuals, 
roles, and institutions. Therefore, it is proper to point 
out that a political leader’s values have more opportunity to 
influence and overshadow foreign policy when she participates 
in the decision-making process of a highly centralized system 
than in a system in which power is diffused. Several studies 
have been made which demonstrate that where a head of state 
appoints persons to the high decision-making posts, those 
persons will reflect the style and views consistent with his 
own and it will make little difference who actually makes the 
decision.^ This is especially characteristic of Iran, regard
less of the political shades and opinions, the rightful m o n 
archy or the pseudo-monarchy of Khomeini. Based on the fore
going, it will thus make little difference whether the study 
examines only the foreign policy events in which the head of
state participates or all foreign policy events of the govern-

^ . 9ment in power.

7. David 0. Wilkinson, I b i d . , p. 9.1

8. For decision-making style, see Margaret G. Herman,
"Leader Personality and Foreign Policy Behaviour," in 
’Comparing Foreign Policies," e d ., James N. Rosenau, CNew 
York: Sage Publications, 1974), p. 203; see also R.C. Snyder 
and J.A. Robinson," National and International Decision- 
Making," (New York: Institute for International Order, 1960), 
p . 164.

9. J.D. Frank, "Sanity and Survival," (New York: Random House, 
1958); D.G. Winter and A.J. Stewart, "Content Analysis as a 
Technique for Assuming Political Leaders," in Margaret G .
Herman, éd., ”A Psychological Examination of Political Leaders," 
(New York; Free Press, 1976).
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Psychologists and political scientists, when they
discuss the common boundary between the two disciplines,
often speak of the attitude and beliefs of an individual
leader’s interpretations of the environment. As O.R. Holsti
points out: "A deaision-makers acts upon his Hmage^ of the situation

. I lrather than upon 'objeotiue ̂ reality^” Therefore, the head of
state’s personal characteristics are reflected in his

12government’s behaviour. In analyzing the foreign policy
behaviour of any country, Wilfred L. Kohl conceives that
"... it is essential first to identify the type of its political system
and then to understand how political power is distributed within the 

7 %
country, "

3 he external behaviour of the Iranian government under 
the leadership of the Shah as Leonard Binder and Marvin Zonis 
have noted, bears strong resemblance in both content and style 
to that of the past rulers. The reason for this is not hard 
to find. Iran has been ruled, with the exception of comp
aratively very short periods of t i m e , under the monarchial 
system for over 25 centuries. In the past centuries, Iranian 
rulers have expanded the size of the empire by the right of 
conquest of neighbouring states and often far away countries,

10. For example, J.H. DeRivera, "The Psychological Dimension 
of Foreign Policy," (Columbus: Charles E. Merril Co., 1968);
J.D. Frank, ibid.; O.R. Holsti, "Cognitive Dynamics and 
Images of the Enemy," Journal of International Affairs,
vol. 21, 1967, pp. 16-39; R. HarvTsl "Hypotheses of Mis
perception," in James N. Rosenau, ed., rev. ed., ’Inter
national Politics and Foreign Policy, ’(.New York: Free Press, 
1969); C.E. Osgood, "An. Alternative to War or Surrender,"
(_Urbana: Univ. of Illinois Press, 1962); S. Verba, "Assumpt
ions of Rationality and Non-Rationality in Models of the 
International System," in J.N. Rosenau, ibid. , pp. 217-231.

11. O.R. Holsti, "The Belief System and National Images: A 
Case Study," Journal of Conflict Resolution, no. 6, 1962, 
p p . 2 44-2 5 2.

12. For a discussion of the psychological characteristics 
of the Iranians in general, see Chapter 6, section 2.

13. Wilfrid L. Kohl, ’’The Nixon-Kissihger Foreign Policy System 
and U.S.-Europe Relations, Pattern of Policy Making," World 
Politics, vol. 28, no. 1, 19 75, p. 1.
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only to lose the country to outsiders due to the shortcomings 
of the person of the monarch himself or to the failure in 
mobilization of the national resources. The past history of 
Iran had an extensive impact on the political attitude of 
the S h a h ’s political leadership.

The monarchy has had a long history and tradition in 
Iran 5 and it may be subjected to a variety of interpretations. 
Binder has described it as:

"... a national cultural tradition^ ccn Islamic institution^ 
a legal institution defined in the constitution^ or as the 
apex of a highly stratified social pyramid. For most of the 
population it has always been there. For the elite and 
favoured classes it is a constant source of reward. For the 
dissatisfied moderns^ however^ it is an anachronism acquired 
by usurpation and maini^c^ined by violence^ corruption^ and 
foreign intervention."

As might be expected from the history of monarchies 
elsewhere, the earliest conception of Kingship was not one 
rooted in absolutism. The ruler was bound at once by obligat
ion to the religious authorities, to the aristocratic families 
who chose him or acknowledged his leadership, and to the 
state. Binder contends that

"... the ddiah is identified with the state and it is apparent 
that the primary duty of bureaucracy^ judiciary^ and the arnrŷ  
is to the Shah...

Political change, as it is understood in the West, was

14. for further reading on the impact of the past history on 
the attitude, beliefs, and predisposition of political leaders 
in regards to foreign policy processes see: Howard H . Lentner, 
o p .c i t . ; Morton Schwartz, "The Foreign Policy of the USSR: 
Domestic Factors," CBelmont: Dickenson, Inc., 1975), pp.71-79; 
K.J. Holsti, "National Role Conception in the Study of Foreign 
Policy," International Studies Quarterly, vol. 14, no. 3,
1970 , pp-. 233-309 . '

15. Leonard Binder, dp .'cit. , p. 64.

16. ■ Ibid., p . 6 5.
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generated as an aftermath of the constitutionalization of the 
monarchy in 1906 which permitted new ideological concepts 
for the politically aware at the time. This change Bayne 
suggests:

"... involved the constitutionalization of absolute 
monarchy^ in another^, the creation of an order no longer 
rigidly oligarchial which provid.es a means for expression 
of countervailing power of the polity as a whole.

Bayne suggested that while Reza Shah had only suppressed 
the traditional power structure, the Shah modified it and 
became a ruling m o n a r c h . T h e  process of modification 
(-carried out mostly through amending the constitution and 
creating new institutions such as the all-embracing Resurgence 
Party) was intended to go still further. The system was to 
be modernized leading up to a parliamentary monarchy, under 
a ruling king holding ultimate powers.

Throughout history, the socio-political system in Iran
has been marked by inequality and divisions. James A. Bill
argues that:

^'Channels for upward mobility were limited and were scattered 
sparsely throughout the social structure. They served to 
drain off pressures for fundamental transformation and thus 
helped maintain the system by permitting moderate alteration 
in it.

Bill contends that upon close examination of this
moderate upward mobility one finds that;

"... not only were mobility channels very specific but also 
that mobility itself was controlled to an extraordinary degree

17. E.A. Bayne, "Persian Kingship in Transition," (.New York; 
American University Field Staff, Inc., 1968), p. 21.

18. Ibid.

19. James A , Bill, "Modernization and Reform from Above : the 
Case of Iran," Journal of Politics," vol. 32, no. 1, 1970,
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by the political elites. Entry into the ruling class^ for 
example^ was primarily a process of co-option and conquest.
Successful take-over by force via internal and external 
elements changed elites and personalities^ but the class 
structure remained basically unaltered.

Despite the present-day rupture in the monarchy, one 
could argue that the same pattern holds true in Iran today.

Traditionally as well as in modern times the King has 
been the heart of a web of informality. Persian history is 
filled with stories that stress the idea that individuals 
from all orders of society have the right to petition the 
monarch. In fact, the monarch is surrounded by confidents who 
serve as channels of access. These confidents include minist
ers, generals, courtiers, statesmen, senators, etc. They also 
include relatives, personal friends, old classmates and trust
ed advisers from all walks of life. These personalities filter

21and relay information and petitions to the Shah. Thus, the 
Shah as the epicentre of this web stood accused of the legitim
ization of the system of informality within the social and 
political system.

Despite its long history as a nation-state, the period of 
reasonable free and vigorous political parties in Iran has 
been short. After the abdication of Reza Shah, a brief period 
of party activity slowly started. This became more intensive
and heavily active until August 1953 with the downfall of Dr.

2 2Mossadegh. The period witnessed patterns of the development 
of political parties which could be compared to the experience

20. Ibid., p. 21.

21. James A. Bill, "The Plasticity of Informal Politics: The 
Case of Iran," ’The Middle East Journal,’ vol. 27, no. 2,
1973, pp. 131-151.

22. Richard Cottom, "Political Party Development in Iran," 
Iranian Studies, Summer 1968, pp. 82-95; and G. Hussein Razi, 
^Genesis of Party in Iran: A Case Study of Interaction Between 
the Political System and Political Parties," Iranian Studies, 
Spring 1970, pp. 58-90.



291.

of developing states.

In most cases 5 however, the new political parties were 
personality-oriented cliques centred on a new leader or 
influential politician. They also began to show ideological 
characteristics or they claimed to be representative of 
certain educational/occupational interests or to be regional 
in nature. Mostly, these parties had no common denominator, 
and strived to have an organizational form.

One of the better organized emerging groups was the 
Communist Party CTudeh). Founded in 19 20 and proclaiming 
nationalist, democratic goals, in practice, however, it was 
identified as anti-monarchist Cby forceful means if need be) , 
anti-religious, and anti-enterprise. Communism, however, was 
banned in Iran in 19 31, mostly on the above grounds. It 
revived after the abdication and gathered strength in 1941- 
1953. Its efforts to develop a base of support at large 
were never successful. After 1953 with the increasing con
solidation of royal power, the party was fragmented and by

2 3early 1960’s was virtually non-existant.

During and after World War 11 some other parties such as 
the National Will Party emerged. This party, however, did not 
have full support of the Shah and the army and was strongly 
opposed by both the communists and the conservative aristocracy 
During the period of 1949-19 53 various parties emerged which 
later were formed into the National Front, proclaiming social 
democratic ideals. .Of these various parties, the most import
ant were the Iran Party, the Third Force A r y a , Mardom Jran, 
and the Pan-lranist. The fervent use of parliamentary activity 
by a deputy. Dr, Mossadegh, whose only preoccupation in 
political life was the nationalization of the oil industry, led

23. For further reading on Iranian Communist Party CTudeh) 
see, S. Zabih, "The Communist Movement in Iran," (Berkeley: 
Univ. of California Press, 1966); and Ervand Abrahamian, 
"Communist and Communalism in Iran: the Tudeh and the Firgeh- 
i-Demikrat," Internationa]. Journal of Middle E ast Studies, 1, 
Oct, 1970, pp. 2 91-316.
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to his identification as the leader of National Front rather 
by default.

1 The oil controversy and the period 19 51-19 5 3 was to have 
a profound and long-lasting effect on the Iranian political 
system, the economy, and its relations with foreign govern
ments. Mossadegh skillfully engineered the passage of the oil 
nationalization bill in March 1951. The bill was given the 
royal assent by the Shah, who did not have the right of veto. 
The next month Mossadegh became Prime Minister, and thus bore 
chief responsibility for implementing the legislation.

For Iran, the most important objective in this crisis 
was to establish title to her own resources, and in this aim 
she was eventually successful. Britain took Iran to the 
International Court of Justice on the seizure, but Iran refused 
to recognize the court’s jurisdiction. The court decided that 
it did not, in fact, have jurisdiction, and in effect upheld 
I r a n ’s position.

When Iran won this victory, Mossadegh was at his most popu
larity. All shades of political opinion that had any claims 
to the nationalist cause wanted to end the foreign influence 
as embodied in the Anglo-lranian Oil Company. Yet such was 
the recurring Iranian ambivalence that many who favoured the 
seizure of the AOC were apparently prepared to accept foreign 
influence as represented by the US, particularly if this 
country would come to Iran’said, operate the oil industry, 
and purchase Iranian production.

The traditional Iranian tactic of third-power diplomacy, 
playing off foreign powera against each other, may have been 
another factor in this mix. Some believed that the US would 
come to Iran’s aid in order to complete the expulsion . of the 
British, w]->.ile others assumed that the US would have to assist 
Iran to, prevent the Iranians from requesting help from the 
Soviet Union in operating the oil installations. This later 
consideration was buttressed by the emphasis given in both the
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United States and Britain to the importance of Iranian oil 
to the Western world.

As it was 5 the United States had to steer a •tricky 
course between Iran and Britain. The U.S. was not unsympath
etic with Iran’s nationalist aspirations, but Britain was 
her most important ally and a partner in NATO. Besides, there 
was always the possibility that Iran’s action would start off 
a chain of nationalization in other oil producing countries.
For these reasons the US urged compromise on both parties. 
Negotiations did go forward and at one point a solution 
seemed possible, but in the end they failed. In the three 
years that followed until a settlement was finally reached, 
the Iranian oil industry was idle for all practical reasons. 
There were few buyers, and the shortfall in Iranian production 
was quickly made good by increased production elsewhere. The 
result was increased suffering for Iran and increased political 
opposition for Mossadegh.

As his support slipped away, Mossadegh’s relations with 
the United States became increasingly strained. Dissappointed 
that the US had not sided with him, he appealed to the 
incoming President, Eisenhower, for support. By this time, 
it was widely acknowledged by the National Frontists and the 
communists that if such support were not forthcoming, Iran 
might go communist.

In playing the communist card, Mossadegh not only over
reached himself, he was actually going against his nationalist 
principles. Moreover, this tactic simply served to ensure 
U.S. opposition by persuading those in authority that the 
situation was getting out of control and that if Mossadegh 
remained in power Iran might indeed fall under Soviet dominat
ion. The Soviets themselves were having a field day to no or 
little cost.

As his power declined, Mossadegh became more dictatorial, 
thus further shrinking his support. In August, 1953, he
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ordered a plebiscite to dissolve the parliament. The Shah 
then appointed a new prime minister, an army genera] , but 
Mossadegh refuse to recognize him. The serious political 
strife and the shattered economy and shortcomings led to 
massive demonstrations by the same masses that not long ago 
were supposed to be his base. An army coup ensued and 
resulted in both ousting Mossadegh and restoring order.

The United States has often been accused of complicity 
in the turn of -events. But the fact remains that Mossadegh 
totally failed in his task. This was shown to be the case 
later on when the Shah shrewedly disintegrated the hold of 
the oil companies on the Iranian oil and asserted unprecedent
ed rights. The point that whether or not the U.S. did 
encourage the Iranian military to stage the coup is immater
ial.^^

Whatever the facts, however, there is no doubt that 
from this time until his downfall, U.S. policy in Iran was 
inextricably linked with the government and policies of the 
Shah.

As for the party politics, the fall of Mossadegh and 
the return of the Shah signalled a lull in activity. Even 
parties friendly to the court were not allowed to operate for 
four years.

In 19 57, at instigation of the Shah, two parties were 
created from above, the intention being to permit renewed 
public political activity while retaining control, These were 
the Melliun Party which was under the leadership of Dr. 
Manuchehr Eqbal, the Prime Minister and later on the head of 
the National Iranian Oil Company (NIOC); and the Mardom which 
was headed by Assadudlah Alam, confident and advisor to the 
Shah whose untimely death in 1977 was greatly missed by the

24. A generally misleading account of this episode is provided 
in K, Roosevelt, "Countercoup: The Struggle for the Control of 
Iran," (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1979).
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Shah in the coming troubles ahead.

However, to understand the why and the how of the 
organization, ideological statements, techniques, and polit
ical style of these two parties, it is important to note 
that they :

"... Were striving to present images of what had become 
the generally accepted notion of a political party. At the 
same time^ the new party system was supposed to intrude 
new Anglo-American political style upon the previous cont- 
intnetal practice.

A prédominent feature here was the fact that most of the top 
echeleons had had their higher education in the United States 
and were greatly influenced by its freedom and the machinery 
of government,

By 1960, when the new cabinet was formed by Dr. Ali 
Amini, pro-American but independent-minded and advocate of 
stringent fiscal policies, some measure of relaxation was 
temporarily introduced. The events, however, took precedent 
and by the time the Shah introduced his reform programmes, 
the White Revolution, the country was deep in financial 
trouble and the economy was in chaos. The pattern of a lull 
in political party activities came back full circle with the 
opposition to the reforms. Yet again a new party duo came 
into being in 196 3-1964 and all this came to an end in March 
197 5 with the inauguration of the one-party system, the 
Resurgence CRastakhis) Party.

With respect to social patterns and mobilization it 
ought to be said that Iran has been a developing country and 
a modernizing nation. As such the complexity of the social 
organization is mostly apparent in cities and large towns.
This being so, it should not be assumed that the overwhelming 
majority of the urban population belong to the arbitary 
educated middle class. As Leonard Binder points out, the 
Iranian middle class is not politically or socially homogenous

25. Leonard Binder, o p .cit., pp. 221-222.
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There is a modern middle class, and a traditional middle 
class, there is a commercial middle class, an intellectual 
middle class, a national middle class, and a middle class of 
minorities and foreigners; there is an urban middle and a 
rural middle class.

In addition to middle class elements, cities contain 
class of aristocrats and a majority of unassimilated workers, 
the ordinary population. It is difficult to discover the 
political loyalties of these people by their class affiliations, 
because many identify their interest with either family or 
their occupation rather than their class.

Loyalty is the possitive effect of citizens for political 
establishments and governments which leads to a willingness 
to support the establishment and to obey the government.
Herbert C. Kelman argues that:

"... nationalistio loyalty is derived from two sources: 
instrvjnental and sentimental sources. That is^ people give 
their loyalty to the nation because it embodies for them the 
values with which they identify or because it is a means of 
achieving their vaVaes. "27

Howard H. Lentner, expresses the point more crudely,
",., people are loyal if the nation conforms to what they cherish or if 
it gives them what they want.'’ On both grounds, there is an 
important distinction between what Lentner calls, "premobil

ized and mobilized" political system. Lentner further notes 
that ",., conflict in loyalties are particularly prenaient in a
premobilized system^ whfle in a mobilized political system loyalty to the

28nation is the normal state of affairs-. ”

26. Leonard Binder, "Factors Influencing Iran’s International 
'Role,’’ Rand Corporation, Oct. 196 9, pp. 2 4-25.

27. Herbert C. Kelman, "Pattern of Personal Involvement in 
the National System: A Social-Psychological Analysis of 
Political Legitimacy," in James N. Resenau, op.cit., pp. 276- 
288.

28. Howard H. Letner, d p . c i t ., p. 201.
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In premobilized systems, not only are there fewer roles 
to provide the instrumental source of loyalty, but also the 
expectations of those citizens who do participate in the 
political system tend to outrun the capacity of the system 
to fulfill them. Moreover, there is a lack of an institut
ionalized means of succession and policy making, with the 
tradition of loyal opposition which can criticize the govern
ment of the day in the context of loyalty. The leadership of 
premobilized systems cannot normally rely on the loyalty of 
their masses to concede legitimacy to them. In addition, they 
cannot normally rely on the basic loyalty of their masses as 
a foundation for the mobilization of resources to achieve 
political systems goals.

In the case of Iran, Binder contents:

"... the tribesmen are sullenly disloyal to the regime^ that 
the peasants are indifferent^ and that the intellectual 
middle class is actively hostile. Of the casual labourers^ 
bazaar people^ artizans^ police^ the army officers^ religious 
leaders holding official positions^ important bureaucrats^ 
government technicians^ and the leader of the minority 
coïïïïïïanities are said to be loyal.

The military was the most important of all, but as far 
as the support outside the military was concerned, Marvin 
Zonis noted that:

"It is generally agreed that the Shah has not located the 
majoritarian base he has so ardently sought. The general 
support of the masses exists^ but such support is an 
intangible base for royal strength. The Shah maintains 
and continues to operate the Iranian political system only by 
incurring substantial, political costs - costs that are 
largely determinedly the relationship of the Shahanshah to his 
political elite. '

29 . Ibi d . , p. 42. .

30. Leonard Binder, "Factors op. c i t . , p. 25

31. Marvin Zonis, o p ,c i t ,, p. 5.
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Despite these stereotypical views of the political 
orientation of the various segments of the Iranian political 
system, the Shah always desired to bring about changes, and 
if necessary, by decrees. His chief tool was, of course, the 
modernization and industrialization of the country with the 
inherent hope that the political system would improve parallel 
along democratic lines, The remarkable thing about the 
Iranians, indeed, is what a homogenous lot they are - despite 
the numerous different groups with their own languages and 
cultural background - holding together time and again as a 
culture and nation in the face of constant buffeting from out
side. Under attack, the country has had a knack of breaking 
into its separate pieces in the past only to coalese in the 
end as Persia once more.

The above theme was brought to the fore in the last two 
decades as a means of mobilizing the population. The Persian 
Empires’ past glories were stressed upon and nationalism was 
projected as a necessary virtue. In 1971, a project was 
executed on the celebration of the anniversary of the founding 
of the Iranian monarchy 2500 years ago. The profound success
es of industrialization, modernization, and education was 
emphasized with the strong leadership and stability. Those 
days led to promises of a new renaissance ahead. Under the 
doctrine of "Great Civilization", the Iranians would enjoy, 
under the Pahlavi dynasty, unprecedented prosperity and 
advancement in all fronts. Thus, Iran would be the fifth 
biggest power in the world.

The White Revolution, designed to bring about social and 
political change in that context, encountered obstacles as 
well. Binder contends that:

"... Since it emphasizes land reform, electoral reform^ 
economic development, and literacy^ it symbolized the Shah 's 
commitment to parliamentarism^ to democratic process y and to 
more effective political participation by the mass, "
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Considering its consequences, Binder further notes:

"But the Shah 's commitment has Been expressed through 
controlled elections, certified party organization y and 
parliamentary discipline. None of the aspects of a 
liberal regime has been allowed to interfere with cent
ralized control and bureaucratic d.omination of Iranian 
life. Thus the Shah continues to invoke the legitimacy 
of the constitution of Iran while sustaining an 
autocratic y paternalistic y and technocratic regime.

The Iranian political elite is one of those groups who
has been loyal to the system but perhaps, for some, commitment
or a sense of national purpose has not always been at the top
of their priority list. Before the attitude of the political
elite towards the Iranian political process is pointed out, it
is appropriate to note that the Iranian political processes
under the Shah constituted a system in which the Shah and the
political elite were the principal actors. The decisions of
the King, the dominant political actor, directly affected the
political elite, Zonis views that, "... although unanticipated

and frequently undesired by the Shahy the behaviour of the political elite

operates as an important influence on him. " He further contends
that there is a feed-back system at work in which the Shah and

S3the elite, "... inter^.ct and together elaborate Iranian politics."

In characterizingthe attitudes and behaviour of the 
Iranian political elite, Zonis points to the following:

"Cynicism is a typical response of the Iranian elite to the 
political process- mistrusty typical of interpersonal 
relationSy exploitation or manipulations of others is 
another orientation gj* the elitey as are finally its feel
ings of insecurity. "

Joseph M . Upton, states that "this lively and persistent 
feeling of both national and individual insecurity is perhaps the

32. Leonard Binder, "Factor ...,", op.cit., p. 22.

33. Marvin Zonis, d p . c i t ., p. 9.

34. Ibid., pp. 13-14; and also for. further readings, pp. 251- 
290.



300.

35dominant chavaoteristiQ of modern Persian history, " Zonis in his 
study of the Iranian political elite reveals that:

"the younger elites manifest higher levels of cynicisms 
than the older counterparts y and the more active elite - 
the more occupations they have and the more organizations 
they have joined - the higher levels of insecurity; 
finally y the more powerful manifested the highest level 
of cynicism. In shorty the younger elitey are more 
cynical; tHe active agg more insecure; and the powerful y 
the least committed."

Historically, the principal criterion for membership in
the Iranian political elite was wealth, "wealth to buy offices

37and political power." Under the Shah, wealth remained an
important, but no longer, in a direct sense, the most important
criterion for membership in the elite. Wealth as a power base
was supplemented and increasingly supplanted by education.
This expansion in the power of the political centre meant that,
"... the centre now has more control than ever before over these bases

38for elite membership."

Many different professions were represented among members 
of the political elite - physicians, engineers, social 
scientists, and military. Whatever their particular areas of
vocational competence, however, one general characteristic is

. . 39important : they constitute an official, governmental elite.
The majority of the Iranian political elite, therefore, were 
occupationally dependent on the government in at least one of 
their positions. Many of the elite in the non-governmental 
occupations received incomes from the government on the basis 
of past employment in the form of a pension. Others of the

35. Joseph M. Upton, "The History of Modern Iran: An Inter
pretation," Harvard Middle East Monographs, CCambridge: Harvard 
Univ. Press, 1960), p. 3.

36. Marvin Zonis, op.cit. , pp. 14-15.

37. I b i d . , p. 25,

38. Ibid., p . 26.

39. Ibid., p. 187.
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elite, while primarily occupied with private concerns, served 
the government as members of ministerial, "high councils," 
officers of government .sponsored and operated professional 
associations; charities; or a variety of consultative or ad
visory roles. There is little ground for an analyst to 
assume that the situation has changed after the fall of the 
Shah, however.

The overlap between the political elite and government 
bureaucracies indicates the importance of government service 
for attaining political power in the Iranian society. Thus, 
government employment institutionalizes legitimacy of access 
to bureaucracy. Zonis then conceives that "goverrunental 
positions are constantly sought hy the vast majority of educated Iran

ians. In the' Iranian society where the 'role of the govern
ment is dominant and comprehensive, attainment of a position 
that assures participation in the bureaucratic communications 
net is, and has been, very important.

The elite has sought to hold positions within the bureauc
racy as an inclusive, rather than exclusive body. This being 
so, the position of the elites vis-a-vis the office and resp
onsibilities of holding power increasingly changed due to the 
outside pressures of the expansion of economy and modernization. 
The expansion of the bureaucracy meant that the systemi could 
satisfy demands of the elite for posts and power.

The role and place of the Shah in the Iranian political 
system was, of course, paramount. Though the monarchy is an 
institution, but the Shah is an individual, thus the personality 
of the incumbent of the throne has an important bearing on the 
place the monarchy holds in the Iranian political system and 
upon the manner in which the foreign policy decisions are 
made. E.A. Raye, considers that:

"Iranian foreign policy is largely personified in the King ...
there have been several Iranians in the past whose experience,
wisdom, and ncgotiativig ability have been well utilized by the

40, ■ Ibid. , p. 188.
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Shah and to whom he has given credit. Now, however, the 
personal nature of Iranian foreign relations is its chief 
characteristic, and what the monarch believes is of 
primary significance.

However, the Iranian Foreign Office was not a non
entity in the management of foreign relations, although it 
must be regarded as an extension of the S h a h ’s personal 
direction of policy, Bayne further adds:

0iile the Foreign Office is concerned chiefly with its
normal routine of representation and reportage, it also
carries forward policies emanating from the power structure 
of which it is a part and at the apex of which the King 
sits, maintaining an equilibriim] of the pressures that 
provide the dynamics of the structure. In this sense, the 
Shah is his own Foreign Minister, his policies deriving from 
a personal synthesis of dwoerse views held within the 
structure of national power."^2

In this respect, therefore, the Shah made virtually 
every major foreign policy decision and most of the minor 
ones. In so far as the appointments in key positions were con
cerned , "... no one occupies a public position except at the tolerance 
of His Majesty, and all are dependent directly or indirectly on the 
monarch for continuance,"'^'^ A formal policy-making process, as it 
is understood in the West, does not exist, nor are any 
interest groups, lobbies, associated groups, or elements of
the mass media allowed to influence the content or conduct of
foreign policy. The formal governmental structure has no

4 4relevance at all to the content of Iran’s foreign policy.

Zonis in his study of the contemporary political elite of 
Iran under the Shah, observed that he employed the divide and

41. E.A. Bayne, b p . c i t ., pp. 197-199.

42. Ibid.

43. Shahram Chubin and Sepehr Zabih, "The Foreign Relations 
of Iran: A Developing State in a Zone of Great-Power 
Conflict," (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1974), p 
10 .
44. I b i d .
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rule tactic. Zonis further notes that among the techniques 
which the Shah used to support that tactic was:

.. the effort to force communications within the 
bureaucracy in vertical rather than horizontal lines.
Both intra-agency and inter-agency communications are 
meant to he basically hierarchical - betwen levels 
rather than horizontal - between divisions. Even the 
most petty information^ intelligence^ and problems are 
communicated upwards for decision-making while orders 
are communicated downward for execution,

The system of informality, as noted before, at levels of 
society and government agencies e:xisted in a ’'setting of 
ubiquitous insecurity ... At all levels of the system there is chronic 
doubt and apprehension as individuals interact in a climate of uncertain-^'’.

Such a system, no doubt, diminishes the efficiency of the 
bureaucracy. In their positions as foreign policy analysts, 
bureaucrats were composed of persons recruited on the basis of 
their specialized skills to perform rule-application functions 
Their positions did not rest on legitimizing the constituency, 
but rather on power derived from the regime as a whole and on 
their qualifications. In so far as a willingness on the part 
of office holders to assume bureaucratic responsibilities is 
indispensable to efficiency, the Iranian system could not be 
viewed as very efficient, Zonis views the system as:

"... highly conducive to the avoidance of assuming responsib
ility for any bureaucratic act. Conflicts are pushed over 
higher in the bureaucracy for resolution ... One result is
a continued re-in for cement of the tendenc'^^s of the elite to
avoid challenging others and the system. ”

The Foreign Ministry, of course, was of primary interest 
to the Shah. Though the increasing scope, complexity, and

US. Marvin Zonis, o p .cit., p. 95.

46. James A. Bill, ’’Modernization ...” o p . c i t . , p. 21.

47. Marvin Zonis, o p .c i t ., pp. 334-335.
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diversity of Iran’s foreign relations demanded and involved 
an increasing number of ministries, agencies, and individuals, 
some very able indeed, the tone and direction of policies 
were set by the Shah himself or trustees. The Ministry, gener
ally speaking and on the whole, did enjoy a concentration of 
better educated and more experienced personnel.

The process of the decision-making model of Iran, as 
detailed above and consequently, fits into what Wilfrid L.
Kohl called ’’the Royat^court model ... in which foreign policy is
• ' • . 48highly centralized in a monarchial mode...” Under this model, the

constitutional monarch, with legal and political power to 
dissolve parliament and to remove premier and ministers or 
any other government official enjoys ultimate control.

The all^pervasive personal role of the Shah in foreign 
policy-making could be observed and compared to other moderniz
ing nations. The pressures, strains, and mobilizing patterns 
are not dissimilar to those of Iran’s. One could perhaps 
point to Nasser and Sadat in Egypt, Peron in Argentina and 
Castro in Cuba, Bhutto in Pakistan and Nehru and firs. Gandhi 
in India, Sukarno in Indonesia, Nkrurmah of Ghana, and 
Bourguiba in Tunisia, Of ’’developed” societies, one could 
observe the rule of General de Gaulle in French political life 
and foreign policies, a role generally admired in Iran all
round and emulated by the Shah.

The rise in Iran’s international military and economic 
capabilities and greater freedom of action in the international 
system might or might not have been balanceable by attempts of 
other impulses of political modernization, but there is little 
doubt that the twin goals of autonomy abroad and authority at 
home were the most salient features of interaction between 
foreign policy and domestic politics in Iran in the last two 
decades.

During those years, however, Iran’s foreign policy was 
growing with confidence by the direct involvement of the Shall.

48, W.K. Kohl, op.cit., p.3.
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There was a noticeable increase in internal stability and a 
greater increase in the economic prosperity of the country.
It is because of these better internal conditions that the 
Shah had the opportunity to turn his attention more closely 
and in a more personal way to both the formulation and 
execution of foreign policy.

In achieving its foreign policy objectives, Iran pursued 
four main courses in the last fifty years. First, "the third- 
power strategy” which used mainly.by Reza Shah who favoured 
Germany as a counterweight to Britain or Russia. Second, the 
’’negative equilibrium” policy which was mainly based on 
questions relating to il and opposed the Soviet demand for 
oil concessions since 19.44, developed mainly by Mossadegh, 
and called for the exploration and exploitation of Iranian 
Oil by Iranians, Third, after the fall of Dr. Mossadegh and 
the consolidation of the royal power, Iran pursued a policy 
of ’’positive nationalism” which meant endorsing the Eisenhower 
Doctrine. A defence agreement was signed with the U.S., but 
on the other hand positive responses were signalled to the 
Soviets. Fourth, ’’independent national policy,” which 
included economic reforms, cooperation with the Soviet Union, 
more independent policy toward the United States, and a more 
active policy in the Persian Gulf.

The Independent National Policy, through its evolution 
and by the S h a h ’s articulation, had its roots in Ir a n ’s search 
for security in the world of power politics. The policy, 
characterized Iran’s foreign policy ever since the early 19 6 0 ’s 
Signifying major changes, the policy was at fi^at generally 
associated with normalization of relations with the Soviet 
Union and less dependence on the United States, This associat
ion, however, is not supported by the turn of events and the 
facts, -Normalization of relations with the Soviet Union meant 
in practice economic cooperation. Less dependence on the U.S. 
did not materialize either, As a matter of fact, if anything, 
the alignment with the U.S. intensified still further.
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In his book on the White Revolution, the Shah contended 
that his foreign policy had its groundwork in the "principles 
and ideas" that guided his reforms. Arguing that Iran's 
foreign policy was a product of the White Revolution, he 
maintained that the land reform and the abolition of the 
"worst type of feudalism" helped narrow oppressive differences 
between the poor and the rich and hence contributed to nation
al unity. Therefore, Iran was able to adopt a new foreign

49policy that was truly "independent" and "national" in nature.

The Shah held an optimistic assumption about international 
politics in the early i9 6 0 's. The previous dec a d e ’s threat 
(Russian aggression) had receded by this time, and thus he was 
able to stress social and economic progress as well as the 
security of Iran. He also emphasized international under
standing, cooperation, and interdependence. Pursuit of peace, 
peaceful coexistence with all nations, and fight against in
justice represented other themes of concern for Iran.

International cooperation would stap?t rather close to 
home. Thus the normalization with the boviet Union meant 
and was primarily economic in character. The i96 2 pledge to 
the Soviets of no missile buases on the Iranian territory 
signalled the beginning of improved relations between the two 
countries. On the Soviets part, they had always attacked, 
condemned, and tried to portray the Shah and the government in 
Iran as unfit, Tn their propaganda they much emphasized the 
lack of basic social and economic reforms. So, by 196z 
they had to change tack because of the White Revolution and 
no missile pledge. From then on, they would support the Shah 
and praise his policies. It is also interesting to note that 
for the first time in contemporary memory they adopted a 
concilliatory, almost too friendly attitude towards the Shah in 
particular and Iran in general. The religious leaders who

49. HIM M.R. Pahlavi, "Mission for My Country," CNew York: 
McGraw-Hill & Co., 1961), pp. 8-9.
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participated in the opposition to the reforms were criticized 
and took the blame for I r a n ’s ills.

On the international front, however, other factors were 
at work which helped Iran in re-shaping its foreign policy.
The detente movement had intensified and favourable changes 
in Soviet and American strategic policy had taken place. The 
policies and attitude of the radical Arab countries were of 
consideration as well.

This concern with the radical Arabs, of course, was to 
be intensified with the announcement of the British withdrawal 
from East of Suez in 196 8. From this date until his downfall, 
the Shah grew more pessimistic about how Iran would fare in 
international power politics. Thus the alliance with the 
United States for all practical purposes intensified. In 
1965, the experience of Indo-Pakistan war and the failure of 
CENTO, as the Shah perceived it, brought home the question of 
o n e ’s defence and put the security question prominently on the 
map, Moreover, the underlying thought behind all this was 
compatible with the Nixon Doctrine, as the 195 0 ’s strategic 
thought had fitted the Truman Doctrine and the strategies of 
containment. The British announcement triggered off the issue 
of subversion in the general area of the Persian Gulf as well. 
The Iranian initiatives in this respect resulted in forming the 
main body of the independent national policy.

I ra n ’s relations with the oil companies and the consort
ium took a dramatic turn in the period of 19 71-7 3, As a 
result of continued and gradual cultivation of the consortium, 
the Shah was able to muster a significant development in 19 71. 
The Organization of petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) , led 
by Iran, achieved a spectacular success in reaching a new 
agreement, and thus increasing the levels of production and 
payments. The Arab-Israeli war of 1973, the ensuing boycott 
by the Arabs, and the S h a h ’s intention not to renew the oil 
agreements, resulting in Iran taking full contre], of its oil 
resources manifested in quadrupled price of the oil.
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The importance of oil and petroleum products to Iran 
has been an all-pervasive one. To that e n d , Iran has a 
national strategic interest in maintaining free passage 
through the Persian Gulf, Strait of Hormiz, and on to the 
Indian Ocean. The requirements for defending a maritime 
frontier as opposed to a continental one are very different 
and the shift in the focus of Ir a n ’s diplomatic activities 
was matched by a determination to acquire maritime power.
This was not simply a question of creating an Iranian navy, 
but of enhancing the capacities of the land and air forces to 
carry out their respective responsibilities.

The development of Iranian foreign policy and the increas
ing attention paid to the Persian Gulf region could not be 
dissociated from two vital ingredients: the economic and 
military factors. In the quest for greater security, a 
credible deterrent could only be provided if these two factors 
played decisive roles. Moreover, for a regional state which 
seeks to dominate the region, it is necessary to possess power.

The concept of power in international relations has been
defined by Steven L, Spiegel as . the present and political

ahility and willingness- on the part of one government to actively affect

internal decision-making prooesses in other countries, To Hans
Morgenthau, power represented a goal, and thus, ’’whatean^r the
ultimate aims of international politics^, power is always the immediate 

51
aim,” Other scholars have defined power as a mixture of 
capacities Ce.g. population, resources, industry, armed forces) 
which a nation possesses and in part they are concerned with 
the manner in which these possessions are related to other 
states. Thus, to Bruce A, Russet, in terms of G N P , and to 
Inis Claude, in terms of capacity, power has a single source

50. Steven L, Spiegel, ’’Dominance and Diversity,’’ CBoston: 
Little, Brown & Co,, 19J2), p. 40.

51, Hans J. Morgenthau, ’’Politics Among Nations,’’ CNew York: 
Alfred A. Knopf, 19.6 2)., p, 25.
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as a property which can be measured. Karl Deutsch’s notion
of power as "the currency of politics," is a more complex
measurable analysis of power and is viewed in terms of
capacity. Raymond Aron stresses the factor of "capacity for
collective action," which involves immeasurable elements and

5 2implies relational aspects of power.

Klaus Knorr defines power as the ability to affect
behaviour. He contends that it can be interpreted in two
alternative ways, each of which c-aptures a different aspect
of reality. One interpretation Knorr claims, equates power
with actual influence. In this case power then exists only as
influence is achieved, and is measurable only in terms of
visible changes in behaviour patterns, which he calls
"actualized power." And the second interpretation, is viewed
as the ability to coerce in order to exercise influence, and
Knorr calls this "putative power." In K norr’s analysis then,
"putative power" is a means, and "actualized power" is an

5 3effect, the latter simply means nation's military power.

In this part of the study, we turn our attention to the 
basic fabric of Iran's strength, as they manifested themselves 
under the Shah and thus deal with these measurable aspects of 
power that Spriegel calls "material p o w e r . T h e s e  include 
location, size, quality and structure of population, economy 
and industrial capacity Cespecially measured by GNP, or per 
capita GNP, and energy production and consumption).

The population of Iran has changed considerably in 
several major aspects in the 20th century. These changes

52. Bruce A. Russet, "Trends in World Politics," (New York: 
Macmillan Company, 1965); Inis Claude, Jr., "Power and Inter
national Relations," (New York: Random House, 1962); Karl W . 
Deutsch,. "Analysis' of International Relations," (Englewood: 
Prenticë-Hall, 1968); Raymond Aron, "Peace and War," (New 
York: Doubleday & Co., 1966), ch. 2.

53. Klaus Knorr, o p .c i t ., pp. 2-3. See also pp. 383-4 and 390 
of this study.

54. Steven L. Spiegel, op.cit., pp. Ml-59.
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consist not only in the actual number of inhabitants of the 
country, but also in the way the population distributes 
itself between rural and urban areas, the skills and educat
ional level of the labour, and the relationship between its
activity rate and the distribution of labour force between

55economic sectors.

The 1956 National Census of Iran, the first of its kind 
in methodical and comprehensive t e r m s , put the population at 
20.4 million. The second, 1966, put it at just over 25 
million, and the third at 33 million in 1976. In comparison, 
the population of Iraq has been put at 11 million and that of 
Saudi Arabia at 9 million for 1975.

In assessing the strength and weaknesses of a population 
base, however, much depends on the particular demographic mix - 
population distribution by age, its cultural and educational 
level, its technological skills and cohesiveness. If Iran has 
been able to play a significant role in Persian Gulf politics, 
it has been by and large to her overwhelming size and populat
ion, This advantage enabled her to have a significantly large 
armed forces in the 19.70's equipped with the latest military 
equipment, but whether they were sufficiently trained to 
utilize this equipment or not is a factor which could not be 
disregarded.

Just over half of the population, including over one 
million nomads live in rural areas. Population is distributed 
unevenly over the land mass due to its topographical and 
climavic fonditions, it is mostly concentrated in the north and 
the northeast, the Tehran area, and along the Zagros range of 
mountains; while the east, southeast, and central desert 
regions are sparsely populated. This distribution pattern has 
always created obstacles such as access and labour shortages 
for the development projects in certain areas.

55. Julian Bharier, "Economic Development in Iran: 1900- 
19 70," (London: Oxford University Press, 1971), Ch. 2. •
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The literacy rate is about 5 5 percent of the total pop
ulation. While this figure does not represent those who do 
not have qualifications in modern educational sense (mostly 
elderly people, those who can read but not write, and those 
who only received education in Koranic verses), it encompases 
about 70 percent of the urban population.

Approximately 125,000 students were enrolled in the 
universities and higher education institutes in 19 74 at home, 
and about a third of that total at institutions abroad. By 
the end of the Fifth Development Plan, 1979, the domestic 
population of higher education was projected to rise by 75,000. 
This is an impressive issue because it represents the progress 
made In combating deficiencies in primary and secondary 
education. Education has been particularly improved in the 
science and technology curricula. Another area was the increas' 
ing attention paid to the expansion and development of vocat
ional and technical schools to train more skilled and semi
skilled labour, greatly needed by Iran.

The rapid economic development and huge investments in 
infrastructure in the 6 0 's and 7 0 's brought to the fore the 
question of the shortage of the skilled manpower. The 
ambitious Fifth. Development Plan (..which subsequently had to 
be scaled down in 1977) projected the creation of about two 
million jobs by 19.7a, while it was estimated that there will 
be about 1.4 million qualified Iranians to fill them. That 
opened up the prospect of importing foreign workers, pre
dominantly from Third World countries like South Korea, the 
Philipines, India, and Pakistan, It also emphasized, the att
ention directed towards the vocational training and inter
mediate programmes.

All in all; Iran under the Shah represented a unique 
example, i.e. that a modernizing nation, fortunate enough to 
possess a rich fiscal base, would develop its human resources 
to overcome the dilemma faced in the development process.
The efforts put in furthering education and training, virtue
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and qualities admired by the Iranians, .also helped in 
advancing administrative and managerial capabilities which 
are vital resources for economic development in themselves, 
for future self-sufficiency, and for the achievement of 
national goals and aspirations. It is interesting to note 
that the fall of the Shah and the ensuing chaos that engulfed 
Iran did not end up with the collapse of the economy and basic 
functioning of the society Cas it was* widely predicted).

Natural resources can contribute to the industrial 
development of a country. Archeological artifacts of copper, 
bronze and iron indicate that there were mining operations in 
Iran throughout the centuries; an upsurge in the 20th century, 
particularly since World War II,attests to the presence of a 
large variety of minerals that have been increasingly explored 
and exploited. A main difficulty encountered in the explorat
ion and exploitation has been the inaccessibility of the mining 
areas. The expansion of the transportation system, partly due 
to initiatives undertaken through CENTO and ROD, effectively 
tackled this problem.

A comprehensive geological survey, conducted in late 
1960's, pinpointed potential areas for exploitation. As a 
result iron ore, c o a j , and copper deposits were given priority, 
and the first two could satisfy the still mills with almost all 
of their requirements. Lead, Zinc, and chromite are other 
minerals under exploitation. Increasing attention was also 
paid to uranium. Fishing was also another sector, with 
promising results and prospects, especially in the south.

Iran is overwhelmingly an oil country. She has been the 
oldest and the leading oil state in the Middle East, and at 
times has been the largest oil producer in the world. It was 
estimated in 19.73 that Iran holds about 10 percent of total 
world reserve. At the prevalent rate of production in the 
1 9 7 0 's C5.5-6 million barrels per day), the reserves would 
have run out by the turn of the century.
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This forecast and emphasis by the Shah to diversificat
ion and development of petroleum by-products led to a new 
phase of discovering new oil reserves. Oil revenues have 
always been the backdrop of the governments planning and 
expenditures. Thus, the increase in government oil revenues, 
from about $1.4 billion in 1969 to $3.9 billion in 1973 to 
a generally acknowledged figure of some $20 billion for 19 74, 
led to a revised budget and expenditure plan. Defence expend
iture for 1975-1976 were raised by 41 percent to $10.4 billion 
(.2 8 percent of the total budget expenditure) . Educational 
expenditure was raised by 36 percent to $2 billion. Real 
industrial growth rate, projected for 1975-1976, was put at 
20 percent.

Natural gas exports, it was envisaged, would have been 
expanded rapidly with the idea of replacing petroleum when it 
runs out. According to the Fifth Development Plan, Iran's 
natural gas resources were estimated at around 270,000 billion 
cubic feet, approximately equivalent to ,45 billion barrels of 
oil.

Until the 19.60's, natural gas production was largely a 
by-product of oil production. Utilization of natural gas was 
limited to the Shiraz petrochemical plant and small generating 
plants in the immediate oil fields that provided electrical 
power for the area. The export of natural gas became a reality 
when in 1966 Iran could successfully negotiate a barter pay
ment for the first sti].l mill and subsequent industrial plants 
and machinery with the Soviet Union. By 19 70, the Iranian gas 
trunkline connected some of the southwestern gas fields to the 
industrial complexes of the southern Soviet Union. Plans were 
in hand to double the capacity of the trunkline to export the 
gas to the Soviet Union on a more straightforward basis as 
well.

Tlie Shah also negotiated with the Soviet Union, Czechoslov 
akia, and East Germany for an indirect export programme to send 
the natural gas through a new pipeline to the Soviet Union,
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where it would have replaced the Soviet’s supply of natural 
gas to Europe. A project was under study as well to ship 
liquid gas to Europe. It was part of Iran’s bid to become 
Europe’s dominant energy supplier. If that did materialize, 
the Iranian government expected that more European industries 
will establish a second base in Iran and Iranian industries, 
despite the hostility of the European Commission to the idea, 
would have gained privileged access (Most-favoured Nation) to 
the European market.

A strong and accelerating rate of economic growth char
acterized the Iranian economy in the period 1962-1979. The 
average annual growth of Iran’s real Gross National Product at 
market prices was about 9 percent in the 6 0 ’s and over 15 per
cent in the 7 0 ’s. Iran’s GNP for 1965 was $11 billion, in 
19 7 4 it was put at $28 billion, and for 19 7 5 it reached $36 
billion.

The spiralling rise in the oil revenues enabled Iran to 
move gradually from the construction stage to the installation 
of machines and equipment through gross capital formation; 
this investment effort accounted for a major share of the 
increase in the country’s imports. While the general volume 
of imports increased, their prices were exploded at the same 
time. This was due to the shock that the manufacturing sectors 
in industrialized countries received as the result in rise in 
oil prices. Coupled with inflation, this complex process 
resulted in Iran’s overseas payments plunging into a deficit 
of about $1.7 billion in 19-7 5, a deterioration of nearly $7 
billion from the 1974-1975 sur-plus of $5.2 billion. The 
increased volume of imports also put a strain on the ports 
and their handling capacity.

Agriculture is the sector which has not contributed much 
to Ir a n ’s overall economic growth and has remained the least 
developed of the economic sectors. This has been a crucial 
factor in the economy of the country since about less than 
10 percent of population were economically active in that
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sector in 197 5. The structure of agriculture remained 
basically unchanged in the first part of the present 
century. From then on, there have been, many attempts to im
prove the sector and increase the productivity, and thus meet 
the growing demand caused by rising expectations. The various 
development plans, though many successfully carried out in the 
agricultural sector, could not increase the growth comparable 
with other sectors. This is, of course, because the indust- 
trialization of the country has been the primary objective 
all throughout these years. Thus, agricultural output grew 
at rates between 3 and 5 percent.

The land reform of 19 62 represented one major attempt 
to help improve agriculture. I t ’s chief objective was to 
divide the land between peasants and thereby eliminate social 
barriers and improve production. Cooperatives, which came 
into being as a result of land reforms, improved the yield 
among small farmers. Other plans have included large scale 
agrobusiness and farm corporations. This was one field of 
activity that demonstrated close cooperation between the 
Israelis and the Iranian Ministry of Agriculture.

The breakdown of Ira n ’s economic statistics for the 
period under study indicates that both its agricultural and 
services sectors contributed more to its GNP (.agriculture 16% 
and services 43,5%, 1975776). than oil. It is this factor 
which distinguishes lUan from the Arab countries in the area 
whose GNPs rest almost entirely on oil. And there is also the 
I r a n ’s industrial base and strength.

Manufacturing’s contributions to the economic growth as 
a. percentage of the GNP is also an indicator of a country’s 
economic capabilities and modernization. This indicator rev
eals the country’s self-sufficiency and the extent to which 
resources (.particularly military hardware) which are depend- 
dent upon manufacturing enterprises are likely to be resources 
useful to the foreign policy elite. Such data also reveal 
something about the dependency of a country on imports and,
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consequently 5 their deference to others in their policies.

Large-scale manufacturing industry did not exist in Iraii 
at the turn of the century. Activities were limited to small 
workshops, and various commodities produced, mainly tradition
al, were not important in volume or in value terms. Industrial
ization appears to have progressed and expanded between 19 34 
and 1938. During these years the growth of new factories 
accelerated as did the move towards larger factories. The most 
important new industries were sugar, cotton textiles, matches, 
and cements. But a series of smaller industries, chemicals, 
soap and oil processing, glass-works, flour mills, leather 
works, rice-milling, and tea processing played their part in 
the general industrial expansion. It is important to note the 
d a t e , because there was a growing involvement with Germany as 
counterweight to Britain and Russia during this period. As a 
result many projects were executed with German cooperation 
Cincluding the first stages of the first-ever modern still mill, 
some of the machinery were on the way to Iran when war broke 
out), but the Second World War put an end to that.

Iran’s most spectacular gains in the industrial and the 
mining sectors of the economy took place rapidly with the 
advent of the 19-60’s. In that decade, the sector registered an 
average annual growth, of around 15 percent and it increased to 
about 20 percent of the Gross Domestic Products (GDP) compared 
with 2 6 percent of production accounted for by oil.

A new phase of industrialization, with public sector 
taking a leading role, began with the Irano-Soviet agreement 
for the establishment of a still mill in return for the export 
of natural gas. Other barter agreements were also made with 
some Soviet satellite countries. Prominent among them was a 
machine tool plant with Czechoslovakia. These agreements, and 
especially the purchase of some basic military hardware from 
the Soviets attracted considerable international attention.
It was the first time, that a country associated with the West 
tlirough collective and bilateral links of alliance turned to
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the Soviets and her allies. The overriding consideration in 
concluding those agreements was primarily an economic o n e , 
but it demonstrated a relaxation in the relations of the two 
countries as well. Finally, Iran also benefitted from joint 
schemes with her own traditional allies: numerous projects 
were carried out with Western participation or in the R CD 
framework. Included here were the growing car, trucks, and 
bus manufacturing and assembly operations.

So all in all and in relation to the other countries in 
the region, Iran is rather a special case because of its high
er degree of development and industrialization. Its needs for 
technical assistance in furthering its development is 
qualitatively different from tnose of most of its neighbours.

Rapid urbanization, economic and technological advances, 
rural land reform and expansion of education and literacy, and 
widespread exposure to more equalitarian patterns of life 
altered many traditional ones irrevocably. The roles of 
institutions such as the bureaucracy, the higher education, 
and the working machinery of the administration has increased. 
The extended family system was weakened by increasing social 
and political mobilization.^^ The increase in revenues from 
the oil since 1971, and especially from 1974, enabled the oil 
producing countries in the Middle East to enjoy rapid progress 
and economic development. The best example was furnished by 
Iran under the Shah. Moreover, the financial power was also 
utilized as a lever in foreign policy to create economic 
influence as the basis of political relations.

The need for economic development was a key concern in 
Iran during the period under the study. Although many 
ambitious goals were set, and the Shah criticized for perhaps 
pushing too fast and too hard ahead, the oil wealth, existence

56. William G. Miller, "Political Organization in Iran; 
From Durch to Political Party," The Middle East Journal, 
vol. XXIV, no. 2, 1969.
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of other resources, and the manpower made the achievement of 
those goals feasible. The country entered a stage whereupon 
growth was self-propelling. It was not simply a matter of 
multiple opportunities for new exports, new industrial invest
ments, further import substitution, better utilization of 
natural resources, and a commitment to development by the 
public sector and further private involvement. It was also 
a question of attitude, on the part of most people who 
evidently favoured progress and change. The government’s 
economic policy was based on improvements of the welfare of 
the population through the expanding of economy among differ
ent social groups helping them obtain a larger share of the
national product. A solid base for improved standard of

5 7living was being established.

The recognition of the progress made, targets achieved, 
and the increasing strength of the economy was not confined 
to Iranians, as the following quote (made in 1975) shows:

"Dur-ing the coming 25 years, Iran will almost certainty have 
the resources which will allow her to multiply the gross 
national product 16 fold (a ten percent of annual growth 
rate of real output, doubling the GNP every 7 years), increas
ing per capita real income eight-fold. To give an idea about 
orders of magnitude by the year 2000, Iran will probably have 
a population about the same as the present-day United Kingdom 
and a per capita income somewhat higher than current levels 
in Britain,

57. For more information on the Iranian economy, population 
and resources see, Julian Bharrier, o p .c i t . ; UN Demographic 
Yearbook, UN Statistical Yearbook, and the Europa Yearbook, 
for relevant years; International Institute of Strategic 
Studies, for relevant years; Middle East Economic Digest, 12 
Sept. 19 75; Onkar Marwah & Ann Schulz, e d "  "Nuclear 
Proliferation and the Near-Nuclear Countries," (Cambridge,
Mass.: Ballinger Co., 1975); The Economist, May, 1975; Robert 
E. Looney, "The Economic Development of Iran," (New York: 
Praeger, 1973)- R.K. Ramazani, "Iran’s Changing Foreign Policy," 
The Middle East Journal, vol. 24, no. 4, 1970; Plan Organizat- 
T o n , Iranian Statistical Center, National Census of Population 
and Housing, 1966, 1976; and Plan and Budget Organization,
Ir a n ’s Fifth Development Plan, 1973-1978, Revised: A Summary, 
Tehran, Iran, 1975.

58. Kamal A. Hameed & Margaret N. Bonnette, "Iran’s Future 
Economy," The Middle East Journal, vol. 29, no. 4, 1975/
D. 418.
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The economic development and the expertise achieved in 
the oil industry enabled Iran to use these factors as part of 
its foreign policy. Thus, the Iranian government entered 
into joint participation and cooperation programmes of its 
own choosing with India and South Africa, in construction of 
oil refineries and operations, and Egypt, Algeria, and Israel, 
in exploration, loans, transfer, and other activities.

Closely related to the above factors, Iran also used 
part of its oil revenues as financial aid. This new instrument 
in Iran foreign policy appeared in 1974. Billions of dollars 
were earmarked for a wide variety of loans, aid, and invest
ment projected. Although many LCD countries such as Egypt, 
Syria, Senegal, India, Pakistan, Sudan, Bangaladesh, and 
Afghanistan benefitted from aid packages, the developed 
economies were included in it as well. These countries 
included Germany, France, Britain, Australia, and New Zealand.

Iran also participated in in-direct aid through the 
World Bank and the International Monetary Fund. The funds 
pledged to these organizations helped to increase their lend
ing capacity and thus generated a greater degree of equilibr
ium in international liquidity. Furthermore, Iran pledged 
about one billion dollars to the three billion dollars prop
osed as an initial capital fund as part of a new internation
al fund, to be controlled by the World Bank to help stabilize 
the balance of payments of those countries affected by the 
shortage or the rise in the oil prices. ^

A nation’s strength in economy and its basic industrial 
capabilities are of course important determinants in assessing 
its potential power. More important, perhaps, is its military 
capability. This indicator is often used to pinpoint a 
country’s relative position in the international hierarchy of 
nations and can provide some answers for its important aspects

59. S. Chubin & S. Zabih, op.cit., p. 319.
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of external b e h a v i o u r . M o r e o v e r ,  the military capability of 
a regional emerging power is one of the important factors 
which contributes to its most distinctive status in the 
region.

Military power refers obviously and most basically to 
the strength of the armed forces of a nation state, to the 
quality and quantity of the weaponry which a country possess
es, to the size and quality of its armed forces, and to the 
skill, morale, organization and quality of leadership of 
these forces. States do not increase the size of quality of 
their forces, only in response to threats from another country. 
They may be interested in increasing prestige, aiding industry, 
domestic unemployment, or internal security. When there is a
competitively rapid increase in armaments, however, an arms

61race rs an progress.

The history of Iran's armed forces reveals that several 
attempts were made to establish a national army during 1800- 
192 5, but these forces were often under the instruction or 
command of foreign military officers. A variety of French, 
Austrian, British, Swedish, and Italian officers came to Iran 
during that time. In 1879. the Russians organized the Persian 
Cossack Brigade, 15,000 men based in Tehran and northern Iran. 
Re-organized as a division in 1918, it remained the most 
effective fighting force in the country until after World War 
I, A gendarmarie numbering 84,000 men was also organized in 
JL911 and stationed throughout the country to ensure the secur
ity of the main roads against brigands. It was commanded by 
Swedish officers. In 1917, the British, to protect their 
interests in the oil fields of the south, formed the 8,000 
man South Persian Rifles with Iranian troops under British 
officers.

60. Klaus Knorr, op.cit., Chapter 3,

61. Dale R . Taktinen, "Arms in the Persian Gulf," (Washington, 
D.C.; American Enterprise Institute, 1974).
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In 192 5 Reza Shah, four years after coming to power, 
formed a national army of 40,000 men, free from foreign 
domination. The military was given authority over local 
civil authorities, and a conscription law was passed. To 
meet the expenses of the army and to support the programme 
of industrial expansion, higher taxes were levied on consumer 
goods and some foodstuffs. A significant task for the army 
during this period, ruthlessly executed, was the unification 
of the country which was achieved through combatting various 
tribal and separatist movements and warlords.

The organization of the air force and navy, both as 
branches of the army, quickly followed. The first core of 
a fleet was required in 1932, Both fair force and naval 
command) remained as branches of the army until 1955, the 
year Iran joined CENTO, when they were made separate services 
and given equal status with the army.

I’rom the mid 19 5 0 's an accelerating programme of 
military modernization and expansion was put in hand. for 
this purpose American aid played a significant role, during 
the first seven years U,S, military assistance amounted to 
$40 million, During these years the Iranian army grew 
from 120,000 men to 190,000*, the air force doubled to 8,000 
and the navy to more than 4,000. This growth slackened off 
due to the economic crisis of the early 1960’s and the 
decline of American aid which was foreshadowed by President 
Kennedy's remarks, made during the Shah’s visit to the U.S. 
in March, 1962,^^ that-future U.S. aid would emphasize long
term economic development rather than military strength. The 
Kennedy administration's attitude toward military aid to Iran 
was revealed in the comments made by Sorenson, a close

62. J.C. Hurewitz, "Middle East Politics: The Military 
D i m e n s i o n ( N e w  York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1969), p. 284.

63. See Appendix 12. See also n.37, p. 248.
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associate of the president

”In Iran, the Shah insisted on our supporting an expens
ive army too large for border incidents and internal 
security and of no use in all-out war. His army ... 
resembled the proverbial man who was too heavy to do 
any light work and too light to do any heavy work.

The Kennedy Administration's criticism involved, inter 
a l i a , their appraisal of the utility of the American budget- 
try support to Tran on one h a n d , a n d  the increased revenues 
derived from oil after the 19.53 interruption. In their view 
available funds would have been better spent on economic 
development than on arms. A change of heart in American 
attitude was evident, when in 196 4, the Johnson administrat
ion reversed that decision. Perhaps the Americans reached 
this judgement solely on socio-economic grounds and. the reform 
package contained in the White Revolution and its results met 
with their expectations, for Tran, of course, the perception 
of threats from the north had changed, though lessened. An 
overriding concern now, as noted before, was the threat of 
radical Arab regimes in the south. I r a q ’s increasing re- 
approachment with the Soviet Union made the Soviets appear as 
the principal and indirect source of threat in the south as 
w e l l .

President Johnson’s reversal of the policy adopted by the 
Kennedy administration opened the way for Iran’s negotiations 
for arms. The Iranian government was also somewhat reassured 
by the joint CENTO military manoeuver "Operation Delawar" in 
the Persian Gulf during April 1964. Thus, from $217 million 
dollars spent on defence expenditures in 19.65, the trend led 
to an ever-increasing scale culminating in over $10 billion 
dollars in 19.75-1976,^^

64. Theodore Sorensen, "Kennedy," (New York; Harper and Row, 
1965) , p. 628 .

65. International Institute of Strategic Studies, "Military 
Balance," London, for 1975-76.
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The army is traditionally the most powerful element in 
the Iranian military hierarchy. Its role came under increas
ing challenge in the 1970*s especially from the air force due 
to the expansion of combat planes and missiles and to the 
personal interest of the Shah. The army is still the largest 
of the major services. Iran’s ground troops consisted of 
200,000 personnel in 1976 which was composed of over seven 
divisions, over 1100 tanks, about 100 pieces of artillery and 
330 helicopters.^^ At this time, Iran was known to have the 
largest army personnel and a helicopter force exceeding the 
combined forces of Iraq and Saudi Arabia; perhaps of even 
greater significance, however, was the fact that Iran had 
enough helicopters on order C202 AH-IJ, 326 class 214-AC and 
312 Bell) to triple the size of its already impressive fleet.

The new helicopters (AH-IJ known as Sen Gobi a ) , of which
202 were ordered in March 1976, were said to the the "world’s
only fully integrated helicopter gunships, with stabilized
multisensor fire-control systems for day and night delivery of 

6 8all weapons." The armament capability of the helicopter
includes 20 mm cannon and 2.7 5 inch rockets and anti-tank
missiles. In 1973 Iran purchased about 250 Tube-launched,
Optically tracked, Wireguided (TOW), heavy ground to ground
(or air to ground) anti-tank missiles as well as other anti-

6 9armour weapons. An agreement was concluded to co-produce 
the missiles and its launchers. This co-production programme 
could have permitted the Iranian Army to replace the 106inm 
recoilless rifle with the TOW' system in the 1980s.

66. Ibid.

67. Dale, R. Tahtinen, o p .c i t ., p. 8.

68. Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, "Arms 
Trade Register, the Arms Trade with the Third World, 
(Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 197 5) p. 46.
69. J a n e ’s All the W o r l d ’s Aircraft, 1973-1974.
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There were plans underway to increase the strength of 
the ground forces. The army during this period was purchasing 
some of the latest British and American artillery and 
missiles. 2250 British chieftain tanks were ordered, of 
which about 500 were delivered by early 1977, 250 Scorpion 
light tanks, 312 Bell helicopters, a total of 793 pieces of 
artillery, to be delivered by 1979, 15,000 TOW, and 10,000 
Dragon missiles were on order. The army aviation was intend
ed to expand from the 19 7 5 manpower of an estimated 8,000 men, 
406 aircraft to 14,000 and over 800 late model helicopters by 
the end of the decade. To give a comparison in magnitude, it 
was estimated that, at least on paper, if the planned expans
ion of the Iranian army had continued on schedule it will have 
had by 1979, an army at least twice as large as Britain's in 
terms of manpower, armour, and army aviation.

The Iranian navy is the smallest of all the services.
Its performance in the past has been largely confined to anti
smuggling work and escorting cargo vessels through the 
Shattel-Arab because of the Border conflicts with the Iraqis. 
The navy is divided into two fleets - one on the Caspian Sea 
(without combat ships) and the other on the Persian Gulf.
The northern bases are located at extreme corners of the sea 
northwest and east of Tehran, the southern fleet containing 
the major body of the ships, operates from five naval bases, 
Khorram Shahr, Bushehr, Bander Abbas, and smaller bases on 
Kharg Island and Hengam Island,

The navy was growing in the 19.70’s with the purchase of 
new major vessels and modern equipment. In 1977-78 , the na,vy 
forces numbered about 22,000 personnel, 30 ships, and 12 
Hovercrafts; 6 fixed wing Ale, and 15 helicopters made up its 
air sea strike forces. The only modern ships the Iranian navy 
possessed capable of deep water operations were its four 
British made Vosper Frigates, and its hovercraft fleet, 
reported to be the most extensive of its kind in the world.
The British made BH7 Hovercraft can carry up to 150 marines at 
70 knots - and has the capability of landing a battalion of
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troops on the other side of the Persian Gulf in two hours.
The Hovercrafts could also be modified for combat to carry 
surface-to-surface or surface-to-air missiles such as the 
Exocet Sea Sparrow or the Sistel Sea Killer used' on frigates.

The modernization and expansion of the navy included a 
plan to construct a large base in the Gulf of Oman at the port 
of Chahbahar. This base would have accommodated the air force, 
army, and the navy, close to the border of Pakistan. In 
keeping with this modernization plan an original quota of six 
Spruance destroyers was ordered, to be reduced to four because 
of rising costs. Spruance-class destroyers are among the 
most advanced ships being built for the U.S. Navy. These 
vessels were to be delivered in m i d - 1 9 8 0 ’s. The navy also 
purchased three second-hand diesel submarines from the U.S., 
to be overhauled and delivered by late 1979,

The Iranian Air force was well into its driving modern
ization programmes under the Shah. Of the three services, the 
Air Force received the bulk of the funds available for modern
ization and was technologically advanced. The sudden boost 
in the expansion programme of the air force was attributed to 
the anticipation of and the withdrawal of the British from the 
Persian Gulf and the Sh a h ’s personal interest in air power.

The air force was established in the 1920’s as a branch 
of the army. This sector of the armed forces received its 
greatest impetus after the separation from the army in 1955.
Its main roles have been to provide air defence and to support 
the ground forces with fire power and reconnaisance. Its 
inventory, if there was no interruption, would have represented 
one of the most modern in the world, including the F-14A with 
the phoenix missile system, F-4E, F-4D, RF-4, I-5E, P-3F, 
and C130H aircraft.

In four years alone C1972-1976), the Iranian government 
ordered 209 F-4 phantom fighter bombers, 169 F-5 fighters, a
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fleet of C-130 transports and more than- 500 late model 
helicopters. Iran was negotiating to buy 250 to 300 F-16 
or F-18 fighters, the latest planes not yet into operation 
by the US Air Force at the time. The most important planes, 
ordered by Iran were 80 F-14 Tomcat interceptors, armed with 
the computer-guided Phoenix air-to-air missiles, of which 
about 15 were delivered by 1977-78.

The Imperial Iranian Air Force in-flight refuelling 
capability also significantly increased the combat radius of 
its air power. Besides the armaments, two major projects were 
being carried out in late 1970's, an electronic aerial defence 
system, the most modern in the area, including air-to-surface 
and surface-to-air launchers, and a monitoring station which 
would have allowed the Iranian intelligence to intercept and 
decode all civil and military communications in a radius ex
tending not only the Persian Gulf, but to neighbouring 
countries and to the southern regions of the Soviet Union.

All in all, it was believed that Ir a n ’s military
capabilities, quantitatively and qualitatively, had put her in
a dominating role in the Persian Gulf, on land, on sea, and

70in the air by 197 8. However, it is appropriate to study
the major reasons given by the Iranian government for its 
unprecedented military expenditure. Iran, usually in the 
person of the Shah, came under attack almost from all quarters 
for its efforts in modernizing its armed forces without consid
erations given to the security aspects of the Iranian policies 
or the perception of threats. The primary reason here was of 
course the existence of potential threats. Among Iran's 
neighbours, Turkey and Pakistan were political and military 
allies because of their membership in CENTO and ROD. With 
regard to Pakistan, however, Iran’s security concepts unfold 
in response to the presence of India and in relation to the 
altered strategic configuration on the subcontinent after the 
split of Pakistan in 1971, The dismemberment of Pakistan, 
with Soviet help to Indian military machine drew Iran closer

70. Dale R . Tahtjnen,' op. c i t . , p.2.
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to Pakistan. The subcontinent balance of power became 
altered. Pakistan had become potentially vulnerable to its 
own separatist tendencies in the event of pressure from 
Afghanistan and/or India. Pakistan security therefore bears 
directly on Iran’s (.and as we see later became more apparent 
when the Soviet’s occupied Afghanistan and their presence 
felt on Pakistan’s borders). The potential for a separatist 
or occupied corridor from the Soviet Asian republics to the 
Arabian Sea nevertheless constituted a major factor in Ira n ’s 
perceptions and is still valid today.

Afghanistan and Iran maintained somewhat friendly
71relations in the period under the study. The overthrow of 

the monarchy and the coming into power of communists was not, 
however, welcomed in Iran and sounded alarms. Iran obviously 
felt threatened in the broadest sense and the military coup 
in early 19 7 8 could only have confirmed the Sha h ’s commitment.

Iraq and Iran’s long time border disputes and the 
Kurdish uprising were the conditions that sufficiently 
justified a military build up by Tran, The Shatt el-Arab 
dispute has been the most actively hostile in the Persian Gulf 
for years. The role played by ideology has been very signific
ant. A radical Eaathist, pro-Marxist Iraq politically and
militarily supported by the Soviets confronted a monarchical

7 2and capitalist Tran closely allied with the United States. 
Iraq, with only a third of Iran’s population, has been the 
first country in the region to initiate an arms race as well. 
It introduced into the area the first supersonic fighter 
aircraft, the MIG-15 and MTG-17 in 1958 and the first medium- 
range surface-to-surface missiles, the Styx and Frog, in 1973,

71. Relations further improved with the agreement on the 
Hirmand -River dispute and allocation of its waters, and a 
financial aid package to the Afghanistan government. See 
Far Eastern Economic Review, July 18, 1976, pp. 31-32.

72. Iran-Iraq relations after 1979 and the subsequent war is 
discussed in Chapter 6, section 3.
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It should not also be forgotten that apart from the sharing 
of land frontiers 5 Iran's deep water Kharg Island terminal, 
however, is still only slightly over 100 miles from Iraq, 
Iranian offshore oil rigs are highly vulnerable in the Persian 
Gulf, and the vital Abadan refinery, the largest in the world, 
is within mortar range of the Iraqi border.

But in 1975, observers were astonished by the public 
embrace, at the OPEC summit meeting in Algiers, of the Shah 
and the "strong man" of Iraq, Saddam Hussain. A regional con
flict which had seemed second only to that of the Arab- 
Israelis was quite unexpectedly resolved by comprehensive 
diplomatic agreement. While it was not possible to assume 
from this settlement, with the overriding consideration of 
economics and the politics of oil, that a perpetual brother
hood and peace between the two deeply antagonistic states 
would ensue, its subsequent staying power until the fall of the 
Shah proved the increased Iranian military capability. Con
siderable Iraqi combat experience, both against the Israelis 
and during the protracted Kurdish rebellion, must also be 
included in the equation.

The Shah clearly regarded the Soviet Union its most 
serious potential adversary because of the history of Soviet- 
Iranian relations and Iran's pro-Western stance. This view 
was clearly re-itererated in late 1973 by the following state
ment :

^̂ The Cold War 'Cs over. But the question wi-th Soviet Russia 
will always he the same and^ when negotiating with the 
Russians^ Iran must remember the chief dilemma: to become 
communist or not? There exists what I call the L\S.S.R. 's 
pincer movement. There exists theirdrec^ of reaching the 
Indian Ocean through the Persian Gulf,"

It-'could be argued that the relations between the two

73. Interview of the Shah with Oriana Fallachi, Italian 
journalist, in October 197 3, quoted in The Economist, May 
17-23, 1975, p.74.
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countries much improved over the years due to economic 
transactions and cooperations and exchanged visits; never
theless the Soviet Union remained the big factor in Iran's 
strategic calculations concerning the region. The Soviet 
Union enjoyed the Ummel-Qasr naval base in Iraq, negotiated 
in April, 1972,^^ and their presence first in Somalia and

74. The Soviet presence in the Middle East has grown, notably 
in the past 2 5 years, through opportunistic diplomacy, the 
deployment of military and especially naval power, and the 
expansion of influence in certain states through arms deli
veries, economic aid, and political support. In general, 
the Soviets have not been unsuccessful in making inroads 
into the region, at the expense of positions previously held 
by Western powers. The Soviets regard the Persian Gulf with 
utmost interest. To further their influence and improve 
their access , the Soviets have attempted to establish foot
holds in the area over the years in the shape of building- 
up a series of bilateral pacts with the regional states.
This has served, the useful twofold purposes of countering 
the West and using their allies as surrogates to further 
their aims. Notably among these pacts was the 19 7 2 "Treaty 
of Friendship and Cooperation" with Iraq, signed in April 
during Premier Kosygin's visit in Baghdad. This was the 
culmination of nearly 14 years of Soviet cultivation of 
relations through sales of arms, trade, and barter agree
ments. This started after the 19 5 8 coup of Kassem who severed 
military ties with the West through CENTO and approached the 
Soviets for assistance. The year of the signing of the treaty 
is also of importance since the Soviet's relations with Egypt 
was deteriorating. As such the revolving and opportunistic 
nature of Soviet foreign policy was once more underlined. The 
Treaty was signed for fifteen years and is due for renewalinljo 
Not a strictly military one, nevertheless Article 9 of the 
treaty states: "In the interests of security of both countries thehif,
contracting parties will continue to develop cooperation in the streng
thening of their defence capabilities, ” The agreement signalled to 
Iran the growing importance of Iraq in the Soviet strategic 
thinking. The Iraqis themselves of course benefitted from the 
values attached to it, favourable arms transfers, and most of 
all as a countervailing point with regards to the assertive 
posture already under way by Iran. It should be noted, however, 
that the relations between Moscow and Baghdad have not been so 
ordial over these years. This is more so due to the nature of 
the politics in Iraq, the Baath's base of support and the role 
of the armed forces. Therefore, the Soviet policy towards 
Iraq has been underlined by caution. Their relations have 
strained periodically due to the following factors: the place 
of Israel in regional politics , Soviet support for the Iraqi 
Communist Party and (at times) suppression of it by the Baath, 
the Soviet intervention in the Horn of Africa (where the 
Iraqis supported the Arab Somalia against Soviet-backed 
Ethiopia) , and the diversification of arms supplies on behalf 
of Iraq. The once close ties further deteriorated with the 
advent of the Iraq-lran War. With the disintegration of Iran
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then in Ethiopia and their involvement .with the South Yemen 
enhanced their naval ability to monitor the Indian Ocean and 
the Red Sea. Therefore, it was only prudent to prop up
Iran's defences, especially in the south, in as much as the
Soviet factor was concerned. Iran faced the probability of 
encountering.the Soviets in the south for the first time in 
history.

It is plausible to consider the situation under which 
Iran, standing.alone, could withstand a direct Soviet attack. 
Iran's options for coping with the might of the Soviet armed 
forces are limited; either she must accept defeat, outright 
defeat for that matter, or turn to her allies for help, which 
for tne period under study, was provided by the U.S. nuclear 
umberella, formalized in the bilateral agreement of 19 59. In 
dealing with the Soviets, the Iranians, however, never forgot 
the maxim rule that the invisibility of threat does not justify
the ruling out of the possibility of threat.

Perhaps the most tangible threat, perceived by Iran, 
concerned the vulnerability of the oil fields, installations, 
and the Strait of Hormuz through which the oil moves en-route 
to its major consumers. Iran's re-possession of the Greater 
T u m b , Lesser Tumb and Abu Musa in 1971 decreased this vulner
ability. Iran's assistance to the Sutanate of Oman in counter
insurgency operations also prevented the spread of radical 
movements in the area. These operations demonstrated the 
military capability of Iran to carry out missions beyond the

after the fall of the Shah, the War proved to be an inconvenient 
local difficulty for the Soviets. Saddam Hussain has often 
assused the Soviets of tilting towards Iran. Both countries, 
however, have strained to rationalize their rather tenuous 
relationship in the face of a hostile Iran on their door 
steps. See M . Khadduri, "Socialist Iraq: A Study in Iraqi 
Politics since the Revolution of 1958," (London: Oxford Univ. 
Press, 197 8) for the text of the Treaty and the background 
thereof; R.F. Pajak, "Soviet Military Aid to Iraq and Syria," 
Strategic Review, Winter 19 76, pp. 51-5 9; A.Z. Rubinstein,
^The Evolution of Soviet Strategy in the Middle East," ORBIS ,
24, 19 80, pp. 3 2 3-3 37, and (ed.), "The Great Game: Rivalry 
in the Persian Gulf and South Asia," (New York: Praeger, 1983).
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Persian Gulf area without any shortcomings as far as the 
quality and quantity of the armaments were concerned.

A further criticism of the Iranian military expansion 
programmes under the Shah involved the dependency on the U.S. 
and the training of Iranian personnel for operating the equip
ment. Psychologically 5 the Iranians have never forgotten the 
superiority in arms that was the main factor behind Iran’s 
defeat at the hands of the Russians and the loss of territory 
in the 19th century. To the south, superior weapons enabled 
the vastly outnumbered British to use gun-boat diplomacy and 
control the waters of the Persian Gulf, and for the most part, 
the Indian Ocean. The lesson remains deep in the Iranian 
histrical memory.

The Shah, expressing characteristic lack of confidence in 
U.S. responsiveness to what he regarded as Pakistan’s 
legitimate claims for support under its bilateral and CENTO 
treaties, remarked time and again that he could not rely on 
others for the defence of Iran and that the Iranians should 
"brush up" their own forces. The criticism and its underlying 
U.S. unreliability to allies became a stimulus and additional 
justification for Iranian military self-sufficiency. However, 
one of the ironies for developing nations is that attaining 
self-sufficiency often entails protracted dependence on the 
supplier of advanced weaponry. The Shah, appreciating his 
ultimate dependence on U.S. political and military support 
against the Soviet threat, had every reason to make a virtue 
of necessity. Noting the U.S. experience in South-east Asia, 
coupled with a sharp decline in British power, he was quick to 
capitalize on the useful harmony between his own goal of great
er independence, power, and influence and the W e s t ’s declining 
willingness and in some cases, ability to act forcefully on 
behalf of regional allies.

Although the criticism of training, advisory assistance, 
and dependency was not unjustifiable, it merely underlined a 
tradition in Iran of continuity rather than innovation. As
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has been noted before, the Iranian armed forces benefitted 
•from a •variety of foreign advisors and programmes. The need 
for Western, primarily American military technicians and 
instructors intensified when Iran had to prepare- herself 
against the presence of advanced Soviet weapons and training 
in Iraq. Iran had long since made the decision to go it 
alone in defence, if necessary, albeit on the basis of having 
to endure the paradox of a prolonged and substantial depend
ence on the U.S. for expertise and spare parts.

Extensive equipment involvement had of course the some
what advantageous "reverse influence" for Iran in relations 
with the U.S. The effect of this factor was to seriously 
limit, in political terms, the ability of the U.S. to exercise 
the policy option of cutting off military support to Iran. 
While Iran had greater freedom in choosing the weapons it 
bought, its freedom to operate that equipment was, in the 
last resort, dependent upon the good graces of the U.S. 
government. An unfriendly and hostile government in Iran, 
could impell the U.S. to retaliate by bringing Iran’s military 
machine to a virtual halt.
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5.2 Assertive- Foreign and Security Policies, the Persian
Gulf and Beyond.

A significant development for Iran, intensified in the 
late 19 g o ’s and early 19 7 0 ’s, was the changing of threat 
perceptions. As was noted in the first part of this chapter, 
the earliest emphasis upon the threat from the north which 
governed Iran’s relationship with the West and which led to 
its membership in CENTO, though still valid, gradually lost 
its poignancy.

This shift of emphasis came about due to a measure of 
detente with the Soviet Union. As a subsequence, it meant 
that the Persian Gulf became the natural centre of attention 
to Iran, and as it was, occupying the centre-stage of Iranian 
strategic thought. The requirement for defending a maritime 
frontier as opposed to a continental one, however, are very 
different and the southern shift in the focus of Iran's 
diplomatic activities was matched by a determination to 
acquire maritime power.

The purpose of this part is to study the place of the 
Persian Gulf in Iran’s security policies to 197 9. Among the 
many factors that played a part, there were I r a n ’s relations 
with the superpowers and the section begins here with an 
assessment of them as a prelude to this section.

The political and economic stability enjoyed by Iran
gave it more freedom in the region to have good relations with
the superpowers. For the Soviet Union, Iran became a strong
and stable country on its southern borders. For the United ’
States, Iran was considered a friendly and a regional power in
the Persian Gulf maintaining responsibility for the flow of

7 5oil to the Western countries. The Iranian leaders realized 
that the Soviet Union could be brought to play a constructive 
role in the region, and neutralized in the event of regional 
disputes.

75. S. Chubin & S. Zabili, op. cit., pp. 76-77 .
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The Soviet-Iranian detente of 1962. was possible not only 
because of the changed international strategic perspectives 
involving the ICBM programmes and the subsequent not-so- 
critical attitude of the United States regarding this new 
orientation in the Iranian policy, but because of Iran's 
assurance that it would not permit the installation of 
American bases in Iran. On their own behalf, the Iranians 
also extended the argument about detente and that it should go 
beyond Europe and strategic arms limitation talks. Detente, 
it was argued,•should also be applied to a whole range of sub
versive activities which were supported by the Soviet Union 
and other communist regimes.

Though the Soviets never stopped "... wooing Ivan away from
the West white increasing Soviet influence at Tehran^ they endorsed
the principle of local security by local powers. This was
echoed in the joint communique issued at the end of the visit
made by the Shah to the Soviet Union in October, 19 72. It
re-affirmed their friendship and expressed "... firm belief that
matters concerning the Persian Gulf region should be solved by the

countries of the region on the basis of the U.N. Charter^ and without any
77outside intervention... "

The changing concept of security on behalf of both the 
Soviet Union and Iran, therefore, rendered the proximity to 
Russia an advantage and alliance with the West less attractive. 
The Soviet desire for tranquility on its borders in turn, 
encouraged initiative by Iran for a further detente in her 
relations with Russia.' Once convinced of their feasibility 
and safety, the United States could not validly oppose these 
developments. The resulting success, prompted the assurance 
that a policy of "de-facto" non-alignment could best serve the 
interest of the Iranian government as well as the security of

76. R.K. Ramazani, "The Persian Gulf: Iran's Role," (Charlotte- 
ville: University Press of Virginia, 19 7 2), p. 110.

77. Denis Wright, "The Changed Balance of Power in the Persian 
Gulf," Asian Affairs, vol. IV, Part III, (Oct. 1973), p. 258.
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of the northern region of the Middle East.

The prevailing atmosphere of friendship between the two 
neighbours did not, of course, always exist. A new period of 
relations with the USSR began for Iran in 1941 when the 
Russians, along with the British, invaded Iran on the pretext 
of German presence in Iran. In order to establish the status 
between the Soviet Union, Great Britain, and Iran, an agree
ment was reached between the three governments that resulted in 
a "treaty of alliance" on January 29, 1942. The agreement 
stipulated that the two powers would evacuate the Iranian terr
itory after the conclusion of the war.

In October, 1944, the Soviets asked for exclusive rights 
over a five-year period for petroleum exploration by the 
Russian government in an area of northern Iran. The Soviet 
Union pressed for a reply, but the Iranian government, skill
fully announced that the cabinet had aggreed to postpone all 
oil concession negotiations until the end of the hostilities.
In the ensuing crisis, the Red Army took two major courses of 
action: increased obstruction of Iranian troop movements and 
communications, and outright support of the Iranian communist 
party and its sponsored demonstrations in Tehran and the 
provinces against the government. Mass demonstrations were 
staged demanding the resignation of the government and the 
granting of the concessions, while Soviet troops protected the 
demonstrators against the police. Meanwhile, in the north, the 
Russians captured many Iranian troops and police, dis-armed 
them, and cut the highways, leaving large segments of the 
population without food and water.

The major problem during and immediately after the war in 
I r a n ’s relations with the Soviet Union was Soviet interference 
in Iranian affairs. The Red Army, as an important instrument 
of Soviet policy, established its own rule in Northern Iran, 
and supported the Iranian communist party and the establishment 
of Azeri and Kurdish republics, two separatist groups. By 
the spring of 1942, Russian forces were interfering with the
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movement of Iranian forces in Azerbaijas. The Soviets had 
obligations under the treaty of 1942 to respect the territorial 
integrity and political independence. The Soviets’ behaviour 
thus constituted the basis for Ira n ’s initial complaint to the 
United Nations and also sealed the way for seeking assistance 
from the United States as a counter-vailing power.

After thé war, the Soviet Union refused to evacuate its 
troops from Iranian soil. The Soviets tried to use the issue 
of evacuation of troops to extract from Iran what they had 
failed to gain in 1944, namely an oil concession. Using the 
oil issue, as a bait to get the Soviet troops out of Iran, 
the Iranian government announced an agreement with the Soviets 
to the effect of an oil concessionary ratification by the 
parliament after the withdrawal of troops, and the recognition 
of the separatist movements as an internal Iranian matter. 
Having succeeded this, the new parliament did not approve the 
concession.

The above questions in the relations with the Soviet 
Union coupled with the formal adherence of Iran to the Baghdad 
Pact in 1955, meant that Ira n ’s relationships with the USSR 
required the use of considerable energy to resist Soviet 
pressure. Though a three-year commercial agreement was signed 
during a visit by the Shah to the Soviet Union in 1956, the 
relations were strained again in 19 59 when the Iranian govern
ment rejected a Soviet proposal for a friendship treaty and 
non-aggression pact, and signed instead a bilateral defence 
treaty with the United States.

The period 1962-1979 witnessed steady improvements in 
relations between the two neighbours. As was pointed out 
earlier, this was started by the pledge of no missile bases on 
Iranian'territory. The Kennedy administration's refusal to 
give enough support to the Iranian government also encouraged 
the Shah to normalize relations with the USSR still further.
In 19 6 5 the Shah visited Moscow and his warm reception by the 
Soviets caused the Iranian leader to improve friendly relations 
with the northern neighbour. This was in the aftermath of the
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Indo-Pakistan war of 1965 and the perceived Iranian dis
appointment with CENTO and its machinery. The outcome of the 
visit was welcomed at home, and also provided leverage on the 
United States regarding the shifts to arms sale. In Tehran, 
the fence-mending with the USSR was considered important both 
for its intrinsic and domestic benefits.

Through a series of bilateral agreements with the Soviet 
Union, Russia was also involved both in Iran’s economic develop
ment projects and in her military programmes in the last two 
decades. The economic and technical aid by the Soviets en
compassed an unusual array of activities, including construct
ion of Iran’s first still mill, a machine tool plant and a hydro
electric dam over the border river. Aras, expansion of the 
Caspian Sea ports and developments of fisheries with the Soviet 
assistance, and the establishment of another machine-tool plant 
by Czechoslovakia.

In February, 19 67, the conclusion of an arms deal with the 
Soviet Union was announced. It consisted of $110 million worth 
of non-sensitive military equipment, armoured troop carriers, 
trucks and anti-aircraft guns. This agreement was a signific
ant event. It was the first time that a country actively 
participating in a Western military alliance acquired Soviet 
arms .

The main effect of Ira n ’s policy toward the Soviet Union 
in 1962-1979 was the establishment of stable trade and advant
ageous transit relations with the USSR. The expanding rate of 
trade between the two countries with diverse political and 
economic backgrounds was a remarkable achievement. The rate
resulted in the Soviet Union becoming one of I r a n ’s major

7 8trading partners.

For the Soviet Union, cooperation in the economic fields

78. "The Soviet Stake in the Middle East," Middle East Econom-
ic Digest, vol. XIV, no. 35, pp. 1010.
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presented them with the opportunity to gain and utilize
political points as well. These included the lessening of
Western economic influence on Iran and moving Iran away
from the Western camp toward a neutral zone in the diplomatic

79and military realms. These usual undertones of the Soviet 
foreign policy were successfully resisted by Iran on all 
accounts. If there was a beneficiary it certainly was Iran 
since it opened up new politico-military options to Iran. It 
not only indirectly strengthened Iran vis-a-vis Iraq, but 
also enabled Iran to contain the.local opposition.

The two decades of economic cooperation brought about a 
somewhat changed Iranian view of Russian aggressiveness. The 
Iranians believed that Russia could be neutralized in regional 
conflicts; as it was proved over disputes and conflicts between 
Iran and Iraq, and also in the case of Ir a n ’s claims on 
Bahrain or the re-possession of the three islands in the 
Persian Gulf by Iran in 1971,

The foregoing period also saw another improvement in the 
relations of the two neighbours, that of indulging in direct 
verbal attacks and criticism and venomous propaganda. There 
prevailed a total halt in this field with the bonus of the 
Russians actually praising the Shah and his governments even 
to the end. It is interesting to cite two kinds of verbal 
attacks by the Russians aimed in one instance at the person of 
the Shah, and in another at the country. In 1959, the Soviets 
were determined to make Iran an ally. When failed and 
witnessed the signing of bilateral defence agreements between 
Iran and US, Khruschchev observed that: Cthe Shahl wilt not

succeed tîirough pacts with the United States to save his rotten throne.

He treated us as if we were Luxemherg and he will he sorry, The anger

79. Mahuchehr Parvin, "Political Economy of Soviet-Iranian 
Trade: An overview of theory and Practice," The Middle East 
Journal, vol. 31, no. 1, (April, 1977), pp. "51-43.

80. HIM Ashraf Pahlavi, "Faces in a Mirror: Memoirs from 
Exile," (Englewood Cliff; N ,J ,,:Prentice-Hall inc., 1980), 
p . 15 8.
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of Khrushchev reached new heights over the wisdom of Ira n ’s 
choice of the US as a friend. In a rage he confided to the 
Shah’s twin sister that ’’Ivan was tike an appte that one day^ when it 
was ripej would fall into the hands of the Soviets,

The improvement in the Irano-Soviet relations and less
ening of the tensions meant that from 1967, troop concentrat
ions were moved from either sides of the border, the Iranians 
moving southward. This being so, the resurrected strategic 
significance of the Persian Gulf, its importance in Iranian 
eye s , and the changed international environment directly 
affecting the area signalled the arrival of a new era : that 
of facing the Russians in the south for the first time in 
history.

As a result of the June war, the situation in the Persian 
Gulf was transformed. The closure of the Suez Canal kept the 
Soviet navy out for a time when the British were withdrawing 
and Iran was attempting to fill the vacuum. However, the 
Russians soon asserted their presence in the area benefitting 
from the bases in Iraq, along the Red Sea and India. Iran 
nontheless followed its objective, that the great powers should 
be kept out of the area. Iranian acquisition of naval facil
ities in Mauritius in 19.72 signalled the first step for follow
ing that principle in the near Indian Ocean.

The relations between Iran and the United States went 
from strength to strength during the period covered by this 
study. Various aspects of this alliance and friendship have 
been examined throughout the study. Suffice to touch upon two 
salient features of the policy issues that helped and governed 
the Iranian policy toward the Persian Gulf. First was the over- 
coming by Iran of traditional U.S. reluctance to provide it 
with real modern sophisticated weapons. At the height of the 
Vietnam war. President Johnson agreed to help build up the 
Iranian defence system and the first measure was the long- 
sought Phantom II through the U.S. Navy. The scene was set 
for Iran’s determination to achieve a credible deterent.

81. Ibid♦, p p , 204-205,
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President Nixon’s declaration of Guam in June, 1969, 
was an emphasis on self-help and regional security systems, 
and acted as the second impetus for the new Iranian policy. 
Iran, as a potential regional power in the Persian Gulf and 
an ally of the U.S., became eligible to buy a substantial 
amount of modern weapons. The declaration, subsequently 
billed as the Nixon Doctrine, rested on three principles:
1) that the U.S. will keep all of its treaty commitments;
2) that it will provide a shield if a nuclear power threatens 
the freedom o f  the United States’ allies; and 3) that in other 
types of aggression, the U.S. will furnish military and 
economic assistance when requested.

The United State’s interests and policy in the Persian 
Gulf at this time supported the indigenous regional collective 
security efforts to provide stability and to foster orderly 
development without outside interference. The Americans be 
lieved that the cooperation between Iran and Saudi Arabia, a 
defensive strategy labelled as the Two Pillar Policy, was the 
important key element of stability in the area. The second 
American objective was the peaceful settlement of territorial 
disputes among the Persian Gulf nations. The third was the 
safeguarding of the petroleum exports.

The United States interests in the Middle East were 
derived primarily from global strategic and political consid
erations. The US has also specific commercial and economic 
stakes in the region. In I967-I979, the value of friendship 
with Iran to the United States rose drastically for the Arab- 
Israeli conflict underscored the relative stability of Iran 
and its moderation in international politics. Americans 
welcomed the increased political stability which Iran believed 
to have gained without further US involvement as though it were 
a political windfall. The US was much relieved to see an 
emerging independent international actor. I r a n ’s relations 
with the Soviet Union did not warrant anything but tolerance on 
Am e rica’s part.
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The states of the Persian Gulf region can be divided 
into two groups: the major ones with populations ranging 
from eight million to over forty million; and the mini-states 
with a population of less than one million. As such, the 
majority of the total population of the Persian Gulf area live 
in the three major states of the region, Iran, Iraq and Saudi 
Arabia. Among these three, Iran by 19 7 9 was by far the most 
powerful. Its oil production was somewhat less than that of 
Saudi Arabia, but its population of 39 million was far larger
than the 8 million of Saudi Arabia and the 13 million of

82Iraq. These three are also the primary states in the region 
based on their economic, military capability, cultural weight 
and political influence.

The Persian Gulf stretches between the Shatt al-Arab, 
formed by the confluence of the Tigris and Euphrates rivers in 
the northwest, and the Strait of Hormuz in the south-east where 
it connects with the Gulf of Oman. The gulf is surrounded by 
the two great plateaus of Iran and Arabia, and these together 
with reverine Iraq constitute the Persian Gulf region (Map 5).

Iran at the present time extends over an area of approx
imately 636 ,000 square miles Cl,648 ,000 square killometers) , 
i s .situated at one of the cross-roads of the Euroasian land 
masses. On an east-west axis it lies between the Fertile 
Crescent - now Iraq, Syria and Jordan - and the Mediterranean 
on the west, and the central Asian Stepps and India to the east 
On a north-south axis it lies between Russia and the waters 
of the Persian Gulf and the Indian Ocean. This unique geog
raphical position has played an important part, during both 
strong and weak periods of Iranian history.

To the north of Iran lies the Soviet Union whose borders 
with Iran extend for 1050 miles of which 425 miles divide the 
Caspian Sea. Of course the present boundaries of Iran with 
the Soviet Union are the result of many changes, some as

82, International Institute of Strategic Studies," Military 
Balance," London, for 1979-80. Figures are approximate.



342,

8 3recently as the 19th century. This proximity to the Soviet 
Union has caused Iran to become an attractive target of in
vasion in the time of war, the latest of which occurred during 
World War I I .

Ir a n ’s strategic location gives it an importance that 
will last for some time to come and because of the relationship 
between the superpowers and the existence of oil in Iran and 
in the region of the Persian Gulf. When in the forthcoming 
years the area is depleted of this essential natural energy,
Iran may lose some of its strategic importance, but for the 
present and near term future, Iran’s economic importance prom
ises to remain significant and its location to remain critical 
to world politics.

From the east Iran is bounded by Afghanistan whose 
government was toppled by a military coup d ’etat which ended 
the monarchy in that country. The new government in 
Afghanistan, communist in nature and dominated by factional 
in-fightings maintained basically good relations with Iran 
both before and after the fall of the Shah and the occupation 
of that country by the Red Army. Another state, Pakistan, a 
member in CENTO, borders Iran on the east. The Persian Gulf 
and the Gulf of Oman constitute the southern boundary of Iran. 
Finally, Iraq, an Arab country which challenged Iran for 
hegemony in the Persian Gulf, and Turkey, another member in 
CENTO, form Ir a n ’s western frontiers (Map 2).

Geographically the Persian Gulf is a sizeable body of

83. The present pattern of Iranian frontiers was formed 
largely during the 19th and early 20th centuries. See Whittmore 
W. Boggs, "International Boundaries: A Study of Boundary Funct
ions and Problems," CNew York: AMS Press, 1940); Peter Avery, 
"Modern Iran," (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1965);
W. Bayne and J.I, Clarke Ceds.), "Population of the Middle East 
and North Africa," (New York: African Publishing Corp., 1972); 
and W. Bayne and Fisher, "The Middle East: A Physical, Social 
and Regional Geography," 6th ed., (London: Methuen & Co., Ltd., 
1971).
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water 2 5 miles to 180 miles in width and about 5 50 miles 
in length from its opening at the Strait Hormuz to its north
ern tip at the Iraqi border. It is bounded by Iraq, Kuwait, 
Saudi Arabia on its western littoral and a group of small oil 
rich shaikhdoms guard the southern approaches. Because of the 
oil lanes which cross the Indian Ocean the strategic rivalry 
extends to this area as well. The geographical significance 
of the region rests with its possession of an estimated over 
sixty percent of the worlds proven oil reserves.

Economically 5 in 1972 , the average production costs of a
barrel of oil in the Persian Gulf were "... around 10 to 12
cents per barrel, which in the U.S.A. they were about $1.50

8 4per barrel and in the USSR around $1.00." Therefore, because 
of the cheapness and efficiency of oil as an energy source it 
was not surprising that the area assumed significant import
ance. The drastic price increases in the following years and 
hence in the revenue of the Persian Gulf states added another 
economic dimension as an export market to its already existing 
strategic value.

The oil wealth and the Persian G u l f ’s proximity to the 
Soviet Union made the security of the region and of Western 
access to it so important that the interest of the superpowers 
in the area sometimes neared a rivalry for supremacy. This 
strategic significance was recognized as long ago as 19 2 8 when 
Sir Arnold Wilson asserted that:

'Wc arm of the sea has heen^ or is of greater interest^ alike 
to the geologist and areheologist^ the historian and geographer^ 
the merchant^ the statesman^ and the student of strategy, than 
the inland water known as the Persian Gulf,

The superpowers rivalry in this area advanced a notch in 
July 19 75, when the U.Si Congress approved a proposal for con-

84. R.M. Burrell, "The Persian Gulf," (New York: The Liberty 
Press , 19 7 2 ) , p .6,

85. Sir Arnold T. Wilson, "The Persian Gulf: An Historical 
Sketch from the Earliest Times to the Beginning of tlie Twentieth 
Century," (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1928), pp. 11-12.
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structing naval and air support facilities at Diego Garcia, 
a British atoll 1,000 miles south of the Indian Peninsula.
This action was undertaken to match increased Soviet naval 
activities in the Indian Ocean and its outlying pockets: the 
Arabian Sea, the Persian Gulf, the Gulf of Aden, and the Red 
S e a .

An interest of Iran in the Persian Gulf is due to the 
fact that it has been one of the largest oil producers in the 
world and it is dependent upon freedom of ingress and egress 
to the Persian Gulf for its exports.

The two, principal ports of Iran are located at the head 
of the Persian Gulf, Abadan and Khorramshshr. Abadan was 
originally built and developed by the Anglo Iranian Oil Com
pany Limited in 1910. It is situated on Abadan Island, on 
the bank of the River Arvand (Shatt al-Arab). Abadan was 
I r a n ’s most important port for the export of petroleum pro
ducts , but due to the dispute with Iraq most of its facilities 
exclusively for export and handling of oil and petroleum 
products were relocated to Bander Mahshahr and the Kharg 
Island.

Khorramshshr, formerly called Mohamareh, is I r a n ’s most 
important and largest general cargo port and handling close 
to half of all cargo by 1979. It is located at the junction 
of Shatt al-Arab and the River Karun which flows from the 
Zagros mountains.

The port of Bandr Shahpour ranks second after Khorramshahr 
and between them they handle over 80% of Ira n ’s trade by sea - 
excluding oil. This port is built on the north side of the 
Khor Masa about 45 miles from the open sea, and due to the 
deep tidal inlet of Khor Musa can accommodate some large ships 
at anchor. At this port in 1966, Iran, jointly with Allied 
Chemical of the United States developed what was then, and 
still remains the largest fertilizer and petrochemical project 
outside the developed world.

Bandar Mahshahr about sixty miles east of Khorramshahr,
.-j n n n 1 1 w  nT-»H r1 o\/o  1 o  r1 tnr"' A  f'rUfln Dll r'Ynr>7'>t
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terminal but because of the relocation of the facilities of 
the oil refinery at Abadan to this port, it beOame a refined 
petroleum products terminal that opened in 19 70.

Due to the strategic and economic importance of the 
Persian Gulf to Iran, an expansion programme of military and 
port facilities got underway in the southern ports. Port of 
Bandar Abbas is one of those ports which has been vastly ex
panded and modernized. The importance of this port is due to 
its geographical location, at the' junction of the Persian Gulf 
and the Gulf of Oman, which faces the Strait of Hormuz.
This strait forms the gateway for the Persian Gulf to the 
Indian Ocean via the Gulf of Oman. Bandar Abbas was being 
rejuvenated in connection with the construction of a military 
base and a hard surfaced road joining it to the highway net
works further inland. The programme consisted of equipping 
the port to handle close to two million tons of general cargo, 
especially mineral ores including copper from Sar Cheshmeh . 
mines.

Several small Iranian islands are located in and around 
the Strait of Hormuz: Hengam (with a small navy base) and 
Lask, which lie off Qeshm Island, and the Hormuz Island all of 
which lie off the main coast east of Bandar Abbas. There are 
also several other islets located in the proximity of this 
strait which strategically are very significant; a fact 
historically demonstrated by acquisition of them by the 
prevailing power in the Persian Gulf: Iranian, Portugese or 
British. These are the Greater and Lesser Tumbs and the Abu 
Musa islands which Iran repossessed them by landing troops 
on November 30, 1971. By this action, which took place two 
days before the British treaty of protection with the Trucial 
states expired, Iran acquired complete control of the Strait 
of Hormuz. This strait unlike certain other strategic straits 
such as the Strait of Tiran leading Into the Gulf of Agaba or 
Bob-el Mandab, would probably be very different to block as 
well since it is too wide and deep for effective physical 
obstruction.
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Bander Bushehr, 100 miles south east of Abadan, was once 
a leading port, but it lost much of its importance with the 
expansion of oil exports contributing to the growth of other 
Persian Gulf harbours since the early 19 2 0 ’s. Since 19 71 
this port has been expanded and modernized for the sole purpose 
of the navy. The bulk of the naval facilities of Khorramshahr 
was re-located to this port which has become one of the major 
naval bases in the area. The major storage and loading facil
ities for Iranian crude oil destined for export are located on 
the Khrg Island, 150 miles southeast of Abadan and near this 
naval base at Bushehr. This island will remain an important 
strategic target - so far as any threat to Iranian oil is 
concerned, as was evidenced in the Iran-Iraq war, so long as 
Kharg Island handles the major share of the super-tanker 
traffic.

There are several other ports along the southern coast 
which the government had plans to improve upon for coastal 
trade and also as military bases. These ports include Deyyer 
about 100 miles southeast of Bushehr and Lengeh 100 miles south
west of Bandar Abbas where the navy has a small base; on the 
Gulf of Oman are Jask about 100 miles southeast of Bandar 
Abbas and Chah Bahar where the most extensive of all plans to 
construct a multi-service military complex was at hand of 
which the Air Force base was at the verge of completion in 
1979. Chah Bahar is only 50 nautical miles from the Pakistan 
border and approximately 800 nautical miles from Bombay, India.

The growing significance of the Persian Gulf, as pointed 
out earlier, vast modernization, and expansion of ports along 
with the military build up in the area have been basically due 
to the following political, economic, and strategic features; 
progressive enhancement of the Persian G u l f ’s role in Iran’s 
economic and strategic interests; change in the global power 
structure as the outcome of change of the bipolar world of 
the 19 6 0 ’s, to the multipolar power centres of the 19 7 0 's; 
and the British withdrawal from the east of Suez which caused 
a "politico-military" vacuum, and consequently created and
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enhanced an atmosphere of "competitive and conflicting
interests and aspirations" among the littoral states of the 

86region.

The western side of the Persian Gulf is inhabited by the 
A r a b s . Over ninety percent of the population of this area 
are Moslem, and in some countries such as Saudi Arabia and the 
Emirates, almost one hundred percent are Moslem. Within Islam, 
the major division is between the S h i ’it and the Sunnis. The 
majority of the Iranians are S h i ’it, except for some tribal 
groupings. The majority of the Arabs are Sunni. Sunnis, in 
turn, are divided into four branches according to the legal 
interpretation of the Koran a,nd the sayings of the Prophet 
Mohammad Cthe Hodeeth),

All of the Arab States of the Persian Gulf Cexcept Iraq) 
share two common boundaries. The gulf to the east and Saudi 
Arabia to the west, Saudi Arabia itself spreads across the 
Arabian Peninsula from east to w e s t , thereby giving it an open
ing on the Persian Gulf and a long coast on the Red Sea.

Except for the agricultural a,reas in Iraq in the north
and Oman in the south, all the Persian Gulf Arab states are
dry and without exception import all of their foodstuffs,

87including flour, dairy products and meats, It ha_s only been 
recently that Saudi Arabia has embarked upon some agricultural 
projects, mainly the growing of wheat.

The contemporary political regimes of the Persian Gulf 
Arab states are basically similar, although they can be class^

86. S. Zabih, "Iran’s Policy Toward the Persian Gulf," 
International Journal of- the Middle East Studies, vol. 7,
n o . CJuly 19 7 6 ), p p , 3'45A3"58 ; Guy J. Pauker, "Prospects for 
Regional Hegemony in Southeast Asia," Rand Cornoration, April 
1976, p.l.

87. Emil A. Nakhleh, "Arab-American Relations in the Persian 
Gulf," (Washington, D.C.: American Enterprise Institute, 1975,
p.6. ■
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ified into three types; Saudi Arabia is referred to as a 
kingdom; Oman as a sultanate; and Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar and 
the United Arab Emirates are known as emirates or Shaikhdoms. 
Iraq officially designate itself as a republic. With the 
exceptions of Saudi Arabia and Iraq, which are the oldest Arab 
independent states in the area (1932), all other Arab states 
of the Persian Gulf have become independent recently, Kuwait 
gained its independence in 1961; Oman in 1970; Bahrain, Qatar 
and the United Arab Emirates all gained their independence in 
1971.®®

These countries (excluding Ira,q) without exception are 
ruled by families which originate from tribes of the central 
and northern deserts of Arabia prior to and since the rise of 
Islam. In the eighteenth century they began to settle in the 
towns, islands and penninsulas which they presently rule.
Most of these states share common characteristics: a) they are 
all oil producers; b) the majority of the population is 
Moslem, Arab with a common cultural heritage; c ) mostly con
servative, and the regimes are basically autocratic; d) most 
of them depend on foreign imports, finish goods as well as
food-stuffs; and e) most of them are involved in unsolved

8 9boundary and other territorial disputes.

88. T.Y. Ismael, ed., "The Middle East in World Politics," 
(Syracuse, N.Y.: Syracuse University Press, 1974); and 
George Lenczowski, "The Middle East in World Affairs," 4th 
ed., (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1980).

89, The political process in the Arab states of the Persian 
Gulf came increasingly under pressure during the last two 
decades. Their historic regional, ethnic, and religious 
diversity have been compounded with internal factors such 
as rapid social change and demands for political reforms on 
one hand; and the external factors of nationalistic and ideo
logical rivalries, and the (more recent) threat of Iranian- 
sponsored Islamic fundamentalism on the other. To take the 
latter two components, political conflict has been represented 
by the struggle between Iranian nationalism and Arab nation
alism with religious (and racial) undertones. S h i 'it Moslems 
form the majority of the population in some countries such
as Iraq and Bahrain, and constitute significant minorities 
in tlie rest. It should be noted, however, that the S h i ’its 
have never been fully integrated into the society of these 
states and they have maintained their own social and political 
order. Moreover, they have been subjected to discrimination
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In analyzing the regional politics., it is important to 
note that, the regional Arab states, albeit exhibiting cert
ain cultural, political and economic similarities, represent 
different, and often opposing ideological trends and interests; 
because of the dissimilarities in capability (wealth, populat
ion, territory), the influence exerted by these states region
ally and internationally varies in intensity. This has result
ed in a shift of tribal allegiance, which in turn has created 
jealousies among the emirates. Jealousies hindered the

90formation of the United Arab Emirates federation in 1971.
Their capability has an important impact on the individual 
state’s concept of regional collective security, as does its 
attritudes and behaviour towards neighbouring states in choos
ing the policy options concomitant with the influence it 
expects to exert regionally. The announcement of the British 
withdrawal in 19.68 and their final departure in 1971 added 
further pressures resulting in a great change in the Persian 
G u l f ’s political and military milieux as well as the regional 
structure.

In January 19 6 8 Prime Minister Harold Wilson announced 
that Britain would withdraw its military presence from East 
of Suez by the end of 1971, a decision which in effect brought 
a power vacuum in the region. Shortly after the announcement

and experienced limited or no prospects for advancement in 
government. The Sunni rulers of these countries were con
fronted with the new fprce of Iranian fundamentalism upon 
the fall of the Shah as the self-styled Islamic Republic’s 
leaders turned their attention to them. Incidents like the 
labour unrest in the late 1979 in Saudi Arabia and the 
attempted coup in 198j in Bahrain, linked to Iran, did not 
allay their fears either. This fear, though lessened, still 
persists.

90, E,A, Nakhleh, o p .c i t , , p, 28,
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the U.S. government declared that the United States had no 
intention of filling the vacuum left by the British departure 
and would, instead, depend upon local security arrangements 
among the regional states to replace the British-.

The British presence in the Persian Gulf had its origins 
in the treaty of 1820, a document which the government of 
India compelled the rulers of the Persian Gulf shaikhdoms to 
sign.^^ Between 1880 and 1916 the government of India con
cluded with each shaikh CBahrain .in 1880 and 1892 , the 
Trucial tribalities in 1892, Kuwait in 1899 and Qatar in 1916) 
a special treaty under which the ruler surrendered external 
sovereignty to the United Kingdom, and accepted a non
alienation bond pledging not *co "cede, sell, mortgage or

g 2otherwise give for occupation" any part of his land except 
to the British government. This treaty after 1880 was designed 
above all, to defend India against possible European en
croachment. Britain did not permit even the riparian powers 
to establish military facilities on the coast or to maintain 
naval vessels in the Persian Gulf, The British system of 
special treaty relations with the emirates and tribalities 
along the Arabian coast enforced political stability; at the 
domestic level, by setting up shaikhly dynastic lines; at the 
regional level, by inhibiting tribal and inter-shaikhdom war^ 
fare; and at the international level by discouraging other 
interested outside powers from tampering with affairs. The 
interlocking political and military rights of the treaty, 
made it possible for Britain to preside over the domestic, 
regional and international political affairs of the area.

91. J.C. Hurewitz, "The Persian Gulf," Foreign Policy 
Associations, Headline Series, (New YorkTl April 1974 
no”. 220 , p. 18; see also James Gable, "Gunboat Diplomacy: 
Political Application of Limited Naval Force," (London:
Chatto and Windus," for the Institute of Strategic Studies, 
1971) and R.J. Gavin, "Aden Under British Rule, 1839-1967," 
(London: C. Hurst & Co., 1975).

92. J.C. Hurewitz, ibid., p. 19.
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As a consequence, the tribal structures of the protect
orates were kept as they were, with little or no innovation 
by the British. The discovery of oil in the 19 3 0 ’s, however, 
made it possible for Bahrain, Kuwait and Abu Dhabi to launch

n ga limited measure of programmes aimed at development.

The message of January 19 6 8 deprived the shaikhdoms of 
the director of their external policy and defence. The 
announcement also gave notice to the major states of the 
Persian Gulf, Tran, Iraq and Saudi Arabia, and to the super
powers, that the time scon would come for a re-arrangement of 
influence and power in the region. The British suggested that 
the trucial shaikhdoms would form a federation that would
create an entity large enough to have some hope of survival

94 . . 9 5and economic progress. The nine shaikhdoms which were
directly affected by the British decision began serious
attempts to form a sort of federation that would come into
being immediately following the British withdrawal in 1971,
The federation eventually was formed by only seven shaikhdoms,
with Bahrain and Qatar choosing a separate course.

Several factors contributed to the failure of the nine

93. For further reading see, T.Y, Ismael, o p .c i t , , ; 
Congressional Quarterly, Oct. 1975; D . Hawley, "The Trucial 
States," (London: George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1970);
D. Hopwood, ed,, "The Arabian Peninsula," (London: George 
Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1972); J.C. Hurewitz, "Middle East 
Politics," (New York: F . Praeger Publishing Co., 1969);
M.T, Sadik and W.P. Snavely, "Bahrain Qatar and United Arab 
Emirates," (Lexington,'M.A.: Lexington Books, 1972); Benjamin 
Scheardram, "The Middle East Oil and the Great Powers," (New 
York: F . Praeger Publishing Co., 1965); and Arnold T. Wilson, 
o p .c i t .

94. P,E. Haley, "Britain and the Middle East," in T.Y. Ismael, 
o p ,c i t ., p . 5 5,

95. Bahrain, Qatar, Abu Dhabi, Dubai, Sharja, Ajman, Uman 
al-Raywayn', R a ’as al-Khaima and Fujayra. For further inform
ation on the background of these emirates, see John Duke 
Anthony, "The Union of Arab Emirates," The Middle East Journal, 
vol. 36, no. 3 (Summer 1972), pp. 271-287; D. Hawley, op.crt.; 
D. Hopwood, op . c i t . , and E.A. Naklileli, op .cit.
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shaikhdoms to unite into a federation: an inability to reach 
compromise and agreements between the larger more educated 
emirates and the smaller ones ; the border disputes between 
the emirates and Saudi Arabia and between the emirates them
selves; jealousies and suspicions among the ruling families; 
and finally, Iran’s long-standing territorial and sovereignty 
claims to Bahrain which prevented Bahrain to campaign for the 
federation. Qatar declared itself independent on September 1, 
19 71, and the remaining emirates formed the United Arab 
Emirates on December 2, 1971, Map 6,

Iran’s protests to the federation over the proposed 
inclusion of Bahrain caused all shades of Arab opinion, 
embracing the polar opposites represented by King Faisal, 
Nasser, and the ruler of Kuwait to give diplomatic support to 
the new groupings. Saudi and Kuwaiti support for the creat
ion of the federation was based on the idea of subscribing 
the support of t h e ’United States. In the event, and true to 
its earlier position, the U.S. remained non-committal.

The opposition of Iran to the federation had its roots 
in the inherent Iranian-Saudi competition, which became the 
conventional wisdom of the early 1 9 7 0 ’s. To some extend this 
was fed by the Shah’s comments. He suggested that "in light 
of Britain^s experience in South Arabia^ Nigeria and Rhodesia" suffic
ient evidence had accumulated to show that "tribalism and
federalism were incompatable and the Persian Gulf federation would go

96the way of Aden and South Arabia, " These comments often reflected 
a low opinion of the character and stability of the Arab 
regimes and also served as a device to justify the Iranian 
rationale for a preeminent role in the Persian Gulf,

It is doubtful whether Iran would have persuaded Bahrain 
to become an Iranian province by means other than the use of

96. Guardian, May 25, 19 68; see also the Sha h ’s reference 
to weak governments and the need to "replace rulers, reform 
medieval systems," in Times, April 13 , 1970.
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force. However, on January 4, 1969, at a press conference in
New Dehli, the Shah declared that "if the people of Bahrain
do not want to join my country," Iran would withdraw its
territorial claims to the island. He said Iran would accept
the will of the people in Bahrain, if this was recognized

97 .internationally. A mechanism for settling the dispute was
announced in March, 1970. Britain and Iran agreed to allow a
representative of the Secretary General of the United Nations
to ascertain the wishes of its people through a referendum.
The findings,' an outright majority for self ̂ -independence, made
public in May, 1970, was endorsed by the UN Security Council

9 8and was approved by the Iranian parliament on May 14.

An important consequence of the British announcement 
of withdrawal was the immediate jockeying of the regional 
states for position, seeking either security through new 
alliances or augmented power through greater control of con
tested or hitherto neutral areas of the Persian Gulf. And at 
the same time the regional states embarked upon extensive arms 
purchase programmes.

Iran had made clear.her concern that the vacuum created 
by the British departure ought to be filled by the regional 
states. Towards that goal, the defence budget for 1971-197 2

97. R,K, Ramazani, "The Persian Gulf: IranUs Role," o p ,c i t . , 
p , 50,
98. For further readings on the question of the Bahrain Islands 
and the historical background thereof, see: Fereydon Adamiyat, 
"Bahrain Islands: A Legal and Diplomatic Study of the British 
Iranian Controversy," (New York: Praeger, 1955); Majid 
Khadduri, "Iran’s Claim to the Sovereignty of Bahrayn,"
American Journal of International Law, vol. 45 C1951) , pp. 634- 
.38 and Ted.) "Major Middle Eastern Problems in International 
Law," (Washington, D.C., AEIPPR, 1972), pp. 95-105;
J.C. Hurewitz, Diplomacy in the Middle East: A Documentary 
Record," (Princeton: Van Nostrand, 1956), Vol I; and for a 
summary of the role of the Secretary General and his good 
offices in the final settlement of rhe dispute, see Edward 
Gordon, "Resolution of the Bahrain Dispute," American Journal 
of International L a w , vol. 65 (1971), pp. 560-568.
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was increased by almost a third. In 19.6 8-6 9 Ira n ’s military 
budget was approximately $495 million; by 197 9, it reached 
nearly $10 billion which is a clear indication of Ira n ’s int
ention to have become the pre-dominant power in the Persian
^ T rr . 9 9Gulf region.

Iran of course was not alone in the quest for arms in
the region. Saudi Arabia ordered a large number of advanced
fighter aircraft, light fighters, hellicopters and air defence 
equipment f r o m .France, United Kingdom, and the United States.
Its defence budget rose from $321 million in 1968-69 to over
$14 billion in 1979-80. Saudis’ military expansion appeared to
be less defined on the basis of external threats than were 
those mentioned in relation to Iran. Iraq also received a 
great deal of arms from the Soviet Union. The smaller states 
of the region have also been buying weapons and building up 
their defence forces.

The huge increase in oil prices in 197 3 provided fuel for 
expanded arms race in the region. However, the Arab states 
were unable to absorb the revenue internally. The population 
and other natural resources necessary for broadly-based 
economic growth do not exist in these countries, therefore their 
external expenditures have increased. The external expend
itures vary from country to country, according to how much oil 
it possesses, the size of the population, and the extent of 
economic development programmes. Part of this expenditure has 
b e e n ,directed toward investment in Europe and the United States,
but still there was a Targe amount available for defence

^  101 procurement.

99. See Table 3.

100. "Strategic Survey," International Institute for Strategic 
Studies, London 1973, pp. 4 2-43 ; and D.R. Tahtinen, op.cut.

101. These expenditures came to a sudden halt in 1986 with 
the sharp slump in oil prices.
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The Arab states of the Persian Gulf did also begin to 
use their financial power politically in the region and to 
a certain extent internationally. Regionally, Saudi Arabia, 
Kuwait and the UAE were able to directly or indirectly influence 
the political affairs of the Middle East in relation to the 
Arab-Israeli dispute due to their financial contributions to 
the other Arab countries in the area, the front-line states, 
Egypt 5 Jordan, Syria, and the P L O . Internationally, as the 
oil bill of the industrial nations climbed, the pressure on 
them to offset the drain of their foreign exchange by the sale 
of arms became powerful, as was seen in the arms deal with the 
French and the British,

The arms deals between the U.S. and Saudi Arabia were 
viewed by some in the U.S. as a possible threat to Israel 
in the case that they would be utilized by countries that are 
in direct confrontation with Israel. Despite the domestic 
opposition in the U.S., arms deals with the Saudis proceeded 
with no great difficulty as the U.S. were not willing to 
jeopardise their friendly relationships. The Saudis were 
strongly opposed to and deeply concerned about possible future 
intrusion of radical influences, already present to the north 
and south of them in the Persian Gulf and the Peninsula, This 
was in addition to perceived threats from Iraq or the South 
Yemen. The Saudis, like Iran, could not play a significant 
regional security role without credible military force behind 
their policy.

The 197 3 oil embargo was a clear indication of the newly 
acquired political power of the Arab oil producing countries.
The Saudis realized that their economic strength might provide 
some political leverage. From then on, and especially after 
the 1976 assasination of the conservative King Faisal, the 
Saudis quietly but with increasing self-confidence were emerg
ing as the dominant force in the Arab Middle East politics and 
probably a key power on the Arab side in negotiations with 
Israel,
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Thus, the Saudi security and diplomatic objectives could 
be viewed as two-fold: one to prevent the radicalization of any 
additional Arab s t a t e , a n d  secondly, to bring about a favour
able conclusion to the major Middle East dispute. These 
objectives were shared by Iran, as was evidenced in pronounce
ments after successive visits by the Shah and the Saudi Arab
ian rulers to each other’s country.

The Shah found Saudis in complete agreement over his 
views about the security and stability of the Persian Gulf.
The two countries created a harmonious working relationship 
which was surprising to those who foresaw a clash between the 
two states over the dominance of the Persian Gulf affairs after 
the British withdrawal. Iran’s decision regarding Bahrain was 
an important step toward a closer relationship with the king
dom. In the same context, the outstanding dispute directly 
affecting the two countries, that of the continental shelf 
boundaries was resolved amicably in 1968, and they compromised 
on the sovereignty of the islands of Tarsi and Al-Arabi as well. 
As is observed later CCh. 6, Part 2), the Saudis supported the 
Shah, his policies, and his governments even after his fall.

Of one of the countries in the region, Iraq, one could 
say that Iran in the period under study experienced relation
ships that could be described as less than cordial. Though 
the state of the affairs improved, after the settlement of the 
Shatt al-Arab issue during the Algiers Summit of 1975 and 
persisted until 1979, this single question has often clouded 
the relationship between the two countries and resulted in 
border clashes and minor incidents before 197 5 and a full- 
scale war after the fall of the Shah,

The origins of the disputes could be traced back to the 
fall of the Ottoman Empire and ensuing British administration 
of lands adjacent to Iran, In 1937, a treaty was concluded with 
tlie newly independent Iraq, This agreement sorted out the 
boundary disputes and in case of the Shatt al-Arab waterway 
called for the river to ramain open on equal terms to the .
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vessels of all countries, but to the war vessels of the two 
contracting parties. By this treaty, a commission was to be 
established for the administration of the river. This never 
materialized and formed the basis of the Iranian claims that 
the Iraqis did not comply with the treaty.

Further moves to bring about a change did not succeed 
because of claims and counter claims. The Iraqi governments 
insistence of the 1937 treaty as a point of departure and the 
Iranian view that it was void were the reasons behind this 
failure. Iran believed that the treaty was invalid because 
the joint administrations, the preamble to the treaty, had 
never complied with; that the treaty was imposed by Britain, 
and that it was contrary to the international law and the 
principle of thalweg. This last point was to be given as the 
stumbling bloc to any future agreement by Iran which clearly 
could not recognize the Iraqi sovereignty of the river up to 
low Iranian water-mark as was given under the 19 3 7 treaty.

After the 19 5 8 revolution in Iraq, the new government 
extended its claim on the waterway to twelve miles. The 
Iranian government followed suit. In 1959, the Iraqi author
ities several times interferred with Iranian ships. When the 
Iranian government expressed its dissatisfaction with these 
actions, the Iraqi response was to extend its claim to the

10 2entire waterway, Ira n ’s response was military preparation,

A further development in the relations of the two countries 
concerned the position‘of the minorities in Iraq, especially 
the Kurds. The Kurdish communities actively opposed a 
military union between Iraq and Egypt which was signed in 
March, 1964. These oppositions caused the Iraqi authorities 
to become suspicious of Iran, claiming that Iran was encouraging 
this opposition. They also proclaimed the south-western 
Iranian province of Khuzistan as part of the Arab lands calling 
it Arabistan. The Syrians joined in as well, a move which 
resulted in Iran closing its embassy in Damascus and recalling

102, S. Chubin & S, Zabih, o p .c i t . , pp. 171-174.
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its ambassador.

The relations between the two countries improved and 
marginal agreements were reached as a result of some good
will visits by the Iraqi head of state and the Iranian Prime 
Minister in the period 1966-68. This was in part due to the 
new realities that would have had to be faced in the region
after the announcement of the British withdrawal. However,

10 3the basic differences remained.

An agreement between the Kurds and the Iraqi government 
in March, 1970, signalled the change in Baghdad’s priorities 
and somewhat neutralized an Iranian instrument of pressure on 
Iraq. Relations were further deteriorated when Iraq protested 
about the repossession of the three Persian Gulf islands by 
Iran in 19 71. Furthermore, Iraq began expelling the Iranian 
residents in Iraq, and severing diplomatic relations with both 
Iran and Britain.

In 1973, the border incidents and clashes reached a new 
peak. Iraq complained to the United Nations Security Council 
which called for a cease-fire and sent a special representative 
to investigate the dispute. The ceasefire persisted until the 
agreement of 197 5 which restored Iranian rights, the recognit
ion of the thalweg principle, and led to the resumption of 
diplomatic activity.

In 197 5-197 9, the main Iraqi preoccupation in the region 
was to improve their strained relations with the Persian

103. Ibid. , pp. 185-186 .

104. For further readings on the question of the Shatt al- 
Arab waterway and the historical background thereof, see, 
"Boundary Treaty Between Iraq and Iran of July 4, 1937," in 
"League-‘of Nations," Treaty Series, vol. 190 ( 1938), p. 256 ;
E. Lauterpacht, "River Boundaries: Legal Aspects of the Shatt 
al-Arab Frontier," International and Comparative Law Quarterly, 
vol. 9, (1960), pp. 208-236; and Majid Khadduri, "Major . 
o p .c i t ., pp. 88-94. See also Map 7.
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Gulf shai.khdoms and Kuwait. The main Kuwait worry is 
Ir a q ’s claim to a slice of its territory and to two islands 
at the mouth of the river leading to tlie Iraqi port of Umm 
Qasr. These claims were accompanied by Iranian protestations. 
In 1961) the situation became serious for Kuwait when a block
ade was mounted by Iraq preventing the sale and transportation 
of food and material goods to that country. This was eased 
when Iran supplied food to Kuwait by sending daily launches.

With an indigenous population of under one million and 
her vast oil revenue, Kuwait is a rich country, but she is 
not strong militarily. As a result their best bet has been 
to maintain friendly relations with their neighbouring countr
ies. In countering Iraq, the Kuwaitis could seriously doubt 
the reliability of Arab support in a conflict. The only 
insurance for them in the past two decades was Iran.

The Kuwaitis increasingly departed from the Saudi line 
in matters concerning the Arab solidarity. Tor example, they 
deferred sharply with the Saudis on the interpretation and 
application of the 1969 Cairo agreement regarding Lebanon, 
taking much more pro-Palestinian stand, and they disagreed on 
the question of raising the oil prices. Among the Persian 
Gulf states, Kuwait was the only one to ascribe to a non- 
aligned foreign policy, maintaining diplomatic relations with 
both Russia and China,

In securing her foreign policy objectives in the Persian 
Gulf region,'Iran, inter ali a , devoted much energy toward 
improving relations with Egypt with the aim of its neutraliz
ation. Though there was a degree of competition between the 
two countries earlier, the relations improved and could be 
best described as excellent in the 1970’s.

After'the 1952 revolution in Egypt, the relations between 
the two countries entered into a new era. There were political 
disagreements and hostility between the two governments. The 
main cause for Iranian concern was Nasser’s policy in the
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Persian Gulf, and his interference in the affairs of the 
neighbouring Arab countries. Nasser was a vociferous campaig
ner against the Eisenhower Doctrine and the Baghdad Pact, 
the mainstay of the Iranian defensive measures. - He encouraged 
the Kurdish minorities to rise, encouraged the revolution in 
Iraq, and supported the revolutionary elements in Yemen with 
an army of 50,000 men. The Iranian government viewed this 
involvement as "expansionist" and considered it a military 
threat

The danger of Nasser’s activities in Yemen lay not in 
a direct attack on the oil fields of the Arabian Peninsula or 
an invasion of the shaikhdoms, but rather on the tremors of 
instability his presence might cause in the region, and possibly, 
on the inadvertent expansion of the conflict. Nasser’s 
encouragement of a Kurdish rebellion elicited him an Iranian 
note of protest in 1958. His interference in Lebanon was 
viewed with deep apprehension by the Iranian government.

Iran’s relations with, Israel also posed a problem in deal
ing with the Egyptians, This caused a ten-year rupture in 
relations between the two countries. Iran had extended de 
facto recognition to Israel in 1950, and had set up a consulate 
in that country. In July, 19 60, the Shah, in answer to a 
question at a press conference, routinely affirmed that de 
facto recognition had been granted. President Nasser inter
preted this statement as formal recognition of Israel by Iran, 
and severed diplomatic relations.

Concluding that the Egyptian regime posed a military 
threat to the region and possibly even the threat of direct 
invasion, the Iranian reaction was to coordinate support for 
royalists in Yemen with the Saudi and Jordanian cooperation and 
to formally denounce Nasser’s action in Yemen as an act of 
aggression.

A change in attitudes came about in 1967-68. Although 

10 5. S. Chubin & S. Zabih, op.cit., p p , 14 3-14 4.



361.

the Iranian government was a beneficiary of the 1967 Arab- 
Israeli war politically as well as economically, immediately 
after the war Iran announced that Israel should evacuate the 
occupied territories. Iran also provided humanitarian relief 
aid through the Red Cross. The coup in Baghdad in July, 196 8 
and Ira q ’s subsequent activities in opposition to the Egyptian 
approach to a settlement with Israel, and Iran's policies in 
the Persian Gulf, all resulted in tfie two countries finding 
each other on the same side in opposition to an Arab state,
Iraq. In May, 1970, the Shah commented in a press conference 
upon the changed Egyptian attitudes toward Iran, and the 
following month special envoys were exchanged by the two 
states to examine the resumption of diplomatic relations.

In 1970, the diplomatic relations between Iran and Egypt 
were restored. The Egyptian foreign minister, in a conversat
ion with the Iranian Prime Minister, stated that ”the Egyptian 
government supported the Iranian policy in the Fersian Gulf," In 19 71 
the Egyptian reaction to the seizure of the three, islands was 
moderate. She refused to join some of the Arab countries in 
complaining to the United Nations, and it did not follow the 
Iraqi suggestion in the Arab League for rupturing relations 
with Iran.^^^

For closer cooperation with Egypt, the Iranian government 
signed an agreement in 19.74 to help Egypt in the reconstruction 
of Port Said through a financial package. In 19.7 5, the 
Iranian leader visited Egypt and offered increases in oil 
deliveries to Israel as an incentive to its withdrawal from 
the Sinai oil fields. The construction of an oil refinery was 
also financed by Iranian aid. And in April 197 5, when Presid
ent Sadat visited Iran, the Shah declared Iran in full agree-

107ment with the Egyptian President on the Arab-Israeli dispute.

106. R.K. Ramazani, ’’Iran's Foreign Policy," 1975 , op.cit. , 
pp. 4 20-4 25.

107. R.K. Ramazani, "Iran's Search for Regional Cooperation," 
The Middle East Journal, vol. 30, no. 2, (Spring 1976),-
p. 175.
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With regard to Israel, Iran continued its de facto 
recognition of Israel and maintained friendly relations with 
that country. The Iranian government and its agencies con
sidered Israel as one model of development for Iran, partic
ularly in the field of agriculture and water resources.
Formal and private sector assistance agreements between the 
two countries were negotiated. The cooperation extended to 
the fields of petroleum export to Israel, development projects, 
trade, air transport, military training, technical assistance, 
the training of co-op managers, and tacit political support in 
relations with the Arab states.

Iran's relations with Israel gave it more manoeuverabil- 
ity in her dealings with the Arab countries. The Iranian 
government believed that it was in the best interest of Israel 
to seek an agreement with the Arab states because in the long 
term, the Jewish state could not sustain the burden of 
military preparedness which it has had continuously to shoulder 
A settlement of the Arab-Israeli dispute would also have given 
the Soviet Union fewer openings to seek influence in the Arab 
world, and therefore, less opportunity to try to outflank and 
encircle Iran strategically and politically.

Iran consistently supported the UN Resolutions 242 and 
33 8. At the same time, the Iranian government defended 
Israel's right to take vigorous action against terrorist 
attacks. But the prevailing Iranian view was that it was in 
Israel's interest to seek an agreement with her Arab neighbours

Iran's relations with Pakistan and Turkey, joint members
of the Central Treaty Organization and RCD have been examined

108elsewhere in this study. On Afghanistan, Iran maintained
friendly relations coupled with economic aid to that country.
An issue of concern was the allocation of water distribution 
from the border river of Hilmaad and the positions of dams.
This question was finally resolved comprehensively in an 
agreement reached with the Kabul government in March 197 3,

108, See Ch. 4, pp, 252. 264.
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during the last days of the monarchy in Afghanistan.

On July 17, 1973, the former Prime Minister of Afganistan, 
Mohammad Daoud, aided by elements of loyal army officers 
staged a coup and ousted King Zahir. Daoud proclaimed 
Afganistan as a republic and declared neutrality and non- 
alignment as his foreign policy goals. True to its tradition, 
the new Afganistan remained a neutral country. However, fear 
was expressed in Iran that Daoud might adopt a pro-Soviet 
tendency in his neutralism. This fear was compounded by the 
fact that the young officers were mostly Soviet-trained. This 
was proved to be unfounded because of the new regimes inter
national behaviour which the Iranians found responsible.

Furthermore, Daoud policy of neutrality began to show a 
tilt toward Iran and Saudi Arabia and a greater reliance upon 
economic assistance from the West. It was at this time that a 
$2 billion aid programme was received from Iran. The new 
government, to the relief of the Iranians, also honoured the 
Hilmand agreement.

The friendly relations thus continued until 197 9. But 
in the meantime one of the Shah's greatest preoccupations mater
ialized in the form of a Marxist-oriented coup in April 1978.
A few months before his fall, the Shah witnessed the becoming 
of Afganistan a Soviet satellite and thus contributing to the 
Communist encirclement of Iran.

After years of tension due partly to Iran's association 
with Pakistan in CENTO, the Shah moved for a better relation 
with India in the early 1970's. In the case of China, he 
was quick to see that Peking's desire to prevent an extension 
of Soviet hegemony in Asia may act as a restraining force on 
Moscow's naval activities in the Indian Ocean.

Both Iran and India found it easy to have mutual economic 
cooperation, although they had ideological differences. Since 
the explosion of the oil prices, Iran provided three-fourths
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of India’s oil needs. The Indo-Iranian cooperation had bene
fits for Iran, including counterbalancing the rise of Arab 
Power in the West by India in the East, encouraging India’s 
reorientation toward the United States and reduction of 
dependence on the Soviet Union, as well as satisfying Iran’s 
own needs for iron and building materials. For Iran, the 
Indian subcontinent had great importance because it was con
sidered to be an area which impinges directly on Iran’s 
security interests. Only a stable subcontinent could further 
Iran’s efforts toward evolving a security community.

The relations between the two regional powers, rested on 
mutual security interests. India is secure in the region 
while Iran was removed from the turmoil in the Middle East. 
India's claimed preponderance in the subcontinent was not 
contested by Iran, while during Iran’s dispute with Iraq,
India remained neutral.

In its policy of keeping the Indian Ocean fr-ee of super
power rivalries, Iran was able to achieve the support of China 
as a counterbalance to the Soviet Union in the Persian Gulf 
area. In 1971, a few months before the British withdrawal 
from the area, Iran established diplomatic relations with China 
The two countries agreed to exchange ambassadors and Iran also 
accepted the People’s Republic of China as the only lawful 
government of China.

Part of the reason for the Iranian government’s recognit
ion of the People’s Republic of China as the only legitimate 
government of China in 1971 was to neutralize a potential 
source of support for the opposition groups. This recognition 
caused a setback for the Chinese from supporting the South 
Yemen regime and the Dhofari rebellion against Iran.

109. Alvin J. Cottrell, "The Foreign Policy of the Shah," 
Strategic Review, III, No. 4, 1975, p. 39; and R.K. Ramazani, 
"Emerging Patterns of Regional Relations in Iranian Foreign 
Policy," ORBIS, vol. XVIII, no. 4, 1975, p. 1052.
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A leading Iranian career diplomat,. Abbas Aram, was 
appointed as Iranian ambassador to Peking in March, 1972, and 
in April, the Chinese envoy arrived in Iran. Since then, both 
sides tried to expand their relations in trade and communicat
ions. Iran Air was the first international airline linking 
Peking, Tehran and Europe. During the five-day visit of 
Empress Farah in April, 197 3, a trade agreement was concluded 
which called for exports of chemical fertilizers, agricultural 
equipment, buses and trucks, to China, and the importation of 
papers, stationery, tea and fabrics from that country.

In June, 197 3, for the first time, the Chinese Foreign 
Minister paid a visit to Iran. He publicly endorsed the 
Iranian policy toward the Persian Gulf and the Indian Ocean.
This trip was useful for both sides, the air agreement with 
Iran provided the Chinese a direct air route to their allies 
in Eastern Europe, The political relation with Iran was a 
good opportunity for China to initiate moves to other Middle 
Eastern countries. For Tran, this relation was fruitful too; 
it meant that Iran's policy in the Persian Gulf created a safe
guard against the Soviet ties with Traq and other Indian Ocean 

111nations.

The concern of the Iranian government over the situation 
in the Persian Gulf was increased, as was pointed out earlier, 
in the early 1960’s. The Egyptian move to the Persian Gulf in 
1960 caused the Shah of Iran to realize that any step in the 
direction of normalization of relations with the Soviet Union in 
the north could pay off in Iran's greater ability to handle 
the situation in the south. Underlying internal reasons for 
this assessment were determination to consolidate royal power, 
to launch basic socio-economic reforms, and to pursue a more 
independent course in world politics.

110. R.K,' Ramazani, "Iran's Foreign Policy," 1975 , p p , 430-
432 .

111. Current FI is tor y , LXVI, no. 390 (Feb. 1974), p. 66.
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Since the British withdrawal from the Persian Gulf, the 
projected Iranian policy was not to agree with a new form of 
great power rivalry in the area and the Indian Ocean. The 
costs of maintaining the British forces was a minimal insur
ance premium for the huge revenues derived by the Western oil 
companies from their Persian Gulf operations. Without the 
British presence, the Persian Gulf, it was argued, might be
come an area of persistent unrest in which local conflicts 
between rival Arab states and subversive movements, as well 
as international tensions between Arabs and Persians could 
erupt and be exploited by the Soviet Union, and thus endanger
ing Western strategic and petroleum interests and supplies.

The British withdrawal contained two important aspects : 
the first was the military one which involved the recall of 
almost 6,000 British ground troops stationed in Bahrain and 
Sharjah, together with their air support units. The second 
aspect involved the political implication of the decision 
which formally meant the termination of the old treaties of 
protection and their replacement by a simple treaty of friend
ship.

It was against this background that the security of the 
Persian Gulf was perceived in a new light by Iran and a new 
policy was projected. For Iran, it was natural to assume her 
historic responsibilities in the region. The Iranian govern
ment rejected the concept of a military vacuum which must be 
filled by an external power, even if it applied to the United 
States. In Tehran the belief was, long before the Guam

112. It ought to be noted, however, that Britain did not 
"withdraw" from the region to all intents and purposes. The 
British retained some of their political influence and have 
tried to foster good will and invest on their friendly re
lations with the conservative Arabs. Moreover, they have 
intensified their commercial links. Military links have 
also continued in the form of supplying advisors, sales, joint 
manoeuvres, and patrols of friendly waters.
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declarations by President Nixon, that the U.S. could no 
longer play the role of an international gendarme. Though 
these views had some correlation with the state of affairs 
in CENTO and the aired dissatisfaction of Iran with the 
alliance, nonetheless they suited the new developments as 
well. Chubin and Zabih believe:

"Ivan 's opposition to a foreign presence in the Gulf should 
he viewed in the light of its lack of faith in the benefits 
of a Western presence and a definite apprehension as to the 
consequences of non-Western power 's presence ... The Iran
ian government doubted that benefits of substituting the 
United States for the British presence would outweigh the 
undoubted costSy this would entail in terms of the extension 
of superpower rivalry into the Gulf,

The Iranian interest in the Indian Ocean was always 
closely related to the protection of the sea routes for the 
transportation of oil from the Persian Gulf against hostile 
groups. The Shah often elaborated on his view that Iran’s 
vital interest in maintaining her shipments of oil to the rest 
of the world did not stop at the Strait of Hormuz'. To this 
end Iran tried to obtain stability in the Indian Ocean region 
through military and economic m e a n s . The construction of air 
bases and naval facilities in Chah Bahar in the Gulf of Oman 
across the Irano-Pakistani border was a decisive step in that 
direction, Iran also purchased a squadron of P-3 Orion air
craft which have an anti-submarine warfare capability. These 
aircraft can remain aloft for fourteen hours, and therefore
giving Iran a reconnaissance capability beyond Persian Gulf

11 Uand the Gulf of Oman.

Iran's foreign policy aimed at maintaining the status 
quo in the Persian Gulf while at the same time expanding 
Iranian influence within that framework. This policy objective 
included the containment and isolation of radical forces in the

113. S. Chubin & S. Zabih, b p .c i t . , p. 247.

114. Alvin J. Cottrell, bp.cit., p. 34.
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area and attempts to weaken them. Political stability in the 
region was a precondition for opening the area to Iranian 
goods and security for raw materials supplies, in short for 
economic penetration which in turn could serve political 
stability. Moreover, Ira n ’s overall interests in the Arab 
world were essentially extensions of those in the Persian Gulf 
area. Protection of the regime against internal subversion 
sponsored directly or indirectly by hostile Arab states, or 
groups, or by Soviet proxy considered to be quite important.
On par with this were the primary objectives in the general 
area of the Middle East, i.e., neutralization and curtailment 
of Soviet power and influence, isolation of radicals, and the 
outflanking of any rival power. To cite a more specific 
example, the objective of preserving free transit through the 
international waters of the Persion Gulf was reflected in 
I r a n ’s interest in freedom of navigation through the Strait 
of Bab al-Mandeb at the entrance to the Red Sea and the Suez 
Ca n a l .

The regional role projected by Iran clearly rested upon 
two pillars of its armed forces and its economic strength.
The capability and the growth achieved in these two areas en
abled her to enforce its position. Thus, Edward Kennedy 
argued :

"In Tehran there is a firm and definite commitment to turn 
economic potential into political influence and military 
powery not just in the. Gulfy but also beyond. Leaders of 
that country now see it as part of the Gulf a?id West Asia y 
with wider interests and ambitions y extending into the 
Indian Ocean, So far y no7%e of the other oil-producing 
states have yet approached a stage of development where it 
could seriously hope to rival Irayi, While Saudi Arabia 
and Iraq have sufficient oil resources y their deportment 
is bound to proceed slowly ,.. Saadi Arabia 's small pop
ulation is a built in constraint and even importing a 
million or so "governm.ent workers y " could not give it real 
chance of rivaling Iran in economic development for years 
to come, d-li

115, Edward M. Kennedy, "The Persian Gulf; Arms Race or Arms 
Control?, "Foreign Affairs, vol. 54, no, 1, COct, 1975), p , 14,
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It was in accordance with these new realities that a 
new concept evolved in Tehran, i.e., the security perimeter.
The Shah elaborated on this in a speech he gave to the 40th 
anniversary of the Iranian Navy in November 1972. For Iran 
to be safe, he indicated, it should look far beyond its own 
immediate region. He admitted that until three or four years 
before he only had the defence of the Persian Gulf in mind, but

"then came events that forced us to think of the Gulf of 
Oman and Iranis coast there. Then other events in the 
world tangh't us that the sea contiguous to the Gulf of 
Oman y and I mean the Indian Ocean y recognizes no frontiers. "

Hence, Iran was no longer merely thinking of defending Abadan, ■ 
Bushehr, or even Hormuz and Bandar Abbas. "We are not even think

ing merely of defending Jask and Chah-Bahary" he declared. Further
more :

"We are thinking of Iran 's security perimeter and I am not 
speaking in terms- of a few kilometers. Anyone versed in 
geographicaly strategic matters and especially in possibil
ities of naval and air forces of today would guess how 
distant that frontier could be from Chah-Bahar. ̂’116

This projected Iranian move, as we have seen, also brought 
Chinese endorsement for the Iranian proposals of regional co
operation for security of the Persian Gulf and the Indian 
Ocean. A similar acknowledgement was given by Mrs. Ghandi who 
endorsed the Iranian leader’s proposal to cooperate with the 
littoral states for the same purpose and she agreed with the 
Sh a h ’s stated aim that the great powers should keep out of the 
area.

Iran and India enjoyed the status of being the two largest 
military powers in the northern part of the Indian Ocean.
Both agreed in keeping the Indian Ocean free of American-Soviet 
rivalry, and both backed the UN-sponsored resolution tabled 
by Sri Lanka on keeping it free as a peace zone. But for Iran,

116. Kayhan International, Nov. 11, 197 2, quoted in R.K. 
Ramazani, 1975, p. 428.
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the superpower rivalry was a fact, deeply rooted in its 
history. Therefore, Iran was on the side of her ally, the 
United States, with whom she shared the strategic interest 
of safeguarding the Persian Gulf from Soviet naval encroach
ment. The 1972 Treaty of Friendship between Iraq and the 
Soviet Union and the granting of naval facilities, a base, in 
Umm Qasr to the Russians delivered a blow to this aspiration 
and required counter-measures. The local balance in the 
Persian Gulf ultimately related to the overall strategic 
balance between the superpowers. • For Tra n , there were politic
al and practical limits to the country’s regional influence; 
and as such the Iraqi-Soviet move was accompanied by the Iran
ian desire to see the U.S. flag in the Persian Gulf via the

117base in Bahrain.

In a visit to Southeast Asia COct, 19,741, the Shah still 
further elaborated on the Iranian policy objectives with 
regard to the Indian Ocean. He visited India, Singapore, 
Indonesia, Australia, and New Zealand, arguing for an "Asian 
Common Market." He envisaged a community which would cooperate 
extensively in economic matters as well as the establishment 
of a collective security system based on a "military understand
ing" among the nations of the Indian Ocean, The community would 
have comprised of Iran, Pakistan, India, Bangladesh, Burma, 
Thailand, Malaysia, Singapore, Australia, and New Zealand.
This idea never got off the ground due to the political diff
erences and economic incompatibilities of the proposed members. 
It only underscored an already established fact, i.e., the 
relentless energy devoted to the promotion of an Indian Ocean 
free from superpowers by Iran.

117. R.M. Burrell, "Iranian Foreign Policy: Strategic Locat
ion, Ambition, and Dynamic Determination," Journal of Internat
ional Affairs, vol. 29, no. 2, p. 137; see also Alexander 
MacLeod,’ "Shah of the Indian Ocean," International Institute 
for Strategic Studies, the Military Balance, London, 1975 ,
pp. 423-432. See also n . ?4, p. 329, this study.

118. "Times of India," Oct. 30, 1974, See also Fuad Itayim, 
"Strength and Weakness of the Oil Weapons," Adclphi Papers, 
no. 115, July ].9 75 .
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In conclusion, one ought to say that, despite Iranian 
assurances about their objectives in the Persian Gulf, the 
Arab states did not accept Iran's leadership in the area.
Apart from the apparent historical reasons, they even sought 
to challenge this supremacy through competition in arms. In 
this context, Edward Kennedy viewed the situation thus:

"A modest challenge already seems to he developingy and 
it is fed by recurrent speculation around the Gulf about 
the possibility of Iranian ambitions toward other oil-rich 
states y as its own oil reserves begin to dwindle. Cert
ainly y despite the Shah ’s recent approaches to his neigh- 
bourSy there is still a keen awareness in neighbouring Arab 
states of Iran's continuing role as Israel's principal source 
of oily and memories of Iran's seizure of three Gulf islandsy 
Abu Musa and the TumbSy in 1971."119

Despite Iran's renounced claim to Bahrain in 19 70,
Enver Koury pointed out that, "Iran might reassert that claim."
He further noted that "such a policy change might be justified on

the basis of either the assumption of power by an un-friendly government
120or the need to protect Bahrain's Iranian minorities." Significant

Iranian minorities are found in many other Persian Gulf
shaikhdoms, and some of these small states were reportedly
pressured by Tehran to allow ever increasing immigration of
Iranian citizens. Dale K. Tahtinen, commented that such action
by Iran "... are tactically important because significant numbers of
Iranians in the shaikhdoms would give Tehran an ostensible excuse for

intervention at any time. " He further concluded that "Indeedy the

immigration policy appears to be in line with the Shah 's stated intention
l2lof guaranteeing the security of the region. "

As it was examined, Iran's regional and international

119. E.M. Kennedy, bp.c i t ., pp. 2 4-25.

120. Enver Koury, "Oil and Geopolitics in the Persian Gulf
Area," Institute for North African and Middle East Studies, 
Hyattsville, M d . , 1974 , pp. 32 and 45-47. See also
D.R. Tahtinen, o p .cit. , pp. 18-20.
121. D.R. Tahtinen, ibid., p. 20. See also S, Chubin and
S. Zabih, o p .c i t ., pp. 212-213.
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foreign policy since 1968 was transformed from basically an 
extension of its alliance policy to a new and assertive role. 
This transformation was the result of local and international 
events, and was partly based on the consequence of bargaining 
between Moscow and Washington following the Cuban missiles 
crisis after the blockade of Cuba, which led to the super
powers to lower tension at the global level and in the 
countries of the Middle East notably in Turkey and Iran.
Changes in the power structure of the Middle Eastern states, 
due to the Arab-Israeli War of 1967 also decreased the pressure 
of Nasserism and Arab Nationalism in the Persian Gulf area. 
Finally the announcement and later departure of the British 
forces from the area offered a favourable opportunity for the 
change of the Iranian regional role.

The first indication of Iranian change in foreign policy 
came after the Cuban missile crisis, when the Shah told. 
President Kennedy that he no longer wished the United States 
to use its option of placing missile sites in Iran. At little 
cost to Iran, this one move opened the door finally to talks 
with the Soviets. This improvement in relations was more 
visible in the course of the Shah's visits to Moscow and the 
further economic and cultural exchange agreement that were 
concluded. The Western countries were alarmed by these ties, 
but it was soon clear that the Shah remained solidly in their 
c a m p .

This diplomatic move by Iran gradually changed its trad
itional preoccupation with, the Soviet Union and consequently 
enabled it to shift its troop concentration southward to a 
greater concern for what it perceived to be a more menacing 
threat of Arab socialism. The Middle Eastern events during 
the 1960's have moved steadily in Iran's favour. The challenge 
from the Arab world, was muted when Egypt was defeated in 
the 196 7 war, thereby enhancing the Iranian position in the 
Persian Gulf region.'

The Iranian alliance with Israel, though implicit and not
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by treaty, was mutually advantageous. Israeli cooperation
gave Iran great political and military manoeuverability in

12 2the area, especially against the Arab states. Iran
benefitted economically from the 1967 war, by increasing oil 
production during the short-lived Arab oil embargo; and after 
the war, Iran once again became the largest oil producer in 
the Persian Gulf.

Another favourable factor which cleared the path for Iran 
to assume a more active role was the 1968 announcement of the 
British military and political withdrawal from the area which 
finally took.place in 1971. With the Iranian decision to 
assume responsibility for the security of navitation within 
the Persian Gulf, and especially through the Strait of Hormuz, 
Iran embarked upon a military build up and expansion programme, 
supported by the United States and Britain, with the intention 
of assuming a regional hegemonical role.

The Shah made no secret that he had earmarked an expansion 
programme for the armed forces with the intention of becoming

12 3the arbitar of Persian Gulf affairs once the British withdrew.
To demonstrate this and to obtain complete physical control 
over the Strait of Hormuz, a day before the British protector
ate was terminated, Iranian troops landed on the strategic 
islarids of Tumbs and Abu Musa. Iran’s claim to these islands 
had a historical basis, but the Shah’s pragmatic determination 
to acquire them resulted from the Iranian belief that they 
were strategically necessary to Iran, because in unfriendly 
hands they could provide bases from which Ir a n ’s vital shipping 
routes might be attacked. A recent incident was fresh in the 
Iranian minds. On June 11, an Israeli tanker, entering the Red

12 2. Paul Y. Hamond and Sydney S. Alexander, ed., "Political 
Dynamics in the Middle East," (New York: American Elsevier 
Publishing Company, Inc., 1972), p. 356.

123. "Strategic Survey," 1973, o p .c i t ., p.40.
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Sea through the Bab el-Mandeb Straits, had been fired upon 
with rockets from a small boat which appeared to come from 
the South Yemeni island of Perim. A Palestinian group claimed 
responsibility for the attack.

Since the announcement of the British withdrawal, the 
Iranian government paid greater attention to improving its 
commercial and cultural relations with the Persian Gulf states. 
In order to promote exports to these states, especially the 
Trucial States, Iran resorted to a variety of measures in the 
196 0 's. Centralization of export activities, abolition of 
exchange restrictions on the export of fruits and vegetables, 
exchange visits of businessmen, facilitation of custom 
duties, and reduction in the price of a whole range of manuf
actured goods from cigarettes to white goods were among these 
measures.

The new Iranian strategy, as seen, called for both a 
rapid military build-up to create a credible deterrent and 
the wise use of diplomatic channels. The Iranians argued that 
their strategy was in tandem with the West and the American 
interests in particular. The clear indication of U.S. accept
ance of such a strategy was aired by a change in U.S. policy 
after the British announcement. Iran had been receiving con
siderable economic and military aid from the U.S. The American
reliance on the proposed role of Iran broke down the traditional

12 4reluctance to sell Tran modern, sophisticated weapons.

In seeking formal cooperative arrangements with the 
Persian Gulf states, in January 1968 Tran articulated an 
interest in playing an active role in the are a ’s defence and 
announced its support for cooperation between the Persian Gulf 
states and its readiness to participate in "any form of regional

124. Alvin J. Cottrell, b p .c i t .
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cooperation for the defence of the area."'^^^ This initiative would 
have been the theoretically most useful step on behalf of 
the collective security in the r e g i o n . S u c h  a pact or 
treaty would have defined various threats, provided for a 
joint defence command and decreased the opportunity for 
hostile groups to intervene either militarily or by subversion.

In the absence of the necessary political understanding, 
however, the idea of a formal security agreement did not get 
off the ground. Moreover, I r a n ’s military development long 
exceeded that of any other country with the exception of Iraq. 
But because of the wide ideological schism between Iraq and 
Saudi Arabia, not to mention Iraq’s virtual state of undeclared 
war with Iran, Iraq could in no way assume a balancing role 
vis-a-vis Iran on behalf of the Arab states. Ir a n ’s increas
ingly open support for the Kurdish rebellion in'Iraq as well 
as Israeli assistance to the Iraqi Kurds created a joint 
Iranian-Israeli effort in the eyes of the Arabs. As a result, 
the Iranian offer was met with a resounding Arab silence.

A second Iranian effort was also rebuffed in June 1969.
In his interview with the Times of London, the Shah stated:

" We would he willingy in conjunction with Saudi Arahia^ to 
provide protection to the Gulf states. Our paratroops and 
armoured regiments at Shiraz can give them as much protection 
as the British forces in the area today which would probably

125. The Times, Jan. 10, 1968, and Daily Telegraph, Jan. 10, 
1968. Iranian government from 1968 devoted increased attent
ion to improving commercial and cultural relations with the 
Persian Gulf states. The Economist COct. 31, 1970) in regards 
to their relations pointed out that, "the Shah may embrace Faisaly 
he may dine the Shaikhs in Tehran ayid allow their great Imuting parties 
on his side of the watery he may (and he does) supply them with schools y 
hospitalSy teacherSy a?id doctorsy not to mention a few hmidfuls of workers 
a day from southern Persia putting to Dubai and other Arab ports, izdeed 
he has a national interest in getting the Arab Shaikhs to be more en
lightened rulers. Yet the scope of anti-Tranian rhetoric in Arabia 
remaiyis. "His hospitals y " says one cynical Arab most unfairly y "are on 
our side of the Gulf to deal with dead when Ivan invades," The ayicient 
suspicion is present everywhere y ayid it preveyits formal defence cooperat
ion as Shah opeyily concedes,"

12 6. See Ramazani, "Iran’s Role," op', c i t , , p. 91.
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not fight anyway if the situation became serious ...
We v)ould like to see a common defence policy established 
for the area. We would propose that the Persian Gulf be
come a closed and that the port of Bahrain be used as
a joint base. ’’

The Arab states of the Persian Gulf never reacted en
thusiastically to these calls. Iran, after all, was still a 
fully-fledged member of CENTO, and, however much the Shah 
may censure the impotence of the organization in military terms, 
CENTO symbolism in Arab eyes remained a factor. Ira n ’s 
special relationship with Israel could, on the Arab side of the 
equation, raise the question whether shared military secrets 
might be passed from Tehran to Tel Aviv. M o r e o v e r , any formal 
alliance or security pact with Iran could have been construed 
as endorsing various Iranian claims rejected by the Arab 
states.

The Iranian government’s reaction to the Persian Gulf 
states was the modification of its policy and a move toward 
adopting a posture of self-reliance and discarding the idea 
of formed cooperation in the defence of the area. Therefore, 
Iran should waste no time and effort in securing its own posit
ion by 1971, so that it would be able to maintain the Persian 
G u l f ’s security either in cooperation with regional estates, 
or its own capability. In conjunction with this, Iran firmly 
asserted its claim to the three islands in the area of the 
Strait of Hormuz.

Following this policy modification, the Iranian govern
ment then expressed its concern over the stability of the 
Persian Gulf states and the danger of the radical movements 
within the Arabian Peninsula, At the same time its anxiety 
was accelerated over the inability of the Persian Gulf states 
to contribute meaningfully to the regional defence. Iran as 
the Persian Gulf naval power and with a long history of 
maritime experience behind her could not count on the probable 
future developments and would proceed to assume its responsibil-

12 7, The Times, June 10, 1969.
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ities and go it alone if necessary.

This self-reliance manifested itself soon afterwards.
To project its willingness for the detention of spread of 
radical movements in the region, and to underline its leader
ship capabilities regionally, the small contingent of Iranian 
advisory involvement in Oman transformed into a full-scale 
one when Iran complied with the Sultan of Muscat at O m a n ’s 
request and sent several thousand troops to Oman in Dec. 197 3 
to combat the Marxist-oriented Dhofari rebellion. The Iran
ian presence in the Omani war was at first concealed and 
denied by Muscat. While Iraq and Libya protested at the 
intervention, the major Arab states tried to avoid commenting, 
and participated covertly in Tehran-Muscat cooperation.

On a pragmatic and practical level, the conservative 
Arab states, despite their overt resentment of the Iranian’s 
assertive role in the region, did welcome its defiant counter
insurgency action in the Arabia Peninsula. These Arab states 
simply lacked the military capability to mount such a campaign. 
The only state which could perhaps play a part was Iraq which 
due to its so-called Arab-Socialist ideology found itself on 
the side of the insurgents and thus had to withdraw behind the 
scene.

The Iranian government derived concrete' benefits from its 
intervention in Oman, the only direct campaign under the 
proclaimed Iranian objectives in the Persian Gulf within 
the period under study. Iran was able to increase its 
influence on the Arabian side of the Persian Gulf at the expense 
of Saudi Arabia, and was able to train its crack troops - 
’Special Forces,’ Rangers, utilizing its weaponry; and in its 
crudest term it facilitated on-the-job training for Iranian 
armed forces. The Iranian troop deployment also followed a 
rotation system. A few times a year fresh troops were sent 
to Oman to replace the existing ones, in order to provide the 
maximum opportunity to maximum number of troops to have a 
choice of fighting in such an environment and gain valuable
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practical experience. The performance of the Iranian armed 
forces greatly improved with time, and this large-scale 
rebellion itself was decisively crushed in just over two and 
a half years.

The Iranian leadership made no secret of its concern for 
security in Oman, a manifestation of Tehran’s new active role 
in the region. The Shah himself was direct in his comments 
upon the radical movements in the area. Thus, in an interview 
with Newsweek he stated:

. If it Cthe so-oalted Popular Front for the Liberation of 
Oman and the Arab Gulf) eren succeeded just try to imagine 
what we could be faced with in Muscat^ the capital, right in 
front of the Strait of Hormuz. At first a few riflesand then 
naval guns and missiles. It's- a familiar pattern. I cannot 
tolerate subversive activities - and by that I mean anything 
that is imposed from the outside ... they COmani government) 
asked for our help and we sent it. ̂ d28

After the collapse of the rebellion, the Iranian troops 
returned home. This withdrawal proved those quarters in the 
Arab world wrong when they had claimed that the Dhofar campaign 
represented the beginning of a permanent Iranian military 
foothold on the Arab side of the Persian Gulf, The Omani war 
proved to be highly- significant for Iran in the context of 
Iranian^Arab cooperation, While Saudi Arabia clearly would 
have preferred to have been the intervening power, and undoubt-^ 
edly viewed Iranian actions with mixed envy and concern, the 
fact remained that, instead of Iranian-Arab tension and hostile 
ity that was to have seriously jeopardized Persian Gulf 
stability, a successful joint military campaign was mounted 
against what was clearly recognized as a common threat. O m a n ’s 
somewhat isolated position within the Arab world did not 
detract from the new impetus of cooperation in the Persian 
Gulf that the successful Iranian intervention represented. 
Earlier examples of a Saudi Arabian and Iranian confluence of 
military interests should not be overlooked. Both countries 
cooperated in supporting Yemeni royalists during the 19 6 2- 
19 6 8 civil war and Iran loaned military equipment to Saudi

12 8, ' Newsweek, May 21, 19.7 3,
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Arabia in 1969 when the South Yemeni forces were violating 
the Saudi borders.

Thus, it must be stressed that Iran’s foreign policy in 
the last two decades, particularly in the period 1968-1979, 
was formulated and designed to assist in the achievement of 
the Sha h ’s vision and the government’s ambitions for Iran as 
a regional predominant power. To achieve that goal the 
Iranian government embarked on an active role in the region 
in order to demonstrate its intensions. As the study reveals, 
Iran did not receive support andfor favourable reaction from 
the regional Arab states towards it policies for the security 
of the Persian Gulf to the extent that it had to assume a 
self-reliance posture and go it alone.



PART III:

CONCLUSION
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CHAPTER G: Iran and her Security Towards the end of 1970's.

6.1 An Assessment: Emergence as a Regional Hegemonical Power

The changes that occur in a state’s material and 
political basis of power are significant indications of its 
potential to alter its power position within the region and 
within the international arena as a whole. The idea that a 
country has become a regional dominant state logically implies 
that it has changed its relationship significantly vis-a-vis 
other states in the region, that it has assumed a distinctiv
ely different posture (more assertive and independent) from 
that which it previously held (.passive, or "low-profile"), 
and that this change has had an effect upon the global system 
By making either that particular state or the region of which 
it is a part a more substantial factor in international polit
ics, Or conversely, ft can be seen in changes in the attitudes 
and. behaviour of the superpowers and other states toward such 
a state v in this case Iran.

The purpose of this part of the study is to examine the 
causes or conditions which helped Iran to alter its role. The 
role of a regional hegemonical power, or of an aspirant to 
that role, has been marked by what Leonard Binder calls, "growing 
potential for stabilizing or destabilizing internabional affairs in the 
Persian Gulf."^ The period under investigation here is 1968- 
1979 .

The Persian Gulf and the Indian Ocean are of major and 
growing importance to the developed economic and military 
powers as well as to the developing and underdeveloped countr
ies. In the period under study, the great powers and their 
rivalries were being drawn into an area already under a keen 
arms race between the regional states for the supremacy and 
control of the Persian Gulf, Even before the energy crisis

1. Leonard Binder, "Factors Influencing Iran’s International 
Relations," Rand Corporation, October, 19 69.
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of 1973, the problems of the Persian Gulf and the Indian 
Ocean posed serious threats to economic stability and world 
peace.

Growing concern about this area could be seen in May 
1974’s UN Secretary General’s report, submitted to the 
General Assembly, which dealt primarily with the military 
presence of the great powers in the Indian Ocean area, 
conceived in the context of great power rivalry. Its conclus
ion was that a strategic naval arms race would ensue if the 
United States upgraded the Diego Garcia facilities into a 
base. This was, of course, a part of the new American strat
egic thinking which also touched upon the U.S. allies in 
different regions of the world and their responsibilities in 
security matters.

In conjunction with the above, the Persian Gulf region 
contains more than 60% of the world’s proven reserves of oil. 
The functioning of the present-day industrial society is still 
dependent on it, though there is evidence that this relation
ship might not be as vital as it was thought of in the 197 0 's. 
However, it can be argued that oil can sustain its significance 
in the near-term future, as in the past, when it was bound to 
become the object of rivalry and conflict, giving to the 
countries possessing it power and influence.

The importance of geography to the national security 
environments of aspiring regional powers could not be under
estimated. So is their location relative to the lines of 
post-war superpower confrontation. Many of the most heavily 
armed among them are roughly located along the arc around 
Eurasia stretching from Turkey to South Korea, first drawn 
by the United States at the inception of the Cold War. In 
addition, resource location cannot be overlooked in this 
context in determining strategic value.

As such, Iran which is located at the head of the Persian 
Gulf, and a major oil producer, has always had some diplomatic
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importance lying as it does between an area of traditional 
Russian and British sphere of influence. For much of the 
nineteenth century London viewed Persia as the defensive 
perimeter of the Indian Empire. Tzarist Russia looked upon 
Iran as a natural area for expansion. This role as the arena 
for clashing Russian and British interests was greatly mag
nified by its new found economic and strategic importance in 
the clash between the West and the Eastern bloc. This re 
inforced the political importance, geographical, strategic, 
and mineral wise, of the area for the world today.

The outstanding change in the Persian Gulf area has been 
the discovery and exploitation of oil resources. It is often 
forgotten just how recent is the growth of the Persian Gulf 
oil industry. The first discovery was made in Iran at Masjed 
Sulaiman during the spring of 1908, but oil fields on the 
Arabian Peninsula were not tapped until the 1930’s. In 1939 , 
the Middle East accounted for less than six percent of the 
total world oil production. This figure had expanded to 
thirty per cent of the world output by 19 71.

On the basis of its new-found wealth and strategic 
importance, the role of the Persian Gulf and states lying 
along it have changed immensely. From an underdeveloped 
country, barely able to defend itself against Portuguese, 
Russian and British intrusion, Iran acquired a significantly 
different posture in regional and international politics. The 
intensification of this role came about in the aftermath of 
the Indo-Pakistani w a r ‘of 1965 , when the Shah concluded that 
Iran must be prepared to defend its interest’ locally due to 
the inability of CENTO and US policy in that war which made it 
clear that Iran could expect no assistance from Washington 
if she became involved in local hostilities. The announcement 
and withdrawal of Britain from East of Suez made the task that 
much easier.

2, R.M. Burrell, ’’Problems and Prospects in the Gulf: An 
Uncertain Future,’’ The Round Table, vol. 62, no. 24 6, (April
1972).
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Coupled with the foregoing, the emergence of regions 
and of regional states to positions of importance in the 
modern global setting is accounted for in part by changes in 
the international system. The roots of regional development 
in international politics could be traced if some features of 
the present period were to be delineated.

First, international politics have now become globalized. 
This feature is clearly indicated by Henry Kissinger when he 
argues that: "... every nation^ no matter how insignificant^ participates 
in international affairs^ and what used to he considered a domestic event 
can now have worldwide consequences."

Second, the geographical scope and unity of the field of 
international politics is matched by the intensity of modern 
technology. The combination of unprecedented delivery systems 
in the forms of missiles, which are capable of reaching any 
point in the world within half an hour, and of thermonuclear 
weapons , has combined to transform the meaning of- warfare 
between the United States and the Soviet Union. As a conseq
uence of this condition "... the usability of the military has 
decreased largely because the costs of using force have risen^ and this 
development alone has made the probability that a nation will employ 
military power emaller and more contingent, The logical consequence 
of this has been a) to enhance the power potential of lesser 
states possessing other than military forms of power; and 
b) to enhance the significance of regions and regional power 
configurations for the two superpowers.

Third, the global bipolar distribution of power prevalent 
in the decades following World War II has been giving way to 
a more diffuse distribution. A consequence of this change is 
that either of the two superpowers when contemplating the use 
of military power against another, must consider not just the

3, Henry A. Kissinger, "American Foreign Policy," (New York: 
W.W'. Norton and Co. Inc., 1969), p. 53'.

4. Klaus Knorr, ’’Military Power and Potential," (Lexington: 
D,C. Heath and Company, 1970), pp. 10-12.
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intervention of the other great power, .but the utility of 
the employment of military power even against a significantly 
weaker state. This prospect naturally inhibits resort to 
military power unless the purposes are very compelling.^ A 
further consequence, in conjunction with the second feature 
is that the inhibition on the resort to military power at the 
strategic level has resulted in the enhancement of the power 
potential of those lesser states possessing regional capabil
ities. This in turn has given states in certain regions a 
significant status that they would not otherwise have. Yet 
these states are often dependent on external supply of arms.

Fourth, technological developments have widened the gap 
between the most rich, powerful, and the weakest states. The 
independence and division of the Asian and African continents 
into a number of generally smaller states, both politically 
and economically underdeveloped, has given rise to forms 
of domestic and regional conflict that are becoming the 
principal focus of violence and rivalry in the world today. 
These states have caused the concentration of international 
politics to shift somewhat from the Northern hemisphere to the 
southern hemisphere.

The combination of these features have been to enhance 
the importance of regional international politics focussing 
on those states which by virtue of their increased political 
and strategic importance became vital parts of the global 
balance. An inevitable result of this, and a drawback in 
some sense, has been td invite the influence and penetration 
of the superpowers in matters ranging from policy issues to 
playing host to vast numbers of military advisors.

This new relationship also has given rise to a counter 
effort by regional powers to assert a greater measure of 
independence and control over their fate. Consequently an 
effort by the superpowers to intervene has meshed in with a

5. Ibid., p. 12; and also S.L. Spiegel, "Dominance and 
Diversity," (Boston: Little Brown & Company, 1972), p. 10.
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growing determination of regional states to secure the assist
ance of, but to reject the domination by the global powers.
They also seek to accomplish this by playing one great power 
off against the other.^

Nowhere has the rise of regional politics been more 
manifest than in the Middle East and in the Persian Gulf area.
To the traditional clash of great power diplomacy has been 
added the emergence of Iran, the rise of Arab Nationalism, and 
the power of oil as factors in world politics. Inevitably 
the Persian Gulf which floats upon a lake of oil has become the 
epicentre of regional politics in which Iran, in the period 
under study, sought to play a leading role. Under Sh a h ’s 
leadership, Iran’s awakening t-o consciousness of the formidable 
state which oil has given it, gave rise to strivings on her 
part to exert that leading, if not hegemonic, role in the 
region. The new Iranian posture, as was examined in the 
previous chapter, manifested itself in the formulation of 
Iranian foreign policy for that period. This came about as 
the result of outstanding achievements in the overall develop
ment of the country and the consolidation of the I’oyal power.

The relationship between the domestic politics .and foreign 
policy of any state could not be overlooked however a complicar- 
ed process it might be, Xn studying the foreign policy

6. S.L, Spiegel, ibid., p.11.

7, Here, suffice to say that foreign policy is the government’s
definition of a state’s international objectives combined with
a plan of action to reach them and the implementation of the 
plan. Foreign policy expresses the needs and wants of the 
state whose fulfillment the government conceives as beneficial 
for the state. See K.J. Holsti, ’’National Role Conceptions in 
the Study of Foreign Policy,’’ Intern at i ona 1 Studies Quarterly, 
vol. 14, no. 3, (Scptl. 1970), pp.233-309 ; Werner Levi, "Ideol
ogy, Interests, and Foreign Policy," International Studies 
Quarterly, vol. 14, no. 1, (March 1970), pp. 1-31; Joseph 
Frankel, "The Making of Foreign Policy," (London: Oxford 
University Press, 1963), pp. 111-147; Howard A. Lentner,
"Foreign Policy Analysis," (Columbus, Ohio: C.E. Merill, 1974).
See also footnote 2, ch. 5.
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decisions of a particular country one often encounters 
difficulties in establishing the facts due to national 
security, secrecy, inadequate records, faulty memories, and 
the natural tendency of human beings to colour the factsg
after the event. This is especially true for a country like 
Iran, where the Shah made every major foreign policy decision 
and most of the minor ones, in later years. A formal policy
making process, as the term is understood in the West, was not 
in operation as such. E.A. Bayne, concluded on the Sha h ’s 
primacy in Iran’s foreign policy:

"As diplomats in Tehran know^ Iranian foreign policy is 
largely personified in the King ... the personal nature of 
Iranian foreign relations is its chief characteristic^ and 
what the monarch believes is of primary significance,
Nevertheless^ the Iranian Foreign Office is not a nonentity 
in the management of foreign relations^ although it must be 
regarded as an extension of the Shah 's personal direction 
of policy ,.. The Shah is his own foreign minister^ his 
policies deriving from a personal synthesis of divei^se 
views held within the structure of national power, "

Consequently one expects to be somewhat limited in what 
one can understand of the connections between internal factors 
and the foreign policy decisions that reflected the course of 
Ira n ’s foreign policy over the past decade. Nevertheless, it 
is still possible to evaluate the policy of a state as a 
reflection of the motives, values, and priorities adopted by 
the government. For the case in hand, that is the predominance 
in the Persian Gulf region, and indeed the overall aim of the 
government, i .e i ,safeguarding the realm against communist 
enchroachment, the policy objectives were formulated and

8. James E, Daugherty and Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr., 
"Contending Theories of International Relations," (New York: 
J.B. Lippincott Co., 1974), pp. 318-319.

9, E,A. Bayne, "Persian Kingship in Transition: Conversation 
with a Monarch Whose Office is Traditional and Whose Goal is 
Modernization," (New York: American Universities Field Staff, 
1968) , pp. 19.7^199.,
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projected in a fashion that underlined the newly-acquired 
Iranian self-reliance. Thus, Persian Gulf policy was defined 
by the Prime Minister, Amir Abbas Hoveyda, in London in 
April 1972, when he said:

"Let me in this respect explain Iran's policy in the Persian 
Gulf, Two considerations with paramount significance have 
governed and will continue to govern that policy. Firstly^ 
that the Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman constitute our 
southern border; and secondlythat they form the arteries 
through which daily over 5 million barrels of Persian oil 
pass today and more than 10 million barrels will pass by 
the 1980's but we canrub and we will not tolerate any sub
versive activity that would endanger the security of the 
Strait of Hormuz or the freedom of navigation in the Persian 
Gulf. This artery must remain open to international 
commerce and we in Iran have determination and capacity to 
see that it does. The Indian Ocean which borders the Sea 
of Oman is also of vital importance to Iran,

So all in all, and given the importance that particular 
regions have assumed in the global economy and international 
politics, and given the position that Iran occupies in the 
region of the Persian Gulf, was Iran able to achieve or was 
it in the process of realizing the potential role of a region
ally dominant power by the end of 197 8? In order to answer 
that question this study considers a set of criteria, based 
on the foregoing in this chapter and previously, that are 
relevant to what would have constituted the basis for that 
claim. This investigation would make an estimate of Ir a n ’s 
de facto or potential capacity to have achieved the status of 
a regional dominant power, which in itself would explain the 
premise of the study in more ways than one.

First, a regional hegemonical state possesses a strategic 
location, and a relatively large population and resource 
capability, Our examination reveals that Iran’s size, geograph
ic location, and population base do constitute the basis for 
Iran to potentially play a dominant role in the region. It

10. Quoted in Alexander MacLeod, "Shah of the Indian Ocean," 
International Institute for Strategic Studies , The Military 
Balance, 1975, pp. 259-260.
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is at the head of the Persian Gulf with control of either 
side of the Strait of Hormuz. Iran also possesses by far 
the largest population of any country in the region. The 
other geographically significant state in the region, Saudi 
Arabia, is without the sufficient population resource to 
provide it with the basis to become a regionally dominant 
p o w e r . T h e  Iranian numerical advantage manifested itself in 
the ensuing Iran-Iraq war that broke out after the fall of the 
Shah (see part three of this chapter).

The Iranian government succeeded, to a certain extent, 
in educating and transforming its sizeable population into 
an effective element of strength through vast programmes and 
efforts under its development plans. In areas like illiteracy 
and public health, the advancement was exemplary. More imp
ortant, steps were taken to enable the great body of the pop
ulation to acquire the psychological and cultural requisites 
necessary for their effective mobilization and employment for 
the purpose of modernizing and exploiting the power potential 
of the population. One area that perhaps the attention to 
expand and develop was not sufficient enough, by the standards 
set for the development course of the country as a whole, was 
vocational and technical training and creating new institutions 
to prepare more skilled and semi-skilled technicians so greatly 
needed by Iran.

The manpower shortage, in the context of those standards, 
posed a critical weakness with the effect of dragging upon 
I r a n ’s accelerated economic growth. This question, common in 
healthier L D C ’s in advanced stages of economic development, 
posed a dilemma for expansion, for future self-sufficiency, and 
for the achievement of national goals and aspirations. Our 
examination shows that this shortage was felt and recognized 
by the government and vigorous moves were made to improve the 
educational system as a whole. When a nation’s manpower

11. To compensate this, the Saudis chose to rely on surrogate 
(effectively mercenary) forces from population-rich and' 
ideologicaliy-compatible countries, such as Pakistan.
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proves inadequate for the tasks ahead, then it will remain 
in a state of dependence, no matter how rich its fiscal base 
may be. Consequently, this shortage set limits to the 
foreign policy independence which Iran sought in the period 
under study.

Second, a regional hegemonical power ought to enjoy a 
relatively progressive and developed economy with a growing 
GNP, growing per capita G N P , and expanding industrial capacity 
All in all, it could be argued that Iran met these criteria 
save the question of "developed economy". Iran's emerging 
greater capacity for action in the region reflected, in part, 
the changing internal conditions. A self-propelling growth 
coupled with new industrial investments, a commitment to 
development by the public as well as the private sector, and 
multiple opportunities for new exports underlined those 
conditions. An unquantifiable issue in economic development, 
that of the attitudes, manifested itself clearly on the part 
of a majortity of people, who evidently favoured progress 
and change. In addition, many Iranians were reaping increas
ingly the benefits involved. As such unprecedented growth in 
GNP and the growing per capita income were not unknown to 
Iranians and far ahead of the neighbouring countries.

The principal target of the Iranian government’s develop
ment programmes was to transform Iran into a modern industrial
ized nation by the end of the century. It was in this context 
that comparisons were made with Japan as a model for Iran on 
this side of the Asian'continent. However, this target, or 
anything else, required a sufficient economic infrastructure. 
Despite vast expenditure and attention, this area proved to 
be the bone of contention in the case of Iran since the status 
of a "developed economy" cannot be achieved overnight.

As in many L D C ’s development of the industrial sector 
was perhaps at the expense of the agricultural sector of the 
economy. Also, the country’s financial dependence on oil 
exports increased parallel with its economic growth. From
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1970 oil has been financing the entire development budget, and 
a good part of the state administration; therefore, any lapse 
in the oil revenues or any other upsetting moves would have 
directly affected Iranian development plans with consequences 
for its regional and international foreign policy.

Oil, with its especial place in the Iranian economy, was 
also used to advance the security interests of the country. 
Unlike the Arabs, Iran never participated:’in embargoes of any 
kind. Moreover, it was used to influence the international 
economic levers in the pursuit of security objectives. A case 
in point was Iranian efforts of nuclear technology transfers 
through financial participation in European uranium fuel 
ventures.

Third, military capability is often an indicator of a 
12state’s power, and of a country’s relative position in the 

international hierarchy; and military capability can often 
account for important aspects of its external behaviour. For 
purposes of this study military capability is an important 
condition for a state embarked upon regional hegemonical 
status in the region. Therefore, an emerging hegemonical 
power must possess a relatively developed and efficient military 
establishment differentiated by diversified capability. It 
should enjoy a compelling capacity for self-defence and, to the 
extent necessary, for undertaking military operations through
out the region,

Militarily Iran has been expanding and modernizing in 
every respect of its three services: army, navy, and the air
force, Iran was known to have the largest army personnel in 
the region, and a helicopter force exceeding the combined 
forces of Iraq and Saudi Arabia; perhaps of even greater 
significance, however, was the fact that it had enough helicop-

12. For an elaboration of the view that power has become a 
very elusive £ind unmeasurable concept, see Stanley Hoffmann, 
"Notes on the Elusiveness of Power," International J ournal, 
n o . 30•(Spring 1975), pp. 183-206.
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ters of the latest and most sophisticated type on order 
to triple the size of its already impressive fleet. The 
planned military expansion of the armed forces in general 
involved their equipment with the necessary hardware. As such 
and for comparisons purposes only, if this growth had continued 
on schedule Iran would have had by 19 80, an army at least twice 
as large as Britain's on paper in terms of personnel, armour, 
and army aviation.

The navy was the smallest of the three services. Its 
actual modernization started in 1970 with the purchase of new 
major vessels and modern naval equipment. By 1979, Iran's 
deep water naval capability was limited to one submarine, three 
destroyers and four frigates as well as its hovercraft fleet, 
the largest of its kind in the world. Extensive plans for 
equipping the army included the purchase of two submarines, 
six fast-attack crafts with missile-launching capacity, and 
four Spruance-class destroyers. By the mid-1980's, when the 
destroyers and submarines were due to be delivered, Iran would 
have been able to extend its range of naval activity into the 
Indian Ocean.

The air force was the most modern and technologically 
advanced of the three Iranian services. It had ei-.ough fighters, 
missiles, transport planes, helicopters, e t c . in its inventory 
and on order to make it the most advanced and powerful air 
power in the region. In-flight refueling capability of the 
air force also increased the combat radius of its air power 
significantly.

An electronic aerial defence system project,the most 
modern in the Middle East,was also underway which included an 
undetermined number of air-to-surface and surface-to-air 
launcher's. A monitoring station was under construction allow
ing the Iranian military intelligence services to intercept 
and decode all civil and military communications in a radius 
extending not only throughout the Persian Gulf, but to 
neighbouring countries and to the southern regions of the
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Soviet Union.

Thus all things being equal, Iranian military establishment
was the most powerful in the region and its build-up placed
it in a dominant position which could not be easily over-

13looked by the other regional states. It was capable of 
effectively carrying out missions beyond the Persian Gulf area 
without any shortcomings as far as the quantity or quality of 
the armaments were concerned. The production of weapons, 
either indigenously or under licence,was another factor in the 
equation which could not be ignored by others. These included 
aircrafts (mostly Bell helicopters), missiles, small arms and 
related itinery, and above all electronic defence components.

The only problem facing the Iranian armed forces was the 
lack of sufficient educational background among the recruits 
which generally- meant a prolonged training programme 
ultimately boosting the costs. There was also, as pointed out 
earlier, the shortage of skilled manpower. This shortage led 
to the creation of an atmosphere of competition between the 
military and economic sectors in their attempts to attract the 
more skilled manpower available. Thus, a modernized tech
nologically advanced force structure keyed to hegemonical 
objectives had to compete with an industrial sector under 
pressure for more growth.

A final evaluation of Iran's military quality would have 
only been possible if a war had occurred that would have 
constituted an effective test with the proviso of all things 
being equal, i.e. notwithstanding a situation resembling the 
destruction of the Iranian military machine after the fall of 
the Shah. How such forces would have succeeded in an all out 
war with a modern military adversary cannot be arrived at 
but to all intents and purposes Iranian armed forces would

13. See Tables 1 and 2 for defence-related statistical 
comparisons,
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have given a convincing evidence of their capacity to act 
effectively as a regional hegemonical power.

The military build up, the allocation of resources to it, 
and the wisdom behind it were all subjects that raised eye
brows both at home and abroad. It was argued that part of 
the expenditure ought to have been added to the development 
programmes for the country as a whole. What those critics 
omitted to put in the context was the realities facing Iran 
in the 1970's which were as true at the time as they were on 
August 25, 1941, the day that a neutral Iran was simultan
eously attacked and occupied from the north and the south by 
Russian and British forces, respectively. In 1 9 7 0 ’s threat 
perception by Iran only Britain had been replaced by Iraqi 
and Marxist revolutionary movements in the south. This time 
Iran would be ready, no matter how the cost would be 
considering the already existing forces amassed against her 
and the arms race initiated by countries such as Iraq with a 
population of 10 million of which three million were Kurds and 
two million of Iranian origin.

fn 1970's, one could not help but face the situation.
The Soviet Union shared a long border with Iran and however 
the good relations between the two neighbours neither the 
Iranians could forget about the Soviet's long-term strategies 
nor could the Soviets forgive them by standing up to them in 
an American-sponsored alliance. Moreover the Soviets were 
deeply involved with the Iraqis, the Syrians, and the Indians; 
and were finally close to carve up a corridor through

14. On August 25, 1941, the total number of Iranian armed 
forces was some 120,000. Two divisions were located in Tehran 
and the others scattered around the country in strategic areas. 
There were also five independent brigades, plus an infrantry 
regiment, an artillery regiment, a few anti-aircraft guns, two 
to three hundred planes, and a few escort vessels. The Iranian 
troops hopelessly resisted for forty-eight hours when a c e a s e 
fire was ordered, See, Great Britain, Central Office of 
Information, "Paiforce: The Official Story of the Persia and 
Iraq Coiiunand , 1941^-1946 , " ('London : H . M . Stationery Office, 194 8)



394.

Afghanistan and the Pakistani province of Balluchistan.
Soviet naval activities in the Persian Gulf and the Indian 
Ocean meant that Iran might.one day find itself in action 
against them in the south. Furthermore, a rebellion was 
underway in Oman sponsored by the Marxist Moist regime in 
South Yemen, and the Marxists were close to stage their coup 
de grace in the Horn of Africa.

It was under those circumstances that after the British 
announcement of their withdrawal, Iran advocated that the 
security of the Persian Gulf was the primary responsibility 
of the regional states and asked the outside powers to keep 
out of the area. The security aims sought by a state are the 
basis on which it defines the threats to its security.
Military prepardness entails military expenditure.

A further point, that of the I r a n ’s commitments under 
CENTO and bilateral defence agreements with the United States, 
should not be overlooked as well. As a forward defence area 
and a member of the alliance Iran maintained responsibilities 
entered into of its own accord. The Nixon Doctrine underlined 
the importance of the foreign military sales programmes in 
U.S. foreign policy. Iran as a recipient of credit through the 
foreign military sales programme qualified not only as a 
friendly state able to purchase and search for new and advanced 
weapons, but also it met the criterion of being willing to 
undertake its own defence in the region.

Fourth, a regional predominant power must be highly 
motivated, vigorous and effectively able to exploit a 
political doctrine and be able to mobilize the population 
around objectives as a means of enhancing international cred
ibility in pursuit of foreign goals. Our examination shows 
that the ideological mobilization of the Iranian people was 
successful because its implementation reflected in part the 
improving economic conditions of Iranian society as well as 
drawing back on historical emphasis. Mobilization of the 
masses.on issues such as the Persian Gulf islands, I r a n ’s
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rights, and historic responsibilities underlined the 
motivation of the Iranian government.

The celebration in October 1971 of 2,500 years of the 
institution of monarchy, the emphasis on the most sophisticated 
weapons, and vigorous discussions of Iran’s responsibilities 
in the Persian Gulf are further cases in point that helped 
blostering the Iranian people into a unified political culture 
and society despite the complexities of the Iranian social 
organizations.•

Fifth, a regional dominant state would be likely to 
possess a relatively developed and efficient government 
capable of providing it with an effective instrument for the 
realization of its foreign policy objectives. Our examination, 
limited to the foreign policy decision-making process revealed 
that the Shah's almost total control of foreign policy was 
generally acknowledged. However, it does not mean that the 
Iranian Foreign Office was a nonentity in the management of 
foreign relations, although it must be regarded as essentially 
an extension of the Shah's personal direction of policy.
Iranian foreign policy decision-making was personalized and it 
reflected the leader's perceptions, image and values.

However, our examination further reveals that Ir a n ’s 
foreign policy was remarkably stable and consistent due to 
the long tenure of the Shah and the essential consistency of 
his views. It was characterized by pragmatism rather than 
ideological considerations, which was evident in Iran's 
economic relations with the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe; 
the abandonment of its historical claims over the Bahrain 
Islands; the settlement of a long standing dispute with Iraq 
over the Shatt al-Arab; the full establishment of diplomatic 
relations with the People's Republic of China; and negotiations 
with the oil consortium and direction of OPEC. These policies 
in fact demonstrated the decisiveness which can be achieved 
in the absence of serious domestic constraints or of interest 
groups■that need to be appeased.
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Fortunately for the regional power aspirations of Iran 
the Middle. East power configuration changed steadily in a 
direction favourable to Iran’s interests. The 19 6 7 War and 
the defeat of Egypt enhanced Iran's role in the region. A n 
other factor which favourably cleared the path for Iran to 
assume a more active role in the Persian Gulf was the 19 6 8 
announcement of the British military and political withdrawal 
from the area which ultimately took place in 1971.

Iran’s regional diplomacy was also largely successful in 
accurately assessing the trend in international politics and 
manoeuvering accordingly. Indo-Iranian cooperation could be
come one of the major factors influencing the relaxation of 
regional tensions and permitting stronger bonds for security 
in the region.

In the period under study, the value of Iran also grew 
to both superpowers. For the Soviet Union, Iran represented 
a stable country on their southern border with clear, long
standing lines of ideology and affinities. As a prosperous 
state they could also develop further commercial and economic 
relations. For the U.S., Iran was a strong stable ally in a 
turbulent region with a powerful military machine to protect 
mutual interests in the Persian Gulf area.

From long practice the Shah, assisted by some able prime 
ministers like Ahmad Qavam, Assadullah Alam and notably Amir 
Abbas Hoveyda, achieved a feat of balance between Russia and 
the West. Iran exercised a degree of power that could be 
challenged only by forces engineered from outside the area.

Thus Iran aspired to Persian Gulf hegemony even under 
the shadow of the Soviet Union. It banked on U.S. deterrent 
nuclear power to underwrite its regional pretentions. This 
course of action was undertaken because in the Iranian strategic 
thinking all possible military contingencies involving regional 
states and elements were catered for but conceded the necessity 
for resort to diplomacy where the Soviet Union was involved.
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that is, U.S. deterrence.

Superpower efforts to project their nuclear and convent
ional forces around the world have increased their require
ments for an expanding list of access rights to the territory, 
airspace, and service facilities of friendly states. These 
include bases for air, sea, and ground forces, overflight and 
landing rights, supply depots, reapir facilities, training 
sites, command, control and communication stations, satellite 
tracking and data relay complexes, and port-of-call permissions 
In the region of the Persian Gulf these rights might have been 
acquired for the taking in the past. The record of Great 
Britain as a predominant power clearly demonstrates this point. 
However, even in the context of highly friendly U.S.-Iranian 
relations, proposed privileges granted to the U.S. were subject 
to negotiations with the Iranian government concerned with 
its independence and skilled in bargaining for advantage in 
exchange for strategic assets. Therefore, Iran was able to 
barter for grants of arms, generous purchase arrangements, 
access to advanced and highly sophisticated weaponry, economic 
and technical assistance, diplomatic support, and military- 
training programmes..

Sixth, when a power vacuum occurs in a region, there 
ensues a regional competition and rivalry to fill the vacuum. 
Our study reveals that the announcement of the British with
drawal in 1968 and their ultimate departure in 1971 resulted in 
the re-arrangement of the influence and power structure in the 
Persian Gulf region; One of the outcomes was the creation of 
the federation of the sheikhdoms and finally the establishment 
of the United Arab Emirates, in which Iran successfully secured 
the exclusion of Bahrain from it as a condition of its 
recognition,

Furthermore, an important consequence of the British 
withdrawal was the immediate monoeuvering of the regional 
status for position, from which Iran benefitted, seeking either 
security through new alliances or augmented power through
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greater control of contested or hitherto neutral areas of 
the Persian Gulf. The British withdrawal did not result in 
the creation of an explosive and dangerous situation. On 
the contrary, Iran found itself in a position of strength 
from which it could cooperate effectively with the regional 
states or could foster cooperation by example such as numer
ous agreements on trade and commercial activities.

However, in the ensuing arms race after the British with
drawal Iran witnessed its efforts' challenged by the lavish arms 
expenditures and military build-ups occurring in neighbouring 
Saudi Arabia and Iraq. It was clear that Iran’s aspirations 
to achieve the status of a regional dominant power were not 
going uncontested.

Finally, the attitudes and the willingness of the regional 
dominant power in respect to the area’s affairs, making commit
ments, and consequently carrying out such commitments to 
protect the status quo of the region and to rally regional 
support for its actions are of paramount significance in an 
environment conducive to regional hegemony. As such, the 
regional dominant state perceives special responsibilities for 
itself in relation to states in a particular region with which 
it identifies. The interest may also be in uniting nations in 
the region with a particular issue such as combatting radical 
movements or policies regarding natural resources such as 
petroleum.

Given the facts of change in the power structure of the 
region as noted before, Iran was the beneficiary of such 
changes and at the same time demonstrated its concerns over 
the affairs of the region and became actively involved in the 
a r e a ’s political and military affairs. Such an assertive 
foreign 'policy role was revealed by the Iranians when they 
decided to assume the full responsibility for the security of 
navigation within the Persian Gulf, especially, through the 
Straits of Hormuz. Iran embarked upon a massive military
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build-up and expansion programme. To demonstrate its role 
and to obtain complete physical control over the Strait of 
Hormuz, Iranian troops landed on three strategically located 
islands of the Greater T u m b , Lesser T u m b , and Abu Musa. Our 
examination supports the hypothesis that by asserting the 
primacy of its role in guaranteeing the security of the area 
especially of the strategic waterway Iran made good in part 
at least its pretention to become a regional hegemonical 
po w e r .

The Iranian leadership also increased its attention to 
improving its commercial and cultural relation with the 
Persian Gulf states, though in some quarters these efforts were 
met by suspicions by those Arab states in the region who 
opposed its ambitions albeit not overtly.

Iran's aspirations were always at the mercy of Arab 
radicalism in the region. Concern was frequently expressed 
for the stability of the weaker sheikhdoms and emirates and the 
danger of the radical movement within the Arabian Peninsula, 
and consequently the security of the strategic waterway. To 
demonstrate its willingness to prevent the spread of radical 
movements in the region, Iran, at the request of Mucat and 
O m a n ’s Sultan intervened decisively in the Dhofari rebellion 
and put an end to it. The Iranian leadership made no secret 
of its concern for security in Oman, a manifestation of Tehran’s 
new active role in the region.

Our examination further reveals that Iran’s foreign 
policy was formulated and designed to assist in the achieve
ment of a regional dominant role. But the study shows that 
Iran did not receive support and favourable reaction from the 
regional Arab states toward its ambitions for a dominant role 
in the Persian Gulf region. Moreover, Iranian security object
ives seen to have been directed more towards stability and the 
maintenance of the status q u o . Iranian goal for military 
dominance in the region was based on the stability of the area 
rather than territorial expansion. The Iranian military take-
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over of the three islands of the Persian Gulf was, therefore, 
compatible with this overall regional policy.

All in all this study concludes that Iran did not meet 
all of the criteria set forth here that would characterize 
it as an effective dominant power in the region of the Persian 
Gulf for the period 1968-1979. It does show, however, that 
Iran was regionally so powerful that it could not be overlooked 
or ignored with regard to the affairs of the area. This con
clusion is arrived at because at that junction in time Iran, 
though enjoying a superior-status compared with the regional 
countries, lacked the necessary technical, educational, and 
industrial base to meet that challenge. The government's 
ability to mobilize the Iranian society by means of economic 
reforms increased Iran's domestic capacity to the point that 
it influenced the rise of its international and military 
capabilities. But ever-increasing dependence on U.S. military 
hardware and related technology, the democratization of the 
polity in a highly complex society, and the inadequacy of the 
infrastructure proved to be the undoings of the objectives 
outlined by Iran under the Shah.

Iran’s recent historical experience reveals that object
ives of autonomy and authority displace and overshadow other 
objectives. Given time, the obstacles noted above would have 
been overcome. But it was not to be.
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6.2 1979 and the Revolution,

On January 16 , 1979, the Shah of Iran left the country 
for what was euphemistically called an extended rest, a 
"vacation". This was a device employed by him and many more 
before him at times of crisis with the implication of a return. 
But this time, for him, it. was not to be. He died on July 27, 
1980, in exile in Egypt, at the age of sixty of terminal cancer, 
leaving behind his Crown Prince Reza in Morrocco and the rest 
of his family scattered around the world.

The events that led to his departure are described as 
revolution. As a postscript to this study it would be helpful 
to examine the contributory factors therein; to see how and why 
they gathered momentum resulting in the disruption of the 
status quo and Iranian predominance that the Shah had ardently 
sought; and whether or not they could have been avoided. 
Furthermore, an assessment of the security policies adapted by 
the new Iranian government is made and their implications in 
contrast to those of the Shah’s are analyzed (part 3).

In the period 1962-1978, Iran’s economic development, 
its oil policy in dealing with the Consortium and in OPEC, and 
its flourishing foreign policy could be called a story of 
spectacular success. The period started with the chaTige in 
Irano-American relations regarding arms purchasing policy, the 
introduction of a massive social and economic reforms programme 
by the Shah, labelled interchangeably as the White Revolution or 
the Shah-People’s,^^ and the consolidation of the monarch’s 
position after the assertion of the Shah’s power over the 
(mostly clergic) opposition.

15. In its original six-point structure, the programme con
sisted of an all-embracing land reform (including those con
trolled by the clergy) , the sale of stocks in nationalized 
industries to finance land reform, universal sufferage, profit- 
sharing for industrial workers, nationalizations of natural 
resources (forests, water, etc.), and literacy corps. By 197 8, 
the programme contained 19 different and/or overlapping 
policies for action.



402 .

Much of the above success was due to the strong and 
brinkmanship-like leadership that the country possessed.
While this progress in the economic, social, and foreign 
policy fields was taking place, the political structure of 
the country tended to diverge toward greater authoritarianism. 
Indeed, neither the Shah nor his prominant members of his 
governments tried to conceal this trend. Thé basic philosophy 
was that at this time of rapid and intensive development with
in the context of a changing and dangerous international situ
ation Iran needed a strong leadership in a country not yet 
ready for CVJestern) democratic institutions and processes and 
to aim at progress in every conceivable human activity.

Tnis philosophy was reflected in the development of party 
politics in Iran. The Mellium and Mardom parties that came 
into existence in 1961-62, represented the pro-government and 
loyal opposition trends and were conceived as instruments for 
the political education of the Iranians within the framework of 
loyalty to the Shah and the existing monarchial institutions.
The Mellium Party was later replaced by a new party called Iran 
Noyin, which was expected to reflect the opinion of better- 
educated socially more progressive elements. Hassan Ali 
Mansour, who was the leader of a progressive circle of tech
nocrats was appointed prime minister in 1964, to be assassin
ated a few months later.

Mansour’s finance minister, Amir Abbas Hoveyda, was 
appointed prime minister, to hold this position for over a 
decade. In the meantime, the position of the loyal opposition 
was becoming more and more difficult. It was supposed to 
engage in "constructive criticism" of the government's policies, 
but the definition of this idea was gradually narrowing due to 
the favourable economic results achieved by Hoveyda and his 
team.

The artificiality of this system was finally recognized 
by the Shah himself in 1975 , when he declared that littD.e or 
no political participation had been achieved as a whole. In
stead, lie proposed, all Iranians should join together, under a
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single political organization to be called Rastakhiz 
(Resurgence) which would open its door for active participat
ion by members of both previous parties and by any Iranian 
willing to play a more active role in the political process in 
Iran. The new party was expected to stress unity rather than 
the divisions among the people. Above all, however, there was 
the principle of leadership symbolized in the person of the 
monarch, which was to be the most vital ingredient of the 
political process. Whether this was a mechanism for the trans
fer of power to the Crown Prince is not known because at the 
time the Shah was very much in charge and there was not any 
hint of the troubles to come. The only rippling was a jolt 
in the economic growth rate in that year.

The single party institution, the first of its kind in 
Iran, however, should be put in the context of the S h a h ’s 
numerous efforts at liberalization of the political process 
from above. The toying with this idea had occurred when the 
Shah felt reasonably confident at home. In 1949-53 and 1960- 
6 3 periods some measure of relaxation had been allowed and 
abandoned. In between, other policies and impetus were 
pursued like the Rastakhiz, which in effect quickly transpired 
into the old Iran Novin machinery. What actually then happened 
was a mere cosmic surgery and change of name.

The Iranian government sponsored three major events 
designed to propagate the idea of monarchial continuity and 
strength of the ruling institution. These were the coronation 
of the Shah and Empress Farah on October 26, 1967; the cerem
onies to commemorate the 2 500th anniversary of the Iranian

16. The Iran Novin Party, in terms of machinery, organization, 
personnel, and physical network, was by far the most extensive 
one in the history of political parties in Iran. Similar to a 
West European political party in its effectiveness, it changed 
into Rastakhiz. It is interesting to note that after the fall 
of the Shah the Islamic Republican Party took the whole 
organization over lock, stock and barrel. The headquarters of 
the party in Tehran was blown up in 198 2 by opponents of the 
regime.
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Empire, held in Shiraz CPersepolis) in .October 1971, and the 
celebration of fifty years of the Pahlavi dynasty in 197 5- 
1976. The Shah and the political elite of Iran were conscious
ly reviving the Persian concept of kingship as a traditional 
institution capable of providing leadership for a programme of 
modernization, and they expected to lead Iran to a position of 
strength and prominance in world affairs.

This position, as has been pointed out earlier in this 
study, required an independent Iran based on a sound industrial 
base and militarily powerful. Only lack of funds would 
jeopardize that ideal but Iran was blessed with oil and the 
revenues derived from oil should do the trick. By the turn of 
the century Iran would assume the rank of the fifth power in 
the world and by that time a "Great Civilization" would have 
dawned on the Iranians. It is in this context that the 
hegemonical ambitions of Iran in the region can be explained 
and the apprehension of the Arab neighbours justified. The 
Shah and his forward policies, l:heref o r e , were being contrasted 
to those of Cyrus II (."the Great") C550-526 B.C.); Shah Abbas 
the Great Cl6th century) and Nadir Shah and Kerim Khan Zand 
(5L8th century)..

The î^astakhiz idea was, therefore, projected as a vehicle 
to reconcile modernization in the social and economic fields 
with a lack of corresponding progress in the political process. 
What it did not achieve, and to the critics of the system could 
not achieve, was to bring about the "real opposition" into the 
fold. Never eliminated, they consisted of three main elements: 
the clergy, the National front, and various Communist factions. 
These groups varied in strength and ultimate goals but agreed 
on the common objective of a radical change in the political 
system. All also agreed on a return to the 1906 Constitution’s 
provisions, including a free two-tier democratically elected 
parliamentary system and a reigning monarch. In terms of appeal 
to the public, the clergy, through regular contact with the 
praying multitudes in the mosques across the land, had the
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highest mobilizing capacity behind them.. In terms of skill
ful clandestine operations, the Communists had the edge.
The National Front leaders, on their part, offered the best 
articulation of demands for democratic freedoms and political 
participation.

The futile political situation led the Shah to embark 
upon a further programme of "liberalization" in the summer 
of 1977. In practice this meant a relaxation on expressions of 
dissent on the.government’s part. Opponents suddenly saw a 
situation in which they could operate freely and took advantage 
of it to a good measure. In addition, the U.S. president’s 
sloganeering on human rights, instead of focussing on the main 
violators, namely, the Communist states, in practice chastized 
those friends and allies of the United States that happened to 
have authoritarian regimes. In Iran, the tendency was to 
interpret every utterance by Jimmy Carter as a crusade and 
thus encouragement to dissent. The liberalization policy of 
the Shah was his first big mistake and should never have 
happened.

While all this was going on, the economy was also under 
strain. To soma people, including government officials, the 
pressures on the economy manifested themselves in increasing 
inflation and power black-outs. It could be managed and 
indeed has been managed before. So there was no cause for 
concern. The situation, however, was more serious than that.
To understand i t , it would be helpful to trace the symptoms in 
the recent past,

By the beginning of 1974, Iran was faced with the 
unprecedented chance of escaping from poverty associated with 
the economies of the third world. The fourfold price increase 
in the oil was the hope that could transform the country in a 
relatively short span of time. For a quarter of a century, 
I r a n ’s balance of payments, the economic growth of the country 
and its political security was substantially strengthened by 
U.S. foreign aid. From 19 4 6 through 196 8, Iran received about



406.

$1.2 billion in military aid, compared to Turkey’s $3.0 
billion and Greece's $2,0 billion, all of these far in excess 
of other Middle Eastern countries. In economic aid, amount
ing to $770 million, it received less than Israel and the
United Arab Republic and far less than Turkey and Greece, all

17four of these being non-oil producing countries. So it was 
understandable the government's implementation of long-shelved 
development plans, a process hitherto restricted due to lack 
of funds.

1973 was also the year that the Fourth Economic Plan 
came to an end. The budget for the next plan C1973-197 8) was 
presented to the parliament on a massive scale. To put this 
into scale, the 1972-73 revenues from oil of $2,25 billion 
increased to $4.47 billion in 1973-74 and to $18.20 in 1974-75. 
The government lifted exchange controls, lowered customs 
duties on a wide range of goods and reduced import registration 
fees. It also announced that proposed investments (mainly 
public) under the revised Fifth Plan were to be almost doubled 
to nearly $70 billion in the five years, with the bulk of the 
spending to be concentrated towards the end of the period on 
the type of projects - communications, electricity generation, 
agriculture, steel and petrochemicals - that take longer to 
bear fruit,

The world economy, however, did not agree with the Iranian 
Plan, As a result of the adjustments in the economies of the 
industrialized countries there appeared a drop in the petroleum 
export and as such a shortfall in oil revenues followed. This 
meant that overseas payments (.on current and capital accounts) 
plunged into a deficit of about $1.7 billion from the 1974-75 
surplus of $5,2 billion; as well as the fading away of a proj
ected internal budget surplus as expenditure outstripped 

.18revenue-.

17. U.S. AID Economic Data Book: Near East and South Asia, 
1946-1968, quoted in Howard S. Ellis, "Private Enterprise and 
Socialism in the Middle East," (Washington, D.C.: American 
Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, 1970), p. 119. 
See Table 6 , Appendix.

18. "Iran's Miracle That W a s ," Economist, Dec. 20, 197 5, p. 6 8
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Nevertheless, Iran recorded a GNP rise of 17% in 1975- 
197 6 which was 8% lower than the target set for in the fifth 
development plan when it was revised as the result of the 
second price rise in oil.

All this was impressive for a country that maintained 
itself on foreign aid not long ago. The real question was 
whether Iran could withstand the strains bearing in mind that 
similar rates of growth was targetted for the rest of the 
Fifth Plan. The economical/philQsophical question was whether 
such growth rates were dangerously high for a country already 
overstretched and that having achieved t h i s , the most Iran can 
bear would be annual growth rates of 10-12% which was the rate 
before the oil prices explosion,

Iran’s economic success, especially since the end of the 
oil crisis in 1954, came from a rare combination of favourable 
circumstances, some fortuitous, some meritorious. These 
factors included the oil, political stability, steering a 
course between a laissez-faire economy and government inter
vention, and private enterprise assisted by government in 
numerous ways. To take but only one of these examples, 
industrialization through private enterprise was an announced 
policy of the government implemented by generous supplies of 
credit. Moreover, industrial investments in the public sector 
would have been restricted to the expansion of already existed 
state-owned industries.

The economy grew at an annual rate for the decade of 1958- 
68 at 9% in real terms. This was remarkable since there was 
a 3.2% population growth and four years of depression and 
monetary restrictions of 1960-64. The character of the econom
ic system under which this growth could take place was des
cribed by Charles Issawi as ’’VJliile government was thus laying the1g
infrastructure^ -private enterprise was building the structure. "

19, Charles Issawi, "Iran’s Economic Upsurge," The Middle 
ITast' 'Journal, (Autumn 1967), p. 449.
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Perhaps the most striking feature of the economy was the
monetary situation which during the years of great expansion,
1965- 68, recorded a drop in the index of wholesale prices from
114 to 107 (1958= 100), and the cost of living fell from 132
to 108. The Iranian currency, the Rial, maintained parity

20with major currencies from then on.

In preparing the Fifth Plan, the government had estimated
that it would receive about $25 billion in oil revenues. The
sharp price increase, therefore, meant that in practice this
figure was markedly higher. These speculations were ended when
the revised plan was unveiled in August 1974 with the above
figure increased to about $98 billion. Fixed public and
private sector investment had been stepped up by 90% to $6 9
billion, and from having to borrow to finance its initial
projected expenditure, the government now calculated that it

21would end up with, a surplus of revenue.

The unprecedented spending that followed yielded some 
very painful experiences. The inadequacy of the infrastruct
ure demonstrated in the ports and on roads, the waste, in
efficiency, black marketeering and corruption, as well as 
spiraling inflation created an atmosphere of dejection. The

20, For further readings on the economy of Iran in this 
period, see, Issawi, ibid., Bharier, Julian, "Economic Develop
ment in Iran: 1900-1910," (London: Oxford Univ. Press, 1971); 
Jahangir Amuzegar, "Technical Assistance in Theory and 
Practice," (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1966); George B. 
Baldwin, "Planning and Development in Iran," (Baltimore: Johns 
Hopkins University Press, 1967); Robert Kingsley, "Premier 
Amini and Ira n ’s Problems," Middle Eastern Affairs, vol. 13, 
no. 7, (1962), pp. 194-8; "Iranian-American Economic Survey," 
(New York: Manhattan Publishing Co., 1967); Jahangir Amuzegar, 
’’Nationalism vs. Economic Growth," Foreign Affairs , July, 1966 ; 
and Economist Intelligence Unit (London), "Iran: Quarterly 
Economic Reviews," and "Iran : Annual Supplements."

21, For details on the Fifth Five-Year Plan, see Plan and 
Budget Organization, "Iran’s Fifth Development Plan 1973- 
1978, Revised: A Summary," (Tehran, May 1975); see also
P,C, Carey and Andrew G . Carey, "Industrial Growth and Develop
ment Planning in Iran," Middle East Journal, 29 (Winter 1975 ); 
and Economist August 28, 1976.
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high inflation particularly hit the low-income families.

The Sh a h ’s response in face of these setbacks was to 
launch further measures, or points in the context of the 
White Revolution, largely with political as opposed to 
economic goals in mind. Thus, he promoted worker’s particip
ation in factories through the sale of private sector manuf
acturing industries, an anti-profiteering campaign and a 
drive against corruption linked to the already announced 
bureaucratic shake-ups. Efficiency was therefore expected 
to improve. In the economic field, the government was anxious 
to return to its former goals of encouraging the private 
enterprise and reducing the size of the public sector.

In the midst of all these, the question of defence 
expenditures posed a problem in itself. It was argued that 
whether or not the defence budget was justifiable on that 
grand scale and/or the country could afford it. About 14% 
of GNP was absorbed by this budget in 19 7 5-7 6 and no less 
striking was the fact that I r a n ’s spending on defence rose 
tenfold between 1971 and 197 5. The fact that Iran maintained 
that high level of expenditure could be better demonstrated 
in the context of pre-1973 budgets. Thus, in 1966 Iran 
devoted to this purpose the lowest proportion of GNP among 5 8 
countries, at 0,38%. Among 59 countries its military outlays 
absorbed a below-average share of public expenditure at 23%, 
lying between the 0-5 percent group of six small nations and 
the three highest - the U.S. with 42, Turkey with 54, and 
Burma with 6 5 percent. Finally, on a dollar per capita expend
iture for military purposes, Iran occupied a modest position 
at $9.67 in 1966 (.1979= $ 255 ), with 19 other countries between 
$5r'$25. This figure was higher than the lowest group of 20
nations, between $0-$5, but far below the highest group of

2 2four which exceeded $100.

22. Walter G . Hoffman, "Der Anteil der Verteidigungsausgaben 
am Bruttosozialproduckt-Ein internationaler and intertenporaler 
Vergleich," Kyklos, vol. XXIII,(1970), Ease. 1., quoted in 
Howard S. Ellis, op.cit., p. 96, (1979 figure mine).
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It was not unexpected that the government was being 
increasingly pressurized to return to pre-1973 policies and 
targets. At stake here was the fate and position of the Shah 
and his ministers. If they could not get the equation right 
in curbing inflation, keeping up business confidence, and so 
on, then the repercussions could be severe. Face-lifting 
exercises such as cabinet reshuffles or even dismissing the 
Prime Minister Hoveyda (replaced by Finance Minister and I r a n ’s 
OPEC negotiator Jamshid Amuzegar in August 1977 in the light 
of the power cuts), or liberalization policy could not do.

"Iran is a country where economic development is succeeding hut

where economic planning^ as the process is usually understood^ has 
22failed, " Does this view mean that the failure of planning 

could be ascribed to the perversities of Iranian culture and 
important antisocial characteristics of its people? Is 
corruption inherent or fostered? Was the Shah to be blamed 
for everything because of his high profile or were it the 
grave defects of individual conduct and un-ethical behaviour 
of the population generally? Norman Nabobs believe the 
latter is more nearer the truth:

"All outsiders agree that the Iranians are masters in their 
own diaholicaly non-constructive way of handling interpersonal 
relations. But in a society committed to the development of 
an ever-changing self-generating economic system^ based on 
trust and flexibility in interpersonal relations^ this 
of intellect not only is useless but also an obstacle, "

Iranians tend to rationalize political behaviour which 
stems from deep emotional needs. This is particularly true 
with regard to extremist views aimed at radical changes in 
the society. The psychological roots of the Iranians could

23. Baldwin, opVc i t ., p. yii.

24. Norman Jacobs, "The Sociology of Development: Iran as 
an Asian Case Study," (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, Inc., 
1966), p. 265,



411.

be explained in the fact that they are partly Westernized
and partly attached to their traditional culture. The
result is an inability to adjust to society, and an inability

2 5to find security.

This dual personality manifests itself in not accepting 
self-fulfillment and success based on traditional values on 
one hand, and on the other, difficult adjustment to the 
ideally Western concept of rewarding an individual strictly 
according to how he performs. As a result, desperation and 
dissatisfaction set in. The normal Iranian cannot admit of 
his inadequacy to meet either system. He suspects that he is 
being persecuted and plotted against, and develops aggressive 
desires for revenge against "the system".

An Iranian, as against a Moslem Iranian, falls back on 
some significant concepts in his life derived from the history. 
As such Zoroastrian values play an important part. All 
actions, all motives are divisible into "Good" and "Evil".
There is an all-pervasive presence of a powerful force of 
evil in the world constantly at battle with the good forces.
It is probable that at any given time the forces of evil are 
controlling the world. These forces are strong and organised.

When the Arabs defeated the Iranians in the 7th century, 
the Iranians took on to Islam since it represented values that
they could identify with, and turned it around. Therefore,
this "Persianization" of Islam transpired into identification 
with S h i ’aism, the persecuted sect. An action by someoneelse, 
if one disapproves of it, is an unjust action. Moreover, it is 
not an isolated injustice, it is part of the above conspiracy 
by the evil forces.

The Zoroastrian virtues of "Good Behaviour," "Good Speak," 
and "Good Thought” play a decisive role here. Therefore, if a 
man has convinced the Iranians that he. is on the side of riglit, 
then all his behaviour, talk, and thoughts must be on the side

25. See also pp. 29 9-301, Chapter 5.
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of the "good" forces.

The numerous defeats at the hands of far-off enemies 
and invaders in the long history of Iran coupled' with more 
recent experiences of the British and the Russians, when put 
in the above context, mean that virtually all political 
developments are viewed in terms of foreign influence with 
evil undertones.

When this framework of mind -is applied to the situation 
in Iran in the years 19 7 5-19 79, it becomes more clearer as 
to how the fall of the monarchy came about and what fate is 
expected of the subsequent regime. The economic problems 
created as a result of the all-out push for modernization led 
to a widening gap in increase in living standards. The 
Sha h ’s solution was an economic one: hard work. The opponents, 
and especially the clergic ones, were to fall back on the 
psychological undertones.

The liberalization policy meant that the moderate secular 
opposition made common cause with significant elements of the 
clergy. A new political dynamic was emerging in which the 
prominent religious figures took the leadership in expressing 
opposition to the government. Thus, by early 197 8 the voices 
of moderate dissent transformed into religious m o b s ’ noise 
and demonstrations.

The year 197 8 also saw significant foreign developments 
of interest to Iran. Substantial Soviet advances in areas 
deemed vital to Iran’s security started with a further coup 
in Afghanistan which installed a Marxist-oriented clique in 
April 197 8. A massive Soviet and Cuban assistance to the 
radical government in Ethiopia against the Somali-backed 
Ogaden rebellion and the Eritrean liberation front established 
a menacing Soviet presence in the Horn of Africa. And to 
complete the list, a further pro-Soviet coup took place in 
South Yemen,
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In Iran these events were viewed as further encroachment 
of the country by the Soviets. To go back to the "good" 
and "evil" theory, it was argued that the country was being 
prepared for a Communist take over through violent defiance 
of the government and the disruption of life. The Shah’s cool 
relations with the U.S. Democratic president also played a 
part in that the in-action of the American administration 
with regard to Soviet advances was compounded by President 
Carter’s criticism of alleged violations of human rights in 
Ira n .

On the domestic front events took a nasty turn when 
religious demonstration in the "holy" city of Qjm following the 
appearance of a newspaper editorial attacking the exiled 
Ayattolah Khomeini turned violent and met with force. Sym
pathetic demonstrations were followed in most major cities, a 
chain of events that simply went on and on. The religious 
demonstrators and their leaders focussed their attention on 
two cardinal principles of the White Revolution -- women 
emancipation and land reform. The government on their part 
blamed the violence and the opposition to the White Revolution 
principles on the "Islamic Marxists," a phrase with the 
implication of a notional alliance of "black" religious 
reactionaries and "red" communist-inspired terrorists and 
revolutionaries.

August 1978 saw the intensification of the violence. 
Conciliatory moves on behalf of the Shah such as the appoint
ment of a new prime minister with close connections with the 
religious circles did not bring about the expected results.
At this point, Khomeimi had still not emerged as the 
opposition’s unquestioned leader, and many within the clergy, 
including the highest-ranked Ayattolah Shariat Madari, were 
willing to settle for far less than the overthrow of the Shah.

The Shah, in anticipation of containing the situation, 
yielded less than what the opposition had sought. By the 
late December, when he finally agreed to do so, it was too
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late; their demands had escalated.

The proclaimation of martial law, though brought a 
temporary respite, could not contain the rapidly spreading 
disorders. Massive strikes in all walks of life seriously 
undermined the functioning of the economy and public 
administration.

Two external developments, with discouraging effects on 
the Sh a h ’s morale, also took place in late 1978, with 
negative impacts on the situation. On November 19, the 
Soviet President, Leonid Berzhev, in a skillful move warned 
the United States against "interfering in Iranian internal 
affairs." The weak and lack-lustre American response - a 
denial and expression of hope on similar action by the Soviets • 
was further interpreted by the Iranians as the abandonment of a 
long-standing ally of the United States.

By the close of 197 8, the situation had deteriorated to 
the extent that the Shah’s political skills and in-fighting 
could not muster it anymore. Previously when an upheaval had 
occurred, the Shah had cracked down hard and then proceeded to 
separate the moderates from the radicals, winning over some of 
the former, eliminating the latter. The hopelessness of the 
dissenters had led the opposition to surrender previously.
Now, the hopelessness of the Sh a h ’s position caused the fence- 
sitters to cast their lot with Khomeini, emerging as a char
ismatic leader who could compete with the Shah for public 
loyalty.

The Shah ’s fortunes was also at an end. As it happened, 
he lost some of his close advisors in the preceding y e a r s .
His previous Court Minister, Assdulah Alam, and former head 
of the National Iranian Oil Company, Dr. Manuchehr Iqbal, 
both former prime ministers and shrewd political analysts 
had died. Also General Mohammad Khatemi, the Commander-in- 
Chief of the Air Force and a brother-in-law to the Shah, had 
been killed in a hang-gliding accident. Coupled with this,
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a massive exodus of people from all walks of life but mostly 
professionals as well as capital had been under way out of 
the country for some time.

In early January 19 7 9 it seemed that the Shah’s brink
manship had finally born fruit when the deputy leader of the 
National Front, Shahpour Bakhtiar, agreed to form a cabinet.
A Social Democrat, he pledged to launch a genuine social 
democracy and an end to corruption and violence. He also 
succeeded to wrest considerable powers from the Shah and in 
effect insured a return to the ideals of the 1906 Constitution.

The clergic opposition lost no time in denouncing this 
last move. Further violent protests and the deterioration of 
security in general across the land meant that the Shah had 
to resort to his very last device : to leave the country on a 
vacation.

The place of the armed forces, in this context, was also 
a crucial factor. As was pointed out earlier in this study, 
the armed forces constituted a major base of support for the 
Shah. Though their main body were consisted of conscripts, 
nevertheless their image was one that could easily be ident
ified with the Shah in the eyes of the opposition. They were 
at the receiving end of the military expansion programmes and 
considered to be a priviledged class of their own. With 
officers, it was not a question of loyalty to the Shah alone. 
Their personal dedication to the throne was reinforced by a 
strong psychological dependence on the Shah.

The military could have exercised three courses of action 
in 197 8. They could stand by the Shah, advise a hard-line 
"iron first" policy, or they could have staged a coup 
d ’etat; The first option, they certainly did. The second, 
they could not and would not as their loyalty to the Shah was 
demonstrated time and again. An army with Bismarkian loyalties 
could not advance an argument against the wishes of its 
commander-in-chief and patron. The Shah himself genuinely 
felt responsibility as a symbol of the national unity and, in
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his own words, as head of the Iranian family. His reign had 
been based on a nationalistic goal of building Iran into a 
progressive and respected nation. Such correct sentiments did 
not allow him to embark upon an "iron fist" policy and thereby 
setting off the army against the demonstrators in their vast 
numbers in a serious and decisive manner.

The last alternative, i.e., a coup, did not materialize 
due to a combination of the first two factors. One would have 
hoped that the army would resort to this drastic move as a 
damage-limitation exercise. They could have overcome their 
fierce loyalty and perhaps put the Shah under "house arrest." 
Having done that, then they would have effectively put an end 
to the uncertainties and rode out the troubles with firmness.

As it happened the army commanders urged the Shah to remain 
With the Shah’s departure the army found less incentives to 
defend the empty rooms of the imperial palace than they would 
have had to defend the Shah himself had he stayed put.

The situation became aggravated when, on February 1, 
Khomeini returned in triumph to Tehran from exile. Following 
massive demonstrations demanding the Bakhtiar government’s 
resignation, a revolutionary militia launched an attack on 
the Imperial Guard’s headquarters, overcame it, seized key 
government buildings and the radio and television services. In 
this decisive moment the army’s last chief of staff proclaimed 
the neutrality of the armed forces. With this the Bakhtiar 
government gave way and the next day a provisional government 
was set up by the clergy.

The self-styled Islamic Republic of Iran came into being 
on March 30, 1979 through a referendum that was carried out 
without due regards to electoral procedures. As such the 
people of Iran gave the most reactionary forces seen in their 
modern history a legal basis. The Rasputin-like terror that 
these benighted bands of clergy unleashed on Iran decimated 
the country and has left its scar for years to come.
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The turning of the clock back to a•period of religious 
obscurantism and the afflicting of "Islamic Republicanism" 
on Iran in effect meant the disintegration of the country, 
factional in-fightings with violent turns, the near collapse 
of the economy, the loss of Iran to a civilized world, and 
further miseries brought about by an uncalled-for compulsive 
intransigence with regard to the war with Iraq.
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6.3 Post-1979 and Security Policy Implications

The fall of the Shah signalled a watershed for Iranian 
security policies. The security policies that the Shah 
pursued were closely identified with the structure of his 
Western oriented government. The Islamic leadership makes 
radically different assumptions about the nature of government 
and about Iran’s position within the existing international 
order. They also govern a disintegrated state with an un
responsive civilian bureaucracy, an uncertain military, ethnic 
rebellions, and an economy which is in ruins.

As it was pointed out in the previous section of this 
chapter, the Islamic clergy, however vigorous in their fervent, 
are basically Iranians at heart. As such it could be argued 
that this dark period in the Iranian history is ruled by a 
theorcratic dynasty in which the asscendency to the crown is 
determined by the S h i 'it hierarchy as it is practiced in 
Iran. As a corollary to this, therefore, the Islamic leader
ship suffers from the basic and inherent insecurity felt by 
modern Iranian leaders.

Accordingly, there exist similar significant ingredients 
in the formulation of security policies by the new government. 
This is despite the fact that they embarked on a radical 
departure from the Shah's policies. In this respect one could 
point out the inevitability of Iran’s security within the 
context of superpower politics , the strategic location and 
natural resources of the country, the linking of the domestic 
political stability to international power politics as have 
been demonstrated on numerous occasions of great-power inter
vention, the vulnerability of the state in terms of the 
population composition and the geography, and a deep-rooted

26. For a succinct analysis of S h i ’ism, Khomeini’s philosophy, 
and the nature of things, see, Hamid Fnayat, "Iran:
Khomeini’s Concept of the 'Guardianship of the Jurisconsult," 
in James P. Piscatori, (ed.), "Islam in the Political 
Process," (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983), pp. 
160-180.



419 .

suspicion of superpower collusion.

The point of departure in the Islamic government’s 
security policy, however, was the attempt by the clergy to 
withdraw from superpower politics and offer a revitalized 
Islamic society as the basis for security. What distinguish
ed the Shah’s mistrust of the superpowers from that of 
Khomeini was the Shah's acceptance of the existing internation
al order as providing an environment within which Iran could 
become more powerful. By contract, Iran’s present Islamic 
leadership sees the existing international order as illegim- 
imate.

The ideological, cultural, and political foundations of 
the Islamic regime effectively preclude full participation in 
international organizations like the United Nations , which 
the clergy and their followers see as dominated by the 
interests of the superpowers. In keeping with this outlook, 
Iran rejected the authority of the International Court of 
Justice and the Security Council to intervene in the U.S.- 
hostage crisis, and the Iran-Iraq war.

This hostile view of the existing international system 
includes regional politics. To the Islamic government. Middle 
Eastern history is governed by a continuing confrontation 
between Europe and Muslim Asia. To Khomeini and his followers, 
the Shah’s ^  facto alliance with Israel was a fundamental 
mistake. Khomeini, who is obsessed with "Palestine" regards 
the state of Israel' as an artificial creation of great powers 
and a state which is at war with the Moslems. Therefore, one 
of the first actions by the Islamic government was the 
severence of relations with Israel and granting a formal 
recognition to the FLO.

The differences between the monarchy and the Islamic 
regime over regional politics are primarily ideological. 
Khomeini, although similar to the Shah in the sense of express
ing contempt for some of the Arab rulers in the region, is also



420.

very hostile to them. He rejects a possibility of reaching 
political accommodations with regional states as long as they 
are governed by secular regimes. The existence of secular 
governments pose a threat to Islam, or so what he says. It 
is in this context that the regional states have expressed 
concern about the threat of the Khomeini revolution. The fear 
of the spread of fundamentalist Islam out of Iran thus led to 
the creation of the Gulf Cooperation Council, a security 
organization established in January 19 81 by Saudi Arabia, 
Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar, the United Arab Emirates, and Oman (and 
notably excluding Iraq) for the expedient purpose of containing 
S h i 'it fundamentalism within their states.

A cornerstone of the Shah’s security policies was the idea 
of the encroachment on Iran by hostile forces. This applies 
equally to the Islamic regime’s followers. They see danger 
everywhere. As such, a pervasive anxiety toward the super
powers, Iran’s neighbours, and minorities within the country 
is therefore a permanent feature of Iranian security policy.

Khomeini’s views about anything tend to be absolute. 
Moreover, the application of the"good" and "evil" dichotomy to 
his beliefs means that the world is dominated by Imperialists, 
Zionists, superpower interventionism, and exploitation in all 
quarters. The Soviets, after some initial hesitation, 
discovered an acute sense of imperial history in the Islamic 
Republic when they approached its leaders. The Shah viewed 
the Soviet’s rapproachment with the Iraqis and the 19 7 2 USSR- 
Iraq Friendship Treaty with extreme anxiety and contempt. To 
Khomeini, the Soviet Union by invading Afganistan committed 
aggression not only on the Afghans but on all Muslim countries.

According to the Shah, the security in the Persian Gulf was 
indistinguishable from that of Iran’s. The Islamic Republic 
leaders at first attempted to brush aside this significant 
element. To their cost, and to Iran’s cost, they finally 
came down on the same conclusion when the economic lifeline 
of the country was being threatened by the Iran-Iraq War. The
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necessity of maintaining an Iranian presence in the Persian 
Gulf meant that the Islamic clergy used their naval presence 
at the Strait of Hormuz as a bargaining lever in the war to 
deter outside intervention. The three strategic islands of 
Greater and Lesser Tumbs and Abbu Musa remained in Iranian 
hands 5 and in this sense pragmatism triumphed over ideology.

The Shah always underlined Iran’s threat perception with
the notion of a Soviet pincer movement. The Islamic leaders
have dispensed with that altogether and instead pinpointed the

2 7place of Iran in the great power rivalry. Without a 
credible military response in the face of a Soviet onslaught, 
the Shah sought protection from the United States under the 
CENTO arrangements and the bilateral defence treaty of 1959. 
Regionally he envisaged a defensive posture for Iran which 
contained the progression towards a middle-ranking power at 
first and then the higher rank of a "fifth power." The 
Islamic government, again, rejected these concepts in the 
aftermath of the revolution. But it was not long- before they 
realized the true position in the Persian Gulf when Iraq 
attacked the country. They came to the conclusion that 
ultimately Iran has to provide its own security against 
regional threats, and in doing so they must be prepared.

27. The Shah adhered to the concept of balance of power as a 
guiding principle in international relations through his 38 
years of first-hand .involvement. His approach was not dissimil
ar to Winston Churchill, another disciple. There is a passage 
in Churchill’s famous "Iron Curtain" speech which could have 
been delivered with the same exact vigour by the Shah: "... there 
is nothing they C.i,e,, the Russians) admire so much as strength, and there 
is nothing for which they have less respect than for military w e a k n e s s " 
Khomeini’s approach, on the other hand, is not perhaps far from 
the experiences of Gandhi and Nehru. On the question of 
security, and when confronted with the U.S. advice on the need 
for a strategy of containment in South East Asia and the 
suggestion that India should join such an arrangement (in the 
shape of SEATO)., Nehru responded thus: "Asian problems, Asiayi
security and Asian peace are not only discussed, but actions are taken and 
treaties are made in regai^d to them chiefly by non-Asian countries ...
Other countries do not want their protection ... And yet they are told,
*No you must have our protection." (The H i n d u , 10 September, 1954 . 
Quoted in M.V. Naidu, "Alliances and Balance of Power,"
(London: Macmillan Press, 1975), p. 89).
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Iraq attacked Iran by an initial invasion on September 22, 
19 80. The Iraqi President, Saddam Hussein characterized this 
invasion as "Qadisiyah," in reference to the Arab invasion of 
Iran in 637 A.D. The Iraqi government cited violations of the 
19 7 5 Shatt al-Arab treaty with Iran as unacceptable and 
embarked upon a campaign to change the situation. The first 
step taken in Iraq was to abrogate the Treaty on Semtember 17, 
19 80. After the initial days of the War in which the Iraqis 
were met by some success, the offensive was soon halted. The 
Iraqis could not sustain this initial and successful penetrat
ion due to a combination of factors including the underestim
ating of the capability of the Iranian armed forces, especially 
the Air Force, the general level of resistence in Iran, and 
the force of Iranian patriotism. By November 19 80, it was 
clear that Iraq had failed to achieve a blitzkrieg. A stale
mate developed in the war that continues to date. Both sides 
claimed to be against any compromise and attempts to end the 
war, developed into a war of attrition, have met with intrans
igence .

Saddam Hussein launched his attack on Iran "... primarily
for the twofold purpose of containing the perceived threat of Khomeini ’s
Islamic revolution and of asserting Iraqi Ba’thist leadership of the Arab

states in the (Persian) Gulf region in the wake of the demise of Pax 
, 2 8

Iranica," To his cost, it appears that he has discovered that 
the physical proximity that led the Shah, to adapt a strategy 
ensuring the destruction of the Iraqi oil installations hold 
water just the same as for the Islamic leadership.

The War also demonstrated some further differences between 
the S h a h ’s security policies and those of the Islamic govern
ment regarding military technology and manpower. The reliance 
on advanced and sophisticated weaponry by the Shah gave way to 
a more limited small scale military equipment for the Islamic 
Republic, Perhaps the nature of the War dictated this.

28. R,K. Ramazani, "The Arab-Iranian Conflict," in Hafeez 
Malik, (ed.)" International Security in Southwest Asia,"
(New York: Praeger, 19 84), p. 59.
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The regime certainly did emphasize this aspect at first but 
discovered to their cost that they cannot sustain the campaign 
on that basis. As such they had limited options open to them 
in the face of the realities. One thing is clear, the self- 
styled Islamic leadership reaped the benefits of the Shah’s 
investment in small arms, shells, bullets, and vehicles; the 
sort of requirements best suited to the needs of the War.

The Islamic government confirmed Bakhtiar’s projection
of a more limited military posture for Iran. The S h a h ’s
ambitious programmes in the military field perhaps percipitated
the over-extention of Iran’s economic capabilities. Perhaps it
also helped to aggravate the political stability of the country
as well. After his downfall, the economy slowed to a near
standstill. Military expenditures were initially reduced still
further. It was only after the realization of the seriousness
of the impact of the War that the Islamic leadership stepped-
up defence expenditures to levels far exceeding the 19 7 0 ’s

2 9prevalent rates. The contributory factors behind this, inter 
a l i a , were the arms embargo by the Western Powers and over-the- 
top prices on the available black market.

A scorched-earth. policy was the Sha h ’s last defence 
. . .  30against Soviet invasion. Popular resistance has become the 

first line of defence against superior military power in the 
Islamic Republic, This politically-motivated doctrine event
ually led to the containment of the Iraqi advances and later 
offensives. The War, with its undoubtable attractions for the 
Islamic leadership in focussing the attention away from Iran’s 
immense problems, unified Tran rather than divided it. At

29. See Tables 3 and 9..

30, Fereydon Hoveyda, ’’The Fall of the Shah of Iran,’’ (New 
York; Simon and Shuster, 1980).
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the time of writing, "Saddam Hussain's Qadisiyah may yet provide
21to be his ] d a t e r l o o In conclusion, it could be argued that, 

upon the fall of the Shah, Iran was the "Guardian of the Gulf," 
This came about as the result of the Shah’s ambitions and 
foresight as well as the Two-Pillar Strategy advocated by 
the Nixon Doctrine. This reality was acknowledged before the 
Islamic regime took power when Prime Minister Bakhtiar began 
to cancel Ira n ’s strategic weapons orders. He also announced 
I r a n ’s withdrawal from CENTO, an act which effectively put an 
end to that ill-fated alliance.

31. William 0. Staudenmaier, "A Strategic Analysis of the 
Gulf War" (Carlisle Barraks, Penn: U.S. Army War College, 
Strategic Studies Insitute, n.d.), p. 31, quoted in Robert 
G . Daj:^ius, "Khomeini’s Policy Toward the Mideast," in 
R. Darius, John W . Amos, 11, and Ralph H. Magnus, (eds.),
"Gulf Security Into the 1980’s: Perceptual and Strategic 
Dimensions," (Stanford, Calif.: Hoover Institute Press, 1984), 
pp. 30-48.
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Appendix 1: Treaty of Friendship: Persia and Russia:
26th February - 12 December 1921

Art. I. In order to confirm its declarations regarding 
Russian policy towards the Persian nation, which formed the 
subject of correspondence on the 14th January, 1918, and the 
26th June, 1919, the R.S.F.S.R. formally affirms once again 
that it definitely renounces the tyrannical policy carried out 
by the colonising Governments of Russia which have been over
thrown by the will of the workers and peasants of Russia.

Inspired by this principle, and desiring that the Persian 
people should be happy and independent and should be able to 
dispose freely of its patrimony, the Russian Republic declares 
the whole body of treaties and conventions concluded with Persia 
by the Tsarist Government, which crushed the rights of the 
Persian people, to be null and void.

II. The R.S.F.S.R. expresses its reprobation of the 
policy of the Tsarist Governments of Russia, which, on the 
pretext of ensuring the independence of the peoples of Asia, 
concluded, without the consent of the latter, treaties with 
European Powers, the sole object of which was to subjugate 
those peoples.

This criminal policy, which infringed upon the independ
ence of the countries of Asia and which made the living nations 
of the East a prey to the cupidity and the tyranny of European 
robbers, is abandoned unconditionally by Federal Russia.

Federal Russia, therefore, in accordance with the 
principles laid down in Articles I and IV of this Treaty, 
declares its refusal to participate in any action which might 
destroy or weaken Persian sovereignty. It regards as null and 
void the whole body of treaties and conventions concluded by 
the former Russian Government with third parties in respect of
Persia or to the detriment of that country.

III. The two Contracting Powers agree to accept and 
respect the Russo-Persian frontiers, as drawn by the Frontier 
Commission in 18 31,

At the same t i m e , in view of the repugnance which the 
Russian Federal Government feels to enjoying the fruit of the 
policy of usurpation of the Government, it renounces
all claim to the Achoufadeh Islands and to the other islands on 
the Astrabad Littoral, and restores to Persia the village of 
Fironzeh and the adjacent land ceded to Russia in value of the 
Convention of the 2 8th May, 189 3.

The Persian Government agrees for its part that the
Russian Sarakhs, or "old" Sarakhs, and the land adjacent to the
Sarakhs River, shall be retained by Russia.

The two High Contracting Parties shall have equal rights 
of usage over the Atrak River and the other frontier rivers 
and waterways. In order finally to solve the question of the 
waterways and all disputes concerning frontiers or territories, 
a Commission, composed of Russian and Persian representatives, 
shall be appointed.
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IV. In consideration of the fact that each nation has 
the right to determine freely its political destiny, each of 
the two Contracting Parties formally expresses its desire to 
abstain from any intervention to the internal affairs of the 
other.

V. The two High Contracting Parties undertake -
1. To prohibit the formation or presence within their 

respective territories of any organisations or groups of 
persons, irrespective of the name by which they are known, 
whose object is to engage in acts of hostility against Persia 
or Russia, or against the allies of Russia.

They will likewise prohit the formation of troops or 
armies within their respective territories with the aforement
ioned object.

2. Not to allow a third party or any organisation, what
ever it be called which is hostile to the other Contracting 
Party, to import or to convey in transit across their countries 
material which can be used against the other Party.

3. To prevent by all means in their power the presence 
within their territories or within the territories of their 
allies of ail armies or forces of a third party in cases in 
which the presence of such forces would be regarded as a 
menace to the frontiers , interests or safety of the other 
Contracting Party.

VI. If a third party should attempt to carry out a policy 
of usurpation by means of armed intervention in Persia, or if 
such power should desire to use Persian territory as a base of 
operations against Russia, or if a foreign power should threat
en the frontiers of Federal Russia, or those of its allies, and 
if the Persian Government should not be able to put a stop to 
such menace after having been once called upon to do so by 
Russia, Russia shall have the right to advance her troops into 
the Persian interior for the purpose of carrying out the milit
ary operations necessary for its defence. Russia undertakes, 
however, to withdraw her troops from Persian territory as soon 
as the danger has been removed.

VII. The considerations set forth in Article VI have 
equal weight in the matter of the security of the Caspian Sea. 
The two High Contracting Parties therefore have agreed that 
Federal Russia shall have the right to require the Persian 
Government to send away foreign subjects, in the event of their 
taking advantage of their engagement in the Persian navy to 
undertake hostile action against Russia.

VIII. Federal Russia finally renounces the economic 
policy pursued in the East by the Tsarist Government, which 
consisted in lending money to the Persian Government, not with 
a view to the economic development of the country, but rather 
for purposes of political subjugation.

Federal Russia accordingly renounces its rights in respect 
of the loans granted to Persia by the Tsarist Governments. It 
regards the debts due to it as void, and will not require their 
repayment. Russia likewise renounces its claims to the 
resources of Persia which were specified as security for the 
loans in question.
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IX. In view of the declaration by which it has repud
iated the colonial and capitalist policy which occasioned so 
many misfortunes and was the cause of so much bloodshed,
Federal Russia abandons the continuation of the economic under
takings of the Tsarist Government, the object of which was the 
economic subjugation of Persia. Federal Russia therefore cedes 
to the Persian Government the full ownership of all funds and 
of all real and other property which the Russian Discount Bank 
possesses on Persian territory, and likewise transfers to it 
all the assets and liabilities of that bank. The Persian 
Government nevertheless agrees that in the towns where it has 
been decided that the Russian Socialist Republic may establish 
consulates, and where buildings exist belonging to the Discount 
Bank, one of these buildings, to be chosen by the Russian 
Government, shall be placed at the disposal of the Russian 
Consulate, free of charge.

X. The Russian Federal Government, having abandoned the 
colonial policy, which consisted in the construction of roads 
and telegraph lines more in order to obtain military influence 
in other countries than for the purpose of developing their 
civilisations, and being desirous of providing the Persian 
people with those means of communication indispensable for the 
independence and development of any nation, and also in order 
to compensate the Persian people as far as possible for the 
losses incurred by the sojourn in its territory of the Tsarist 
armies , cedes free of charge to the Persian Government the 
following Russian installations :-

(a.) The high-roads from Enzeli to Tehran, and from Kazvin 
to Ramadan, and all land and installations in connection with 
these roads.

(b.) The railroad Djoulfa-Tauris-Sofian-Urmia, with all 
installations, rolling-stock and accessories.

(c.) The landing-stages, warehouses, steamships, canals, 
and all means of transport of the lake of Urmia.

(d.) All telegraph and telephone lines established in 
Persia by the Tsarist Governments, with all moveable and 
immovable installations and dependencies.

(e.) The port of Enzeli and the warehouses, with the 
electrical installations, and other buildings.

XI. In view of the fact that the Treaty of Turkomantchai, 
concluded on the 10th February, 1828 (old style), between 
Persia and Russia, which forbids Persia, under the terms of 
Article 8, to have vessels in the waters of the Caspian Sea, is 
abrogated in accordance with the principles set forth in 
Article I of the present Treaty, the two High Contracting 
Parties shall enjoy equal rights of free navigation on that 
sea, under their own flags, as from the date of the signing of 
the present Treaty.

XII. The Russian Federal Government, having officially 
renounced all economic interests obtained by military prepond
erance, further declares that, apart from the concessions which 
form the subject of Articles IX and X, the other concessions 
obtained by force by the Tsarist Government and its subjects 
shall also be regarded as null and void.

In conformity with which the Russian Federal Government 
restores, as from the date of the signing of the present Treaty, 
to the Persian Government, as representing the Persian people, 
all the concessions in question, whether already being worked
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or not 5 together will all land taken over in virtue of those 
concessions.

Of the lands and properties situated in Persia and 
belonging to the former Tsarist Government, only the premises 
of the Russian Legation at Tehran and at Zerguendeh with all 
movable and immovable appurtenances, as well as all real and 
other property of the Consulates and Vice-Consulates, shall be 
retained by Russia. Russia abandons, however, her right to 
administer the village of Zerguendeh, which was arrogated to 
itself by the former Tsarist Government.

XIII. The Persian Government, for its part, promises not 
to cede to a third Power, or to its subjects, the concessions 
and property restored to Persia by virtue of the present 
Treaty, and to maintain those rights for the Persian nation.

XIV. The Persian Government, recognising the importance 
of the Caspian fisheries for the food supply of Russia, 
promises to conclude with the Food Service of the Russian 
Socialist Federal Soviet Republic immediately upon the expiry 
of the legal period of these existing engagements , a contract 
relating to the fisheries, containing appropriate clauses. 
Furthermore, the Persian -Government promises to examine, in 
agreement with the Government of the Russian Socialist Federal 
Soviet Republic, the means of at once conveying the produce of 
the fisheries to the Food Service of Soviet Russia pending the 
conclusion of the above contract.

XV. In accordance with the principle of liberty of 
conscience proclaimed by Soviet R u s s i a , a n d  with a desire to 
put an end, in Moslem countries, to religious propaganda, the 
real object of which was to exercise political influence over 
the masses and thus to satisfy the rapacity of the Tsarist 
Government, the Government of Soviet Russia declares that the 
religious settlements established in Persia by the former 
Tsarist Governments are abolished. Soviet Russia will take 
steps to prevent such missions from being sent to Persia in 
the future.

Soviet Russia cedes unconditionally to the nation rep
resented by the Persian Government the lands, property and 
buildings belonging to the Orthodox Mission situated at Urmia, 
together with the other similar establishments. The Persian 
Government shall use these properties for the construction of 
schools and other institutions intended for educational 
purposes.

XVI. By virtue of the communication from Soviet Russia 
dated the 25th June, 1919, with reference to the abolition of 
consular jurisdictions, it is decided that Russian subjects in 
Persia and Persian subjects in Russia shall, as from the date 
of the present Treaty, be placed upon the same footing as the 
inhabitants of the towns in which they reside; they shall be 
subject to the laws of their country of residence, and shall 
submit their complaints to the local Courts.

XVII. Persian subjects in Russia and Russian subjects in 
Persia shall be exempt from military service and from all 
military taxation.
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XVIII. Persian subjects in Russia and Russian subjects 
in Persia shall, as regards travel within the respective 
countries, enjoy the rights granted to the most favoured 
nations other than countries allied to .them.

XIX. Within a short period after the signature of the 
present Treaty, the two High Contracting Parties shall resume 
commercial relations. The methods to be adopted for the 
organisation of the import and export of goods, methods of 
payment, and the customs duties to be levied by the Persian 
Government on goods originating in Russia, shall be determined, 
under a commercial Convention, by a special Commission consist
ing of representatives of the two High Contracting Parties.

XX. Each of the two High Contracting Parties grants to 
the other the right of transit for the transport of goods 
passing through Persia or Russia and consigned to a third 
country.

The dues exacted in such cases shall not be higher than 
those levied on the goods of the most favoured nations other 
than countries allied to the Russian Socialist Federal Soviet 
Republic.

XXI. The two High Contracting Parties shall open 
telegraphic and postal relations between Russia and Persia 
within the shortest possible period after the signature of 
the present Treaty.

The conditions of these relations shall be fixed by a 
postal and telegraphic Convention.

XXII. In order to consolidate the good relations between 
the two neighbouring Powers and to facilitate the realisation 
of the friendly intentions of each country towards the other, 
each of the High Contracting Parties shall, immediately after 
the signature of the present Treaty, be represented in the 
capital of the other by a Plenipotentiary Representative, who 
shall enjoy the rights of extra-territoriality and other 
privileges to which diplomatic representatives are entitled by 
international law and usage and by the regulations and customs 
of the two countries.

XXIII. In order to develop their mutual relations, the 
two High Contracting Parties shall establish Consulates in 
places to be determined by common agreement.

The rights and duties of the Consuls shall be fixed by a 
special Agreement to be concluded without delay after the 
signature of the present Treaty. This Agreement shall conform 
to the provisions in force in the two countries with regard to 
consular establishments . . .

XXV. The present Treaty is drawn up in Russian and 
Persian, Both texts shall be regarded as originals and both 
shall be authentic.

XXVI. The present Treaty shall come into force immediately 
upon signature . , .
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EXCHANGE OF NOTES, 12 DECEMBER 1921

1. From the Persian Foreign Minister

The Persian Government and the Mejlis have observed that 
Articles V and VI of the Treaty concluded between our two 
countries are worded vaguely- the Mejlis, moreover, desires 
that the retrocession of Russian concessions to the Persian 
Government should be made without reserve or condition, and 
that Article XX should be so worded as to allow the Persian 
Government full powers for the transit of imports and exports. 
Conversations have taken place with you on these questions, 
and you have given explanations with regard.to Articles V and 
VI and promises concerning Articles XIII and XX, to the effect 
that if the Treaty were passed by the Mejlis you would give 
all the assistance in your power to ensure that the two 
Articles in question should be revised on the lines desired 
by the Mejlis and the Persian Government. The Persian 
Government and the Mejlis are most desirous that friendly 
relations should be re-established between our two Governments, 
and that the Treaty, which is based upon the most amicable 
sentiments, should be concluded as soon as possible.

I have , therefore, the honour to request you to give in 
writing your explanations'with regard to the interpretation 
of Articles V and V I , and to repeat the promises of support 
which you have already given as regards the revision of 
Articles XIII and XX, in order that the Persian Government may 
be enabled to secure the passing of the Treaty by the Mejlis.

I also wish to ask you to take the necessary steps to 
repair the error which has been made in Article III, in which 
the word "Commission” was written instead of "Treaty" , as the 
only Treaty which was concluded in 18 81 was a frontier 
delimitation Treaty, and this is the Treaty referred to in 
Article III.

2. From the Russian Diplomatic Representative, Tehran.

In reply to your letter dated the 20th day of Ghows, I 
have the honour to inform you that Articles V and VI are 
intended to apply only to cases in which preparations have 
been made for a considerable armed attack upon Russia or the 
Soviet Republics allied to her, by the partisans of the regime 
which has been overthrown or by its supporters among those 
foreign Powers which are in a position to assist the enemies 
of the Workers’ and Peasants’ Republics and at the same time to 
possess themselves, by force or by underhand methods, of part 
of the Persian territory, thereby establishing a base of 
operations for any attacks - made either direccly or through 
the counter-revolutionary forces - which they might mediate 
against Russia or the Soviet Republics allied to her. The 
Articles referred .to are therefore in no sense intended to 
apply to verbal or written attacks directed against the Soviet 
Government by the various Persian groups , or even by any 
Russian emigres in Persia, in so far as such attacks are 
generally tolerated as between neighbouring Powers animated 
by sentiments of mutual friendship.
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With regard to Articles XIII and X X , and the small error 

to which you draw attention in Article III with reference to 
the Convention of 1881, I am in a position to state categor
ically, as I have always stated, that my Government, whose 
attitude towards the Persian nation is entirely friendly, has 
never sought to place any restriction upon the progress and 
prosperity of Persia. -I myself fully share this attitude, 
and would be prepared, should friendly relations be maintained 
between the two countries , to promote negotiations with a view 
to a total or partial revision of. these Articles on the lines 
desired by the Persian Government, as far as the interests of 
Russia permit.

In view of the preceding statements, I trust that, as 
you promised me in your letter, your Government and the Mejlis 
will ratify the Treaty in question as soon as possible.

Source : Foreign Office, "British and Foreign State Papers, 
1812-," CLondon: H.M. Stationery Office, 1841-), 
vol. 114, pp. 901-909.



433..
Appendix 2: Treaty of Nonaggression (Sa’jabad Pact):

Afghanistan, Iran, Iraq and Turkey. 8 July, 19 37

ART. 1. The High Contracting Parties undertake to pursue
a policy of complete abstention from any interference in each 
other's internal affairs.

ART. 2. The High Contracting Parties expressly undertake
to respect the inviolability of their common frontiers.

ART. 3. The High Contracting Parties agree to consult
together in all international disputes affecting their common 
interests.

ART. 4. Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes
in no event to resort, whether singly or jointly with one or 
more third Powers, to any act of aggression directed against 
any other of the Contracting Parties.

The following shall be deemed to be acts of aggression:
1. Declaration of war;
2. Invasion of the armed forces of one State, with or 

without a declaration of war, of the territory of another 
State ;

3. An attack by the land, naval or air forces of one
State, with or without a declaration of war, on the territory,
vessels or aircraft of another State;

4. Directly or indirectly aiding or assisting an aggressor

The following shall not constitute acts of aggression:
1. The exercise of the right of legitimate self-defence,

that is to say, resistance to an act of aggression as defined
above ;

2. Action in pursuance of a decision of the Assembly or 
Council of the League of Nations, or under Article 15, 
paragraph 7, of the Covenant of the League of Nations , provided 
always that in the latter case such action is directed against 
the State which was the first to attack;

4. Action to assist a State subjected to attack, invasion 
or recourse to war by another of the High Contracting Parties, 
in violation of the Treaty for Renunciation of War signed in 
Paris on August 27th, 1928.

ART. 5. Should one of the High Contracting Parties 
consider that a breach of Article 4 of the present Treaty has 
been or is about to be committed, he shall at once bring the 
matter before the Council of the League of Nations.

The foregoing provision shall not affect the right of 
such High Contracting Party to take any steps which, in the 
circumstances, he may deem necessary.

ART. 6. Should one of the High Contracting Parties commit 
an aggression against a third Power, any other High Contracting 
Party may denounce the present Treaty, without notice, as 
towards the aggressor.
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ART. 7. Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes 

to prevent 5 within his respective frontiers, the formation or 
activities of armed bands, associations or organisations to 
subvert the established institutions, or disturb the order or 
security of any part, whether situated on the frontier or else
where, of the territory of another Party, or to change the 
constitutional system of such other Party.

ART. 8. The High Contracting Parties, having already 
recognised, in the General Treaty for Renunciation of War 
August 27th, 19 28, that the settlement or solution of all 
disputes or conflicts, whatever their nature or origin, which 
may arise among them, shall never be sought by other than 
pacific means, reaffirm that principle and undertake to rely 
upon such modes of procedure as have been or shall be estab
lished between the High Contracting Parties in that respect.

ART. 9. No Articles of the present Treaty shall be 
considered as in any way diminishing the obligations assumed 
by each of the High Contracting Parties under the Covenant of 
the League of Nations.

ART. 10. The present Treaty, drawn up in the French lang
uage and signed in quadruplicate, one copy having, as they 
severally recognise, been delivered to each of the High 
Contracting Parties, the Treaty shall be deemed to be renewed 
for successive periods of five years, until its denunciation 
with six months’ notice by one or more of the High Contracting 
Parties. On its denunciation as towards one of the Parties, 
the Treaty shall nevertheless remain in force as between the 
others.

Source: League of Nations, "Treaty Series," no. 4402
vol. 190 C1938), pp. 21-22.
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Appendix 3: Allied Minuet on Iran, 1943-45. The Tehran 
Conference (The Tripartite Declaration)
November 28 - December 1, 1943.

The President of the United States , the Premier of the 
U.S.S.R. and the Prime Minister.of the United Kingdom, having 
consulted with each other and with the Prime Minister of Iran, 
desire to declare the mutual agreement of their three Govern
ments regarding their relations with Iran.

The Governments of the United States, the U.S.S.R., and 
the United Kingdom recognize the assistance which Iran has 
given in the prosecution of the war against the common enemy, 
particularly by facilitating the transportation of supplies 
from overseas to the Soviet Union.

The Three Governments realize that the war has caused 
special economic difficulties for Iran, and they are agreed 
that they will continue to make available to the Government of 
Iran such economic assistance as may be possible, having regard 
to the heavy demands made upon them by their world-wide 
military operations, and to the world-wide shortage of trans
port, raw materials, and supplies for civilian consumption.

With respect to the post-war period, the Governments of 
the United States, the U.S.S.R., and the United Kingdom are in 
accord with the Government of Iran that any economic problems 
confronting Iran at the close of hostilities should receive 
full consideration, along with those of other members of the 
United Nations, by conferences or international agencies held 
or created to deal with international economic matters.

The Governments of the United States, the U.S.S.R., and 
the United Kingdom are at one with the Government of Iran in 
their desire for the maintenance of the independence, 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Iran. They count upon 
the participation of Iran, together with all other peace- 
loving nations, in the establishment rf international peace , 
security and prosperity after the war, in accordance with the 
principles of the Atlantic Charter, to which all four Govern
ments have subscribed.

Winston S."Churchill
J. Stalin
Franklin D. Roosevelt

Conclusions of the Potsdam Conference between the U.S.S.R., 
U.S., and U.K. July 17 - August 2, 1945 Regarding Iran.

XIV. Iran

It was agreed that Allied troops should be withdrawn 
immediately from Tehran, and that further stages of the with
drawal of troops from Iran should be considered at the meet
ing of the Council of Foreign Ministers to be held in London 
in September, 1945,

Source; U.S. Department of State, "American Foreign Policy: 
Current Documents," vol. 1 (19 41-1949), pp. 2 3-24 
and 4 8 .
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Appendix 4: Agreement between the United States and Iran
on the Establishment of a Postwar American 
Military Mission in Iran.

October 6, 1947: Agreement signed at Tehran.
October 6, 1947: Entered into force.
December 29, 1948; January 5, 1919; November 28, 1949;
January 10, 19 50; April 10, 19 61; June 14, 1961;. November 12, 
1961; February 7, 1962; March 19, 1962: Amended by agreements. 
December 29, 19 43; January 5, 194 9; November 28, 19 49;
January 10, 1950; September 17, 1950; November 18, 1950;
April 18, 1954; September 22, 1954; November 22, 1954;
February 13, 1956; April 10, 1961; June 14, 1961; November 
12, 1961; February 7, 1962; March 19, 1962; December 3, 1967; 
December 28, 1967; November 25, 1968; December 14, 1968; 
November 7, 1970; January 18, 1971: Extended by agreements.

In conformity with the request of the Government of Iran 
to the Government of the United States of America, the 
President of the United States of America has authorized the 
appointment of officers and enlisted men of the United States 
Army to constitute a military mission to Iran under the 
conditions specified below:

Title I 
Purpose and Duration

ARTICLE 1. The purpose of this Mission is to cooperate 
with the Ministry of War of Iran and with the personnel of 
the Iranian Army with a view to enhancing the efficiency of 
the Iranian Army.

ARTICLE 2. This agreement shall be effective from the 
date of signing of the agreement by the accredited represent
atives of the Government of the United States of America and 
the Government of Iran and shall continue in force until 
March 20, 19 49, unless sooner terminated or extended as herein
after provided.

ARTICLE 3. If the Government of Iran should desire that 
the services of the Mission be extended beyond the stipulated 
period, it shall make a written proposal to that effect prior 
to September 21, 1948. The Government of the United States of 
America agrees to act upon such proposal prior to December 21, 
1948 .

ARTICLE 4. This agreement may be terminated prier to 
March 20, 19 49 in the following manner:

Ca) By either government subject to three months notice 
in writin writing to the other government;

Cb) By either government at any time, upon written notice, 
if that government considers it necessary due to domestic 
disturbances or foreign hostilities ;

Cc) By the Government of the United States of America at 
any time upon written notice that the present statutory 
authority under which this arrangement is concluded has term
inated and that Congress has provided no other authority for 
the continuation of the Mission;

Cd) By the recall of the entire personnel of the Mission 
by thie Government of the United States of America in the 
public interest of the United States of America, without
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necessity of compliance with provision (a) of the article;
(e) The termination of this agreement, however, shall 

not effect or modify the several obligations of the Govern
ment of Iran to the members of the Mission or to their 
families as set out in Title IV hereof.

Title II 
Composition and Personnel

ARTICLE 5. Initially the Mission shall consist of such 
numbers of personnel of the United States Army as may be 
agreed upon by the Minister of War of Iran through his author
ized representative in Washington and by the War Department of 
the United States of America. The Individuals to be assigned 
shall be those agreed upon by the Minister of War of Iran or 
his authorized representative and by the War Department of 
the United States of America or its authorized representative.

Title III 
Duties, Rank, and Precedence

ARTICLE. 6. Members of the Mission shall be assigned to 
the Department of the Ministry of War designated the Advisory 
Department. The Advisory Department shall be organized under 
a table of organization prepared with the agreement of the 
Chief of Mission and approved by the Minister of War of Iran. 
Members of the Mission shall be assigned to position vacancies 
shown on this table, and their assignment shall be published 
in Iranian Army General Orders.

ARTICLE 7. The senior officer of the Mission shall be 
appointed Chief of the Mission. Other members of the Mission 
shall be assigned duties by the Chief of Mission as indicated 
by the table of organization and approved by the Minister of 
War of Iran, or such other duties as may be agreed upon between 
the Minister of War of Iran and the Chief of the Mission.

ARTICLE 8. The duties of the Mission shall be to advise 
and assist the Ministry of War of Iran and its several depart
ments as well as subordinate sections of the General Staff 
with respect to plans, problems concerning organization, admin
istrative principles and training methods. These duties 
involve the principles of work of the General Staff and all 
departments of the Ministry of War in Tehran and their field 
agencies except tactical and strategical plans or operations 
against a foreign enemy, which are not related to the duties 
of the Mission.

ARTICLE 9. Members of the Mission will assume neither 
command nor staff responsibility in the Iranian Army. They 
may, however, make such official inspections and investigat
ions as may be necessary and are approved by the Minister of 
War of Iran and directed by the Chief of the Mission.

ARTICLE 10. Each member of the Mission shall serve in 
the Mission with the rank he holds in the United States Army 
but sliall have precedence over all Iranian Army officers of 
the same rank. Each member of the Mission shall be entitled 
to all.benefits and privileges which the regulations of the 
Iranian Army provide for officers of corresponding rank of 
the Iranian Army. Members of the Mission shall wear the 
United States Army uniform with a shoulder sleeve insignia
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indicating service with the Iranian Army.

ARTICLE 11. Members of the Mission in case of violation 
of the laws and regulations of the Iranian Government , may be 
separated from the service of the Iranian Army and in such 
case will have only the right to draw travel expenses back to 
America.

ARTICLE 12. In the normal execution of their duties as 
defined in Article 8 and 9, the Chief of the Mission, and 
other members when so directed by him, are authorized to visit 
and inspect any part of the Iranian military establishment, 
and officers in authority shall facilitate such inspections 
and make available plans, records, reports, and correspondence 
as required. Members of the Mission will not concern them
selves with secret matters except when it is essential to their 
duties and then only with the approval of the Ministry of War. 
Each member of the Mission has the obligation not to divulge 
or in any way to disclose to any foreign government or any 
person whatsoever any secret or confidential matter of which he 
may have become cognizant in his capacity as a member of the 
Mission. This obligation shall continue in force after the 
termination of the services of the member of the mission and 
after the expiration or cancellation of this agreement.

Title IV 
Compensation and Perquisites

ARTICLE 13. Members of the Mission shall receive from 
the Government of Iran such fixed annual compensation and 
emoluments payable in American currency or dollar draft or 
check, allowances as may be agreed upon between the Government 
of the United States of America and the Government of Iran for 
each member. Such compensation and emoluments shall be paid in 
twelve (12) equal monthly installments, each due and payable on 
the last day of the month. The compensation and emoluments 
shall not be subject to any tax, now or hereafter in effect, 
of the Government of Iran or of any of its political or 
administrative subdivisions. Should.t h e r e , however, at 
present or while this agreement is in effect, be any taxes 
that might affect such compensation and emoluments, such taxes 
shall be borne by the Ministry of War of Iran, in order to 
comply with the provisions of this Article that the compensat
ion agreed upon shall be met.

ARTICLE 14. The compensation and emoluments indicated in 
the preceding article shall commence for each member of the 
Mission upon arrival in Iran and, except as otherwise expressly 
provided in this agreement, shall continue, following the term
ination of duty with the Mission, or following the terminat
ion of the Mission under Article 4 of this agreement, likewise 
for the return trip to the United States of America and there
after for the period of any accumulated leave which may be due 
the member.

ARTICLE 15. The additional compensation and emoluments 
due for the period of the return trip and accumulated leave 
shall be paid to each mejiiber of the Mission before his depart
ure from Iran and such compensation and emoluments shall be 
computed for travel by the shortest route usually travelled to 
tlie port of entry in the United States of America, regardless 
of the route and method of travel used by tlie member of the 
Mission.
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ARTICLE 16. During the period of the present national 
emergency in the United States of America, expense of trans
portation of each member of the Mission and his household 
effects, baggage and automobile from and to the United States 
of America shall be paid by the Government of the United 
States of America. If the period of this agreement extends 
beyond the date on which the national emergency in the 
United States of America is terminated, notification of the 
termination of the national emergency having been communicat
ed to the Government of Iran in writing by the Government of 
the United States of America, expenses (except in case a 
member is replaced with less than two years service in the 
Mission for the convenience of the Government of the United 
States of America) for transportation of each member of the 
Mission and his household effects, baggage and automobile 
shall be paid by the Government of Iran. First-class accommod
ations for travel will be furnished for members of the Mission 
via the shortest usually travelled route between the port of 
embarkation in the United States of America and their official 
residence in Iran, both for the outward and return journey.

ARTICLE 17. At any time during the period of this agree
ment, as may be elected by each member, the family of each 
member of the Mission shall be furnished by the Government of 
Iran with first-class accommodations for travel, via the short
est usually travelled route between the port of embarkation in 
the United States of America and the official residence of the 
member in Iran, both for the outward and for the return journey. 
Throughout this agreement the term "Family" is limited to mean 
wife and dependent children.

ARTICLE 18. Compensation for transportation and travel 
expenses on official business of the Government of Iran shall 
be provided by the Government of Iran in accordance with the 
travel regulations of the Iranian Army.

ARTICLE 19. In addition to the United States Government 
transportation available to the Mission, the Government of Iran 
shall place other means of transportation Cvehicle and aircraft) 
at the disposal of the Mission, when deemed necessary for the 
performance of official duties and will provide one third of 
the gasoline and oils required for the United States Government 
vehicles at the disposal of the Mission, as determined by the 
Chief of the Mission. The number of type of United States 
Government vehicles shall be determined by the War Department 
of the United States of America and authority is granted for 
the entry and exit from Iran, in accordance with the existing 
law, of one United States Army aircraft with crew as considered 
necessary by the Chief of the Mission, in the performance of 
official duties, provided that the Chief of the Mission 
previously informs the Iranian authorities concerned of the 
matter according to existing rules and regulations of Iran.
All the United States Government vehicles placed at the dispos
al of the Mission for operation within Iran will be subject to 
the laws of Iran.

ARTICLE 20. The Government of Iran shall provide for 
members of the Mission suitable office space and facilities 
such as office equipment, stenographic and clerical help, 
civilian interpreters and orderlies, as indicated on the table 
of organization of the Advisory Department, and shall give 
necessary assistance for the smooth operation and improvement
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of tîie work of the Mission.

ARTICLE 21. If any member of the Mission, or any of his 
family, should die in Iran, the Government of Iran shall have 
the body transported to such place in the United States of 
America as the surviving members of the family may decide, but 
the cost to the Government of Iran shall not exceed the cost 
of transporting the remains from the place of decease to New 
York City. Should the deceased be a member of the Mission, his 
services with the Mission shall be considered to have termin
ated fifteen (.15) days after his death. Return transportation 
to New York City for the family of the deceased member and for 
their baggage, household effects, and automobile shall be 
provided as prescribed in Article 17. All allowances due the 
deceased member, including salary for fifteen (15) days sub
sequent to his death, and reimbursement for expenses and trans
portation due the deceased member for travel performed on 
official business of the Government of Iran, shall be paid to 
the widow of the deceased member or to any other person who 
may have been designated in writing by the deceased while 
serving under the terms of this agreement; but such widow or 
other person shall not be compensated for accrued leave due 
and not taken by the deceased. All compensations due the widow 
or other person designated by the deceased, under the provis
ions of this article, shall be paid within fifteen (15) days of 
the decease of said member.

ARTICLE 22. If a member of the Mission becomes ill or 
suffers injury, he shall, at the discretion of the Chief of the 
Mission, be placed in such hospital as the Chief of the Mission 
deems suitable, after consultation with the Ministry of War of 
Iran, and all expenses incurred as the result of such illness 
or injury while the patient is a member of the Mission and 
remains in Iran shall be paid by the Government of Iran. If 
the hospitalized member is a commissioned officer, he shall pay 
his cost of subsistence. Families will enjoy the same 
privileges agreed upon in this article for members of the 
Mission, except that a member of the Mission shall in all cases 
pay the cost of subsistence incident to hospitalization of a 
member of his family. Any member of the Mission unable to 
perform his duties with the Mission by reason of long contin
ued physical disability shall be replaced.

Title V 
Stipulations and Conditions

ARTICLE 23. Each member of the Mission shall be entit
led to one mo n t h ’s annual leave with pay, or to a proportional 
part thereof with pay for any fractional part of the year. 
Unused portions of said leave shall be cumulative from year to 
year during service as a member of the Mission. This leave may 
be spent in Iran, in the United States of America, or in other 
countries, but the expense of travel and transportation not 
otherwise provided for in this agreement shall be borne by the 
member of the Mission taking such leave. All travel time on 
leave shall count as leave. The Government of Iran agrees to 
grant the leave herein specified according to the written 
application approved by the Chief of Mission with due consider
ation for the convenience of the Government of Iran.

ARTICLE 24. So long as this agreement, or any extension 
thereof, is in effect, the Government of Iran shall not engage
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the services of any personnel of any other foreign government 
for duties of any nature connected with the Iranian Army, 
except by mutual agreement between the Government of the 
United States of America and the Government of Iran.

ARTICLE 25. The Government of Iran shall grant exempt
ion from custom duties or other imports on articles imported 
into Iran by members of the Mission for their personal use or 
the use of their families, provided that their request for 
free entry has received the approval of the Ambassador of the 
United States of America or the C h a r g e d ’Affaires, ad interim, 
and from all export duties on articles purchased in Iran for 
their personal use or the use of their families. The Govern
ment of Iran shall grant free and unrestricted passage of mail 
to and from members of the Mission from and to the United 
States when transportation of such mail is furnished by the 
Government of the United States of America. The Chief of the 
Mission is responsible that no contraband is sent or received 
by members of the Mission or their families.

In witness whereof, the undersigned Mahmoud Djam,
Minister of War of Iran and George V. Allen, Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America, have signed t h i s .agreement in duplicate in the English 
and Persian Languages, at Tehran, this sixth day of October one 
thousand nine hundred and forty seven.

Geo. V. Allen
Ambassador of the United States of America

M . Dj am

Source: U.S. Department of State, "Treaties and Other Internat
ional Agreements of the United States of America,1776- 
1949," C1968-1974), no. 1295.
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Appendix 5: Mutual Defense Assistance Agreement between the
United States and Iran.

May 23, 1950: Agreement effected by exchange of notes signed 
at Washington.
May 23, 1950: Entered into force.

The Acting Secretary of State (Webb) to the Iranian Charge 
d'Affaires ad interim (Aram).

SIR: I refer to the conversations which have recently 
taken place between the representatives of our two Governments 
concerning the transfer of military assistance by the Govern
ment of the United States of America to the Government of Iran 
pursuant to Public Law 329, Eighty-first Congress of the 
United States of America, and to confirm the understandings 
reached as a result of those conversations as follows :

1. The Government of the United States of America, 
recognizing this principle that economic recovery is essent
ial to international peace and security and must be given clear 
priority, undertakes to make or continue to make available to 
the Government of Iran on a grant basis such equipment, 
materials and services as the Government of the United States 
of America may authorize. The furnishing of any such assist
ance as may be authorized pursuant hereto shall be consistent 
with the Charter of the United Nations and shall be subject to 
all of the applicable terms and conditions and termination 
provisions of the Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949 and 
such other applicable laws of the United States of America 
relating to the transfer of military assistance. The two 
governments will, from time to time, negotiate detailed arrange
ments necessary to carry out the provisions of this paragraph.

2. The Government of Iran undertakes to make effective 
use of assistance received pursuant to paragraph I for the 
purposes for which such assistance was furnished and will not 
devote such assistance to purposes other than those for which 
it was furnished in accordance with these understandings .

3. In the common security interest of both governments, 
the Government of Iran undertakes not to transfer to any 
person not an officer or agent of such government or to any 
other nation title to or possession of any equipment, materials 
or services received on a grant basis pursuant to paragraph 1 
without the prior consent of the Government of the United 
States of America.

4. The Government of Iran, after giving due consideration 
to reasonable requirements for domestic use and commercial 
export of Iran, which are to be determined by the Iranian 
Government itself, agrees to facilitate the production, trans
port, export and transfer to the Government of the United 
States of America, for such period of time, in such quantit
ies and upon such terms and conditions as to the value, 
method of payment, et cetera, as may be agreed upon, of raw 
and semi-processed materials required by the United States of 
America as a result of deficiencies or potential deficiencies 
in its own resources, and which may be available in I r a n .
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5. (a) The Government of Iran will take appropriate 
measures whioh are not inconsistent with security and the 
interests of the country to keep the public informed of oper
ations pursuant to these understandings.

(b) Each government will take such security measures 
as may be agreed in each case between the two governments in 
order to prevent the disclosure or compromise of materials, 
services or information furnished by the other government 
pursuant to these understandings.

6. The Government of Iran, except as may otherwise be 
agreed between the two governments, shall grant duty-free 
treatment and exemption from internal taxation on importat
ion or exportation to products, property, materials or equip
ment imported into its territory in connection with this 
understanding.

7. The Government of Iran agrees to receive technical 
personnel of the Government of the United States of America who 
will discharge in its territory the responsibilities of the 
Government of the United States of America for implementing 
the provisions of these understandings and to accord them 
necessary facilities to observe the progress of assistance 
furnished pursuant thereto.

8. The two governments will, upon request to either of 
them, negotiate appropriate arrangements between them respect
ing responsibility for patent or similar claims based on the 
use of devices, processes, technological information or other 
forms of property protected by law in connection with equipment 
material or services furnished pursuant to paragraph I . In 
such negotiations, this point shall be considered: that each 
government will assume the responsibility for all such claims 
of its nationals and such claims arising in its jurisdiction of 
nationals of any third country.

9. The two governments will, upon the request of either 
of them, consult regarding any matter relating to the applic
ation of these understandings or to operations or arrangements 
carried out pursuant to these understandings.

10. Nothing herein shall be construed to alter, amend 
or otherwise modify the agreements between the United States of 
America and Iran, signed at Tehran November 27, 1943 and 
October 6, 1947, as amended or extended.

I propose that, if these understandings meet with the 
approval of the Government of Iran, this note and your note 
concurring therein will be considered as confirming these under
standings, effective on the date of your note and thereafter 
until one year after the date of receipt by either Government 
of a notification in writing of the intention of the other 
Government to terminate these understandings.

Accept, Sir, the renewed assurances of my high consider
ation .

James E. Webb
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The Iranian Charge d ’Affairs ad interim (Aram) to the Acting 
Secretary of State (Webb)

EXCELLENCY : ... I have the honour to concur in the
proposals made in your nate and to inform you that the under
standings set forth therein meet with the approval of the 
Government of Iran. That note and tiie present note, accord
ingly, are considered as confirming these understandings, 
effective on this date and thereafter until one year after 
the date of receipt by either Government of a notification in 
writing of the intention of the other Government to terminate 
these understandings.

I avail myself of this opportunity to renew to Your 
Excellency the assurances of my highest consideration.

G . Aram

Source: U.S. Department of State, "United States Treaties and 
other International Agreements, 1950), vol. 1, no. 420
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Appendix 6: Agreement of Friendly Cooperation: Pakistan and 

Turkey. 2 April, 1954.

Pakistan and Turkey

Reaffirming their faith in the Purposes and Principles 
of the Charter of the United Nations and their determination 
always to endeavour to apply and give effect to these Purposes 
and Principles,

Desirous of promoting the benefits of greater mutual 
cooperation deriving from the sincere friendship happily exist
ing between them,

Recognising the need for consultation and cooperation 
between them in every field for the purpose of promoting the 
well-being and security of their peoples.

Being convinced that such cooperation would be to the 
interest of all peace-loving nations and in particular also to 
the interest of nations in the region of the Contracting 
Parties , and would consequently serve to ensure peace and 
security which are both indivisible.

Have therefore decided to conclude this Agreement for 
friendly Cooperation TTi

ART. 1. The Contracting Parties undertake to refrain 
from intervening in any way in the internal affairs of each 
other and from participating in any alliance or activities 
directed against the other.

ART. 2. The Contracting Parties will consult on internat
ional matters of mutual interest and, taking into account 
international requirements and conditions, cooperate between 
them to the maximum extent.

ART. 3. The Contracting Parties will develop the cooper
ation, already established between them in the cultural field 
under a separate Agreement, in the economic and technical 
fields also by concluding, if necessary, other agreements.

ART. 4. The consultation and cooperation between the 
Contracting Parties in the field of defence shall cover the 
following points :

a. exchange of information for the purpose of deriving 
benefit jointly from technical experience and progress,

b. endeavours to meet, as far as possible, the require
ments of the Parties in the production of arms and ammunition,

c. studies and determination of the ways and extent of 
cooperation which might be effected between them in accordance 
with Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations, should 
an unprovoked attack occur against them from outside.

ART. 5. Each Contracting Party declares that none of 
the international engagements now in force between it and any 
third State is in conflict with the provisions of this Agree
ment and that this Agreement shall not affect, nor can it be 
interpreted so as to affect, the aforesaid engagements, and 
undertakes not to enter into any international engagement in 
conflict with this Agreement.

ART. 6. Any State, whose participation is considered by 
the Contracting parties useful for achieving the purposes of 
tlie present Agreement, may accede to the present Agreement 
under the same conditions and with the same obligations as 
the Contracting Parties.
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Any accession shall have legal effect, after the instru

ment of accession is duly deposited with the Government of 
Turkey from the date of an official notification by the Govern
ment of Turkey to the Government of Pakistan.

ART. 7. This Agreement, of which the English text is 
authentic, shall be ratified by the Contracting Parties in 
accordance with their respective constitutional processes , 
and shall enter into force on the date of the exchange of the 
instruments of ratification in Ankara.

In case no formal notice of denunciation is given by one 
of the Contracting Parties to the other, one year before the 
termination of a period of five years from the date of its 
entry into force, the present Agreement shall automatically 
continue in force for a further period of five ye a r s , and the 
same procedure will apply for subsequent periods thereafter.

Source: Foreign Ministry, "Treaty Series," Pakistan (1954),
n o . 4.
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Appendix 7: Pact (Baghdad) Of Mutual Cooperation: Turkey
and Iraq. 24 February 1955.

Whereas the friendly and brotherly relations existing 
between Iraq and Turkey are in constant progress, and in 
order to complement the contents of the Treaty of Friendship 
and Good Neighbourhood concluded between His Majesty the King 
of Iraq and his Excellency the President of the Turkish 
Republic signed in Ankara on March 29, 1945, which recognised 
the fact that peace and security between the two countries is 
an integral part of the peace and security of all the nations 
of the world and in particular the nations of the Middle East, 
and that it is the basis for their foreign policies;

Whereas Article 11 of the Treaty of Joint Defence and 
Economic Co-operation between the Arab League States provides 
that no provision of that treaty.shall in any way affect, or is 
designed to affect, any of the rights and obligations accruing 
to the Contracting Parties from the United Nations Charter-

And having realised the great responsibilities borne by 
them in their capacity as members of the United Nations con
cerned with the maintenance of peace and security in the Middle 
East region which necessitate taking the required measures in 
accordance with article 51 of the United Nations Charter;

They have been fully convinced of the necessity of conclud
ing a pact fulfilling these aims ...

ART. 1. Consistent with article 51 of the United Nations 
Charter the High Contracting Parties will co-operate for their 
security and defence. Such measures as they agree to take to 
give effect to this co-operation may form the subject of special 
agreements with each other.

ART. 2. In order to ensure the realisation and effect 
application of the cooperation provided for in article 1 
above, the competent authorities of the High Contracting 
Parties will determine the measures to be taken as soon as the 
present pact enters into force. These measures will become 
operative as soon as they have been approved by the Governments 
of the High Contracting Parties.

ART. 3. The High Contracting Parties undertake to refrain 
from any interference whatsoever in each other’s internal 
affairs. They will' settle any dispute between themselves in a 
peaceful way in accordance with the United Nations Charter.

ART. 4. The High Contracting Parties dec'Jare that the 
dispositions of the present pact are not in contradiction with 
any of the international obligations contracted by either of 
them with any third State or States. They do not derogate 
from and cannot be interpreted as derogating from, the said 
international obligations. The High Contracting Parties under
take not to enter into any international obligation incompat
ible with the present pact.

ART. 5. This pact shall be open for accession to any 
member of the Arab League or any other State actively concerned 
with the security and peace in this region and which is fully 
recognised by both of the High Contracting Parties. Accession
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shall come into force from the date on which the instrument 
of accession of the State concerned is deposited with the 
Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Iraq.

Any acceding State party to the present pact may conclude 
special agreements, in accordance with article 1, with one or 
more States parties to the present pack. The competent author
ity of any acceding State may determine measures.in accord
ance with article 2. These measures will become operative as 
soon as they have been approved by the Governments of the 
parties concerned.

ART. 6. A Permanent Council at ministerial level will be 
set up to function within the framework of the purposes of 
this pact when at least four Powers become parties to the pact.

The Council will draw up its own rules of procedure.

ART. 7. This pact remains in force for a period of five 
years renewable for other five-year periods. Any Contracting 
Party may withdraw from the pact by notifying the other parties 
in writing of its desire to do so six months before the expir
ation of any of the above-mentioned periods, in which case the 
pact remains valid for the other parties.

ART. 8. This pact shall be ratified by the contracting 
parties and ratifications shall be exchanged at Ankara as soon 
as possible. Thereafter it shall come into force from the date 
of the exchange of ratifications.

In witness whereof, the said plenipotentiaries have 
signed the present pact in Arabic, Turkish and English, all 
three texts being equally authentic except in the case of doubt 
when the English text shall prevail.

Source: Great Britain, "Parliamentary Papers," 195 5, Misc.
N o . 5 , C m d . 9429.
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Appendix 8: Treaty of Amity, Economic Relations, and

Consular Rights between the United States and 
Iran.

August 15, 1955 Treaty signed at Tehran.
July 11, 1956 Ratification advised by the Senate of the

United States of America.
September 14, 1956 Ratified by the President of the United

States of America.
April 30, 1957 Ratified by Iran.
May 16, 1957 Ratifications exchanged at Tehran.
June 27, 1957 Proclaimed by the President of the United

States of America.
July 16, 1957 • Entered into force.

By the President of the United States of America 
A PROCLAMATION

Whereas a treaty of amity, economic relations, and 
consular rights between the United States of America and Iran 
was signed at Tehran on August 15, 1955, the original of which 
treaty, being in the English and Persian languages, is word for 
word as follows:

The United States of America and Iran, desirous of 
emphasizing the friendly relations which have long prevailed 
between their peoples , of reaffirming the high principles in 
the regulation of human affairs to which they are committed, of 
encouraging mutually beneficial trade and investments and 
closer economic intercourse generally between their peoples , 
and of regulating consular relations, have resolved to conclude 
on the basis of reciprocal equality of treatment, a Treaty of 
Amity, Economic Relations, and Consular Rights, and have 
appointed as their Plenipotentiaries :

The President of the United States of America:
Mr. Selden Chapin, Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipot

entiary of the United States of America at Tehran; and
His Imperial Majesty, the Shah of Iran;
His Excellency Mr. Mostafa Samiy, Under Secretary of the 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs ;

Who, having communicated to each other their full powers 
found to be in due form, have agreed upon the following 
articles:

ARTICLE I

There shall be firm and enduring peace and sincere 
friendship between the United States of America and Iran.

ARTICLE II

1. • Nationals- of either High Contracting Party shall be 
permitted, upon terms no less favourable than those accorded 
to nationals of any third country, to enter and remain in the 
territories of the other High Contracting Party for the 
purpose of carrying on trade between their own country and the 
territories of such other High Contracting Party and engaging 
in related commercial activities, and for the purpose of 
developing and directing the operations of an enterprise in 
which they have invested, or in which they are actively in the 
process of investing, a substantial amount of capital.
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2. Nationals of either High Contracting Party within the 
territories of the other High Contracting Party shall, either 
individually or through associations, and so long as their 
activities are not contrary to public order, safety or morals
(a) be permitted to travel therein freely and reside at places 
of their choice; (b) enjoy freedom of conscience and the right 
to hold religious services; (c) be permitted to engage in 
philanthropic, educational and scientific activities; and
(d) have the right to gather and transmit information for 
dissemination to the public abroad, and otherwise to commun
icate with other persons inside and outside such territories. 
They shall also be permitted to engage in the practice of 
professions for which they have qualified under the applicable 
legal provisions governing admission to professions.

3. The provisions of paragraphs 1 and 2 of the present 
Article shall be subject to the right of either High Contract
ing Party to apply measures which are necessary to maintain 
public order, and to protect public health, morals and safety, 
including the right to expel, to exclude or to limit the move
ment of aliens on the said grounds.

4. Nationals of either High Contracting Party shall 
receive the most constant .protection and security within the 
territories of the other High Contracting Party. When any 
such national is in custody, he shall in every respect receive 
reasonable and humane treatment; and, on his demand, the diplo
matic or consular representative of his country shall without 
unnecessary delay be notified and accorded full opportunity to 
safeguard his interests. He shall be promptly informed of the 
accusations against him, allowed all facilities reasonably 
necessary to his defense and given a prompt and impartial 
disposition of his case.

ARTICLE III

1. Companies constituted under the applicable laws and 
regulations of either High Contracting Party shall have their 
juridical status recognised within the territories of the other 
High Contracting Party. It is understood, however, that recog
nition of juridical status does not of itself confer rights 
upon companies to engage in the activities for which they are 
organized. As used in the present Treaty "companies" means 
corporations, partnerships, companies and other associations, 
whether or not with limited liability and whether or not for 
pecuniary profit.

2. Nationals and companies of either High Contracting 
Party shall have freedom of access to the courts of justice 
and administrative agencies within the territories of the other 
High Contracting Party, in all degrees of jurisdiction, both in 
defense and pursuit of their rights , to the end that prompt and 
impartial justice be done. Such access shall be allowed, in 
any event, upon terms no less favourable tlian those applicable 
to nationals and companies of such other High Contracting Party 
or of any third country. It is understood that companies not 
engaged in activities within the country shall enjoy the right 
of such access without any requirement of registration or 
domestication.
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3. The private settlement of disputes of a civil nature, 
involving nationals and companies of either High Contracting 
Party, shall not be discouraged within the territories of the 
other High Contracting Party; and, in cases of such settlement 
by arbitration, neither the alienage of the arbitrators nor 
the foreign situs of the arbitration proceedings shall of 
themselves be a bar to-the enforceability of awards duly result
ing therefrom.

ARTICLE IV

1. Each High Contracting Party shall at all times accord 
fair and equitable treatment to nationals and companies of the 
other High Contracting Party, and to their property and enter
prises; shall refrain from applying unreasonable or discrimina 
atory measures that would impair their legally acquired rights 
and interests; and shall assure that their lawful contractual 
rights are afforded effecting means of enforcement, in conform
ity with the applicable laws.

2. Property of nationals and companies of either High 
Contracting Party, including interests in property, shall 
receive the most constant protection and security within the 
territories of the other High Contracting Party, in no case 
less than that required by international law. Such property 
shall not be taken except for a public purpose, nor shall it be 
taken without the prompt payment of just compensation. Such 
compensation shall be in an effectively realizable form and 
shall represent the full equivalent of the property taken; and 
adequate provision shall have been made at or prior to the time 
of taking for the determination and payment thereof.

3. The dwellings, offices, warehouses, factories and 
other premises of nationals and companies of either High 
Contracting Party located within the territories of the other 
High Contracting Party shall not be subject to entry or molest
ation without just cause. Official searches and examinations 
of such premises and their contents, shall be made only 
according to law and with careful regard for the convenience of 
the occupants and the conduct of business.

4. Enterprises which nationals and companies of either 
High Contracting Party are permitted to establish or acquire, 
within the territories of the other High Contracting Party, 
shall be permitted freely to conduct their activities therein, 
upon terms no less favourable than other enterprises of what
ever nationality engaged in similar activities. Such nationals 
and companies shall enjoy the right to continued control and 
management of such enterprises: to engage attorneys, agents, 
accountants and other technical experts, executive personnel, 
interpreters and other specialized employees of their choice; 
and to do all other things necessary or incidental to the 
effective conduct of their affairs.

ARTICLE V

1, Nationals and companies of either High Contracting 
Party shall be permitted, within the territories of the other 
High Contracting Party: (a) to lease, for suitable periods of
time, real property needed for their residence or for tlie 
conduct of activities pursuant to the present Treaty; (b) to 
purchase or otherwise acquire personal property of all kinds;
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and (c) to dispose of property of all kinds by sale, testa
ment or otherwise. The treatment accorded in these respects 
shall in no event be less favourable than that accorded 
nationals and companies of any third country.

2. Upon compliance with the applicable laws and regul
ations respecting registration and other formalities , 
nationals and companies of either High Contracting Party 
shall be accorded within the territories of the other High 
Contracting Party effective protection in the exclusive use 
of inventions, trade marks and trade names.

ARTICLE VI

1. Nationals and companies of either High Contracting 
Party shall not be subject to the payment of taxes, fees or 
charges within the territories of the other High Contracting 
Party, or to requirements with respect to the levy and collect
ion thereof, more burdensome than those borne by nationals, 
residents and companies of any third country. In the case of 
nationals of either High Contracting Party residing within the 
territories of the other High Contracting Party, and of nation
als and companies of either High Contracting Party engaged in 
trade or other gainful pursuit or in non-profit activities 
therein, such payments and requirements shall not be more 
burdensome than those borne by nationals and companies of such 
other High Contracting Party.

2. Each High Contracting Party, however, reserves the 
right to: (a) extend specific tax advantages only on the basis 
of reciprocity, or pursuant to agreements for the avoidance of 
double taxation or the mutual protection of revenue; and (b) 
apply special requirements as to the exemptions of a personal 
nature allowed to non-residents in connection with income and 
inheritance taxes.

3. Companies of either High Contracting Party shall not 
be subject, within the territories of the other High Contract
ing Party, to taxes upon any income, transactions or capital 
not attributable to the operations and investment thereof 
within such territories.

ARTICLE VII

1. Neither High Contracting Party shall apply restrict
ions on the making of payments, remittances, and other trans
fers of funds to or from the territories of the other High 
Contracting Party, except Ca) to the extent necessary to 
assure the availability of foreign exchange for payments for 
goods and services essential to the health and welfare of its 
people, or Cb) in the case of a member of the International 
Monetary Fund, restrictions specifically approved by the Fund.

2. If either High Contracting Party applies exchange 
restrictions, it shall promptly make reasonable provision for 
the withdrawal, in foreign exchange in the currency of the 
other High Contracting Party, of: (a) the compensation 
referred to in Article IV, paragraph 2, of the present Treaty, 
(.b) earnings, whether in the form of salaries, interest, 
dividends, commissions, royalties, payments for technical 
services, or otherwise, and (c) amounts for amortization of 
loans, depreciation of direct investments and capital transfers
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giving consideration to special needs for other transactions.
If more than one rate of exchange is in force, the rate 
applicable to such withdrawals shall be a rate which is spec
ifically approved by the International Monetary Fund for such 
transactions or, in the absence of a rate so approved, an 
effective rate which, inclusive of any taxes or surcharges on 
exchange transfers, is just.and reasonable.

3. Either High Contracting Party applying exchange 
restrictions shall in general administer them in a manner not 
to influence disadvantageously the competitive position of the 
commerce, transport or investment of capital of the other High 
Contracting Party in comparison with the commerce, transport 
or investment of capital of any third country; and shall afford 
such other High Contracting Party adequate opportunity for con
sultation at any time regarding the application of the present 
Article.

ARTICLE VIII

1. Each High Contracting Party shall accord to products 
of the other High Contracting Party, from whatever place and 
by whatever type of carrier arriving, and to products dest
ined for exportation to the territories of such other High 
Contracting Party, by whatever route and by whatever type of 
carrier, treatment no less favorable than that accorded like 
products of or destined for exportation to any third country, 
in all matters relating to: Ca) duties, other charges, regulat
ions and formalities, on or in connection with importation and 
exportation; and Cb) internal taxation, sale, distribution, 
storage and use. The same rule shall apply with respect to the 
international transfer of payments for imports and exports.

2. Neither High Contracting Party shall impose restrict
ions or prohibitions on the importation of any product of the 
other High Contracting Party or on the exportation of any 
product to the territories of the other High Contracting Party, 
unless the importation of the like product of, or the export
ation of the like product to, all third countries is similarly 
restricted or prohibited.

3. If either High Contracting Party imposes quantitat
ive restrictions on the importation or exportation of any 
product in which the other High Contracting Party has an i 
mportant interest:

Ca) It shall as a "general rule give prior public notice of 
the total amount of the product, by quantity or value, that may 
be imported or exported during a specified period, and of any 
change in such amount or period; and

Cb) If it makes allotments to any third country, it shall 
afford such other High Contracting Party a share proportionate 
to the amount of the product, by quantity or value, supplied 
by or to it during a previous representative period, due consid
eration being given to any special factors affecting the trade 
in such product.

4. Either High Contracting Party may impose prohibit
ions or restrictions on sanitary or other customary grounds of 
a non-commercial nature, or in tlie interest of preventing 
deceptive or unfair practices, provided such prohibitions or 
restrictions do not arbitrarily discriminate against the 
commerce of the other High Contracting Party.
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5. Either High Contracting Party may adopt measures 

necessary to assure the utilization of accumulated in
convertible currencies or to deal with a stringency of 
foreign exchange. However, such measures shall deviate no 
more than necessary from a policy designed to promote the 
maximum development of nondiscriminatory multilateral trade 
and to expedite the attainment of a balance-of-payments 
position which will obviate the necessity of such measures.

6. Each High Contracting Party reserves the right to 
accord special advantages: (a) to products of its national 
fisheries, (b) to adjacent countries in order to facilitate 
frontier traffic, or Cc) by virtue of a customs union or free 
trade area of.which either High Contracting Party, after con
sultation with the other High Contracting Party, may become a 
member. Each High Contracting Party, moreover, reserves 
rights and obligations it may have under the General Agree
ment on Tariffs and Trade, and special advantages it may accord 
pursuant thereto.

ARTICLE IX

1. In the administration of its customs regulations and 
procedures, each High Contraccing Party shall: Ca) promptly 
publish all requirements of general application affecting 
importation and exportation; Cb) apply such requirements in a 
uniform, impartial and reasonable manner; Cc) refrain, as a 
general practice, from enforcing new or more burdensome require
ments until after public notice thereof; (d) provide an appeals 
procedure by which prompt and impartial review of adminis
trative action in customs matters can be obtained; and (e)
not impose greater than nominal penalties for infractions 
resulting from clerical errors or from mistakes made in good 
faith.

2. Nationals and companies of either High Contracting 
Party shall be accorded treatment no less favorable than that 
accorded nationals and companies of the other High Contracting 
Party, or of any third country, with respect to all matters 
relating to importation and exportation.

3. Neither High Contracting Party shall impose any 
measure of a discriminatory nature that hinders or prevents 
the importer or exporter of products of either country from 
obtaining marine insurance on such products in companies of 
either High Contracting Party,

ARTICLE X

1, Between the territories of the two High Contracting 
Parties there shall be freedom of commerce and navigation.

2.. Vessels under the flag of either High Contracting 
Party, and carrying the papers required by its law in proof 
of nationality, shall be deemed to be vessels of that High Con
tracting Party both on the high seas and within the ports, 
places and waters of the other High Contracting Party.

3. Vessels of either High Contracting Party shall have 
liberty, on equal terms with vessels of the other High Con
tracting Party and on equal terms with vessels of any third
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country, to come with their cargoes to all ports, places and 
waters of such other High Contracting Party open to foreign 
commerce and navigation. Such vessels and cargoes shall in 
all respects be accorded national treatment and most-favored- 
nation treatment within the ports, places and waters of such 
other High Contracting Party; but each High Contracting Party 
may reserve exclusive rights and privileges to its own vessels 
with respect to the coasting trade, inland navigation and 
national fisheries.

4. Vessels of either High Contracting Party shall be 
accorded national treatment and most-favored-nation treatment 
by the other High Contracting Party with respect to the right 
to carry all products that may be carried by vessel to or from 
the territories of such other High Contracting Party; and such 
products shall be accorded treatment no less favorable than 
that accorded like products carried in vessels of such other 
High Contracting Party, with respect to: Ca) duties and 
charges of all kinds, (b) the administration of the customs, 
and Cc) bounties, drawbacks and other privileges of this nature

5. Vessels of either High Contracting Party that are in 
distress shall be permitted to take refuge in the nearest port 
or haven of the other High Contracting P a rty, and shall 
receive friendly treatment and assistance.

6. The term ’’vessels,” as used herein, means all types 
of vessels, whether privately owned or operated, or publicly 
owned or operated; but this term does not, except with refer
ence to paragraphs 2 and 5 of the present Article, include 
fishing vessels or vessels of war.

ARTICLE XI

1. Each High Contracting Party undertakes Ca) that 
enterprises owned or controlled by its Government, and that 
monopolies or agencies granted exclusive or special privil
eges within its territories, shall make their purchases and 
sales involving either imports or exports affecting the 
commerce of the other High Contracting Party solely in 
accordance with commercial considerations, including price, 
quality, availability, marketability, transportation and 
other conditions of purchase or sale- and Cb) that the 
nationals, companies and commerce of such other High Contract
ing Party shall be afforded adequate opportunity, in accord
ance with customary business practice, to compete for parti
cipation in such purchases and sales.

2. Each High Contracting Party shall accord to the 
nationals, companies and commerce of the other High Contract
ing Party fair and equitable treatment, as compared with that 
accorded to the nationals, companies and commerce of any third 
c o u n t r y w i t h  respect to: (a) the governmental purchase of 
supplies, (b) the awarding of government contracts, and (c)
the sale of any service sold by the Government or by any monop
oly or agency granted exclusive or special privileges.

3. The Higli Contracting Parties recognize that condit
ions of competitive equality should be maintained in situat
ions in which publicly owned or controlled trading or manuf
acturing enterprises of either High Contracting Party engage
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in competition 5 within the territories thereof, with privat
ely owned and controlled enterprises of nationals and comp
anies of the other High Contracting Party. Accordingly, such 
private enterprises shall, in such situations, be entitled to 
the benefit of any special advantages of an economic nature 
accorded such public enterprises, whether in the nature of 
subsidies, tax exemptions or otherwise. The foregoing rule 
shall not apply, however, to special advantages given in 
connection with: (a) manufacturing goods for government use,
or supplying goods and services to the Government for govern
ment use- or (b) supplying at prices substantially below 
competitive prices, the needs of particular population groups 
for essential goods and services not otherwise practically 
obtainable by such groups :

4. No enterprise of either High Contracting Party, 
including corporations, associations, and government agencies 
and instrumentalities, which is publicly owned or controlled 
shall, if it engages in commercial, industrial, shipping or 
other business activities within the territories of the other 
High Contracting Party, claim or enjoy, either for itself or 
for its property, immunity therein from taxation, suit, 
execution of judgment or other liability to which privately 
owned and controlled enterprises are subject therein.

ARTICLE XII
Each High Contracting Party shall have the right to send 

to the other High Contracting Party consular representatives, 
who, having presented their credentials and having been recog
nized in a consular capacity, shall be provided, -free of 
charge, with exequaturs or other authorization.

ARTICLE XIII

1. Consular representatives of each High Contracting 
Party shall be permitted to reside in the territory of the 
other High Contracting Party at the places where consular 
officers of any third country are permitted to reside and at 
other places by consent of the other High Contracting 
Party. Consular officers and employees shall enjoy the priv
ileges and immunities accorded to officers and employees of 
their rank or status by general international usage and shall 
be permitted to exercise all functions which are in accord
ance with such usage- in any event they shall be treated, 
subject to reciprocity, in a manner no less favorable than 
similar officers and employees of any third country.

2. The consular offices shall not be entered by the 
police or other local authorities without the consent of the 
consular officer, except that in the case of fire or other 
disaster, or if the local authorities have probable cause to 
believe that a crime of violence has been or is about to be 
committed in the consular office, consent to entry shall be 
presumed. In no case shall they examine or seize the papers 
there deposited.

ARTICLE XIV

1. All furniture, equipment and supplies consigned to or 
withdrawn from customs custody for a consular or diplomatic
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office of either High Contracting Party for official use 
shall be exempt within the territories of the other High 
Contracting Party from all customs duties and internal 
revenue or other taxes imposed upon or by reason of importat
ion .

2. The baggage 5 effects and other articles imported 
exclusively for the personal use of consular officers and 
diplomatic and consular employees and members of their famil
ies residing with them, who are nationals of the sending state 
and are not engaged in any private occupation for gain in the 
territories of the receiving state, shall be exempt from all 
customs duties and internal revenue or other taxes imposed 
upon or by reason of importation. Such exemptions shall be 
granted with respect to the property accompanying the person 
entitled thereto on first arrival and on subsequent arrivals , 
and to that consigned to such officers and employees during 
the period in which they continue in status.

3. It is understood, however, that: Ca) paragraph 2 of 
the present Article shall apply as to consular officers and 
diplomatic and consular employees only when their names have 
been communicated to the appropriate authorities of the 
receiving state and they have been duly recognized in their 
official capacity; Cb) in the case of consignments, either 
High Contracting Party may, as a condition to the granting of 
exemption, require that a notification of any such consign
ment be given, in a prescribed manner; and Cc) nothing herein 
authorizes importations specifically prohibited by law.

ARTICLE XV
1. The Government of either High Contracting Party may, 

in the territory of the other, acquire, own, lease for any 
period of time, or otherwise hold and occupy, such lands, 
buildings, and appurtenances as may be necessary and approp
riate for governmental, other than military, purposes. If 
under the local law the permission of the local authorities 
must be obtained as a prerequisite to any such acquiring or 
holding, such permission shall be given on request,

2. Lands and buildings situated in the territories of 
either High Contracting Party, of which the other High Con
tracting Party is the legal or equitable owner, and which are 
used exclusively for governmental purposes by that owner, 
shall be exempt from taxation of every kind, national, state, 
provincial and municipal, other than assessments levied for 
services or local public improvements by which the premises are 
benefited.

ARTICLE XVI

1. No tax or other similar charge of any kind, whether 
of a national, state, provincial, or municipal nature, shall 
be levied or collected within the territories of the receiv
ing state in respect of the official emoluments , salaries , 
wages or allowances received (a) by a consular officer of the 
sending state as compensation for his consular services, or 
Cb) by a consular employee thereof as compensation for his 
services as a consulate. Likewise, consular officers and 
employees, who are permanent employees of the sending state 
and are not engaged in private occupation for gain within the
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territories of the receiving state , shall be exempt from all 
taxes or other similar charges, the legal incidence of which 
would otherwise fall upon such officers or employees.

2. The preceding paragraph shall not apply in respect 
of taxes and other similar charges upon: (a) the ownership or 
occupation of immovable property situated within the 
territories of the receiving state; (b) income derived from 
sources within such territories (except the compensation 
mentioned in the preceding paragraph); or (c) the passing of 
property at death.

3. The provisions of the present Article shall have like 
application to diplomatic officers and employees, who shall in 
addition be accorded all exemptions allowed them under general 
international usage.

ARTICLE XVII

The exemptions provided for in Articles XIV and XVI shall 
not apply to nationals of the sending state who are also 
nationals of the receiving state, or to any other person who 
is a national of the receiving state, nor to persons having 
immigrant status who have.been lawfully admitted for perman
ent residence in the receiving state.

ARTICLE XVIII
Consular officers and employees are not subject to local 

jurisdiction for acts done in their official character and 
within the scope of their authority. No consular officer or 
employee shall be required to present his official files before 
the courts or to make declaration with respect to their 
contents.

ARTICLE XIX

A consular officer shall have the right within his 
district to: Ca) interview, communicate with, assist and 
advise any national of the sending state; Cb) inquire into any 
incidents which have occurred affecting the interests of any 
such national- and Cc) assist any such national in proceedings 
before or in relations with the authorities of the receiving 
state and, where necessary, arrange for legal assistance to 
which he is entitled. A national of the sending state shall 
have the right at all times to communicate with a consular 
officer of his country and, unless subject to lawful detent
ion, to visit him at the consular office.

ARTICLE XX

1. The present Treaty shall not preclude the application 
of measures:

(a) regulating the importation or exportation of gold or 
silver ;

(b) relating to fissionable materials, the radio-active 
by-products thereof, or the sources thereof;

(c) regulating the production of or traffic in arms, 
ammunition and implements of war, or traffic in other mater
ials carried on directly or indirectly for the purpose of 
supplying a military establishment; and

(d) necessary to fulfill the obligations of a High



Contracting Party for the maintenance or restoration of inter
national peace and security, or necessary to protect its essent
ial security interests.

2. The present Treaty does not accord any rights to eng
age in political activities.

3. The stipulations of the present Treaty shall not ext
end to advantages accorded by the United States of America or 
its Territories and possessions, irrespective of any future 
change in their political status, to one another, to the 
Republic of Cuba, to the Republic of the Philipines, to the . 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands or to the Panama Canal 
Zone.

4. The provisions of Article II, Paragraph 1, shall be 
construed as extending to nationals of either High Contracting 
Party seeking to enter the territories of the other High Cont
racting Party solely for the purpose of developing and directing 
the operations of an enterprise in the territories of such other 
High Contracting Party in which their employer has invested or 
is actively in the process of investing a substantial amount of 
capital: provided that such employer is a national or company of 
the same nationality as the applicant and that the applicant is 
employed by such national or company in a responsible capacity.

ARTICLE XXI

1. Each High Contracting Party shall accord sympathetic 
consideration to, and shall afford adequate opportunity for 
consultation regarding, such representations as the other High 
Contracting Party may make with respect to any matter affecting 
the operation of the present Treaty.

2. Any dispute between the High Contracting Parties as to 
the interpretation or application of the present Treaty, not 
satisfactorily adjusted by diplomacy., shall be submitted to the 
International Court of Justice, unless the High Contracting 
Parties agree to settlement by some other pacific means.

ARTICLE XXII

1. The present Treaty shall replace the following agree
ments between the United States of America and Iran:

(a) the provisional agreement relating to commercial and 
other relations, concluded at Tehran May 14, 19 2 8 and

(b) the provisional agreement relating to personal status 
and family law, concluded at Tehran July 11, 19 28.

2. Nothing in the present Treaty shall be construed to 
supersede any provision of the trade agreement and the supplem
entary exchange of notes between the United States of America 
and Iran, concluded at Washington April 8, 19 43.

ARTICLE XXIII

1. The present Treaty shall be ratified, and the ratific
ations thereof shall be exchanged at Tehran as soon as possible.

2. The present Treaty shall enter into force one month
after the day of exchange of ratifications. It shall remain in 
force for ten years and shall continue in force thereafter until
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terminated as provided herein.

3. Either High Contracting Party may, by giving one 
y e a r ’s written notice to the other High Contracting Party, 
terminate the present Treaty at the end of the initial ten- 
year period or at any time thereafter.

In witness whereof the respective Plenipotentiaries have 
signed the present Treaty and have affixed hereunto their seals

Done in duplicate, in the English and Persian languages, 
both equally authentic, at Tehran this fifteenth day of August 
one thousand nine hundred fifty-five, corresponding with the 
twenty-third day of Mordad one thousand three hundred and 
thirty-four.

Selden Chapin Mostafa Samiy
(seal) (seal)

Whereas the Senate of the United States of America by 
their resolution of July 11, 1956, two-thirds of the Senators 
present concurring therein, did advise and consent to the ratif
ication of the said treaty;

Whereas the said treaty was ratified by the President of
the United States of America on September 14, 1956, in pursu
ance of the aforesaid advice and consent of the Senate, and has 
been duly ratified on the part of Iran;

Whereas the respective instruments of ratification of the 
said treaty were duly exchanged at Tehran on May 16, 19 57;

And whereas it is provided in Article XXIII of the said 
treaty that the treaty shall enter into force one month after 
the day of exchange of ratifications;

Now, therefore, be it known that I, Dwight D. Eisenhower^ 
President of the United States of America, do hereby proclaim 
and make public the said treaty to the end that the same and 
every article and clause thereof may be observed and fulfilled 
in good faith on and after June 16, 1957, one month after the 
day of exchange of ratification, by the United States of 
America and by the citizens of the United States of America and 
all other persons subject to the jurisdiction thereof.

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and
caused the Seal of the United States of America to be affixed.

Done at the city of Washington this twenty-seventh day of 
June in the year of our Lord one thousand nine hundred fifty- 
seven and of the Independence of the United States of America 
the one hundred eighty-first.

(seal) Dwight D. Eisenhower
By the President:

John Foster Dulles 
Secretary of State

Source: U.S. Department of State, "United States Treaties and
Other International Agreements," (1950-), vol. 8, 
n o . 89 9.
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Appendix 9: The Richards Mission to Iran on Behalf of the
"Eisenhower Dictrine" : Joint Communique 
Issued at Tahran by the Government of Iran and 
the Special Assistant to the President: March 
27, 1957.

His Excellency Prime Minister Hussein Ala and members of 
his Cabinet, and Ambassador James P. Richards, Special Rep
resentative of President Dwight D. Eisenhower, have met in 
common cause and interest to discuss the purposes and aims of 
the American Doctrine, proposed by President Eisenhower and 
decisively adopted by the American Congress.

During these discussions Prime Minister Ala reaffirmed 
his Government’s endorsement of the purposes of the new 
American policy to strengthen the national independence and 
defense the territorial integrity of the countries in the 
general area of the Middle East against international commun
ism and its imperialistic aims.

Ambassador Richards outlined the philosophy of President 
Eisenhower’s policy, emphasizing that the foremost hope and 
purpose of the United States was, in company with its like- 
minded friends, to build peace with justice. He pointed out 
that the peoples of the Middle Eastern area and the people of 
America have a.common interest in their joint efforts to 
preserve liberty and freedom through the maintenance of 
security against enroachments by international communism in ■' 
the Middle East. International communism is incompatible with 
the aspirations of the people of the Middle East for political 
independence, national integrity, religious, cultural and 
social freedom. It is likewise incompatible with the freedom 
heritage of the American people. Should international commun
ism succeed in its imperialistic aims, the security, freedom, 
integrity and independence of all peoples throughout the free 
world would face extinction.

The two Governments intend to continue their close coop
eration to attain their mutual objectives.

Ambassador Richards explained that the President of the 
United States and the American Government and people have 
declared it their policy to use, if necessary and appropriate 
and if requested, the armed forces of the United States in
support of any country in the area of the Middle East which is
attacked by a country under the control of international 
communism.

He emphasized that the United States, in accordance with 
its historical traditions, has no territorial designs in the 
area, nor is it desirous of creating a so-called sphere of
influence. Its desires are solely to assist the nations in the
Middle Eastern area to achieve security and economic well
being. It is not seeking to fill a power vacuum. If one 
exists, the United States believes it should be filled by the 
increasing strength of the Middle Eastern nations themselves.

The Governments of Iran and the United States, in accord
ance with their long established policies, continue to oppose 
any form of intervention or interference in the internal 
affairs of one state by another. They are determined, in con
formity with the United Nations Charter, to cooperate
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together in protective measures against the threat of 
aggression from any source.

Substantial American aid in the form of economic, tech
nical and military assistance is continuing. Because of past 
experience and Iran’s own increasing capabilities, it is ant
icipated that American aid will accelerate progress in Iran’s 
economic development program and toward the Government’s goal 
of a better standard of living, with full national security, 
for i t ’s people.

The representatives of the Government of Iran and the 
special Mission of Ambassador Richards have agreed on proced
ures in which ’the development of economic and military aid to 
Iran can serve best to achieve the aims and purposes of the 
Middle East proposals.

Ambassador Richards stated that the United States was 
prepared to offer assistance toward several joint regional 
projects which have been or may be approved by the Economic 
Committee of the Baghdad Pact. These would be in addition to 
the large economic aid programs already in progress in Iran.
As further evidence of Americo’s deep interest and belief in 
the defensive objectives of the countries of the Baghdad Pact, 
the United States has expressed a willingness to join the 
Military Committee of the Pact, if invited to do so.

Ambassador Richards agreed that the United States would 
provide increased financing for an already planned large 
military construction program to meet the needs of the Imperial 
Iranian armed forces and would also provide certain additional 
items of military equipment to those forces.

Source: U.S. Department of State, "American Foreign Policy:
Current Documents," 1957, pp. 838-839.
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Appendix 10: Multilaterial Declaration Respecting the
Baghdad P a c t I n c l u d i n g  Express United States 
Cooperation with Pact Nations.

July 28, 1958 Signed at London.
July 28, 1958 Entered into.force.

DECLARATION

1. The members of the Baghdad Pact attending the 
Ministerial meeting in London have re-examined their position 
in the light of recent events and conclude that the need which 
called the Pact into being is greater than ever. These members 
declare their determination to maintain their collective 
security and to resist aggression, direct or indirect.

Under the Pact collective security arrangements have been 
instituted. Joint military planning has been advanced and area 
economic projects have been promoted. Relationships are being 
established with other free world nations associated for coll
ective security.

3. The question of whether substantive alterations should 
be made in the Pact and its organization or whether the Pact 
will be continued in its present form is under consideration by 
the Governments concerned. However, the nations represented at 
the meeting in London reaffirmed their determination to 
strengthen further their united defence posture in the area.

4. Article 1 of the Pact of Mutual Co-operation signed at 
Baghdad on February 24, 1955 provides that the parties will 
cooperate for their security and defence and that such measures 
as they agree to take to give effect to this cooperation may 
form the subject of special agreements. Similarly, the United 
States in the interest of world peace, and pursuant to exist
ing Congressional authorization, agrees to cooperate with the 
nations making this Declaration for their security and defence, 
and will promptly enter into agreemenrs designed to give effect 
to this cooperation.

Made and signed at Lancaster House, London, on the 
twenty-eighth day of July, 1958, in five copies.

For the United States of America: For Iran:
John Foster Dulles M . Eghbal

For Pakistan: For Turkey:
Firoz Khan Noon A. Menderes

For the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland:
Harold Macmillan

Source: U.S. Department of State, "United States Treaties
and Other International Agreements," C.1950-), 
vol. 9, no. 1077.
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Appendix 11: Agreement of Defense Cooperation between the

Government of the United States of America and 
the Imperial Government of Iran.

March 5, 1959 Agreement signed at Ankara.
March 5, 1959 Entered into force.

The Government of the United States of America and the 
Imperial Government of Iran.

Desiring to implement the Declaration in which they assoc
iated themselves at London on July 28, 1958:

Considering that under Article I of the Pact of Mutual 
Cooperation signed at Baghdad on February 24, 1955, the part
ies signatory thereto agreed to cooperate for their security 
and defense, and that, similarly, as stated in the above- 
mentioned Declaration, the Government of the United States of 
America, in the interest of world peace, agreed to cooperate 
with the Governments making that Declaration for their security 
and defense;

Recalling that, in the above-mentioned Declaration, the 
members of the Pact of Mutual Cooperation making that Declar
ation affirmed their determination to maintain their collect
ive security and to resist aggression, direct or indirect;

Considering further that the Government of the United 
States of America is associated with the work of the major 
committees of the Pact of Mutual Cooperation signed at Baghdad 
on February 24, 1955;

Desiring to strengthen peace in accordance with the 
principles of the Charter of the United Nations;

Affirming their right to cooperate for their security and 
defense in accordance with Article 51 of the Charter of the 
United Nations;

Considering that the Government of the United States of 
America regards as vital to its national interest and to world 
peace the preservation of the independence and integrity of 
Iran ;

Recognizing the authorization to furnish appropriate 
assistance granted to the President of the United States of 
America by the Congress of the United States of America in the 
Mutual Security Act of 19 54, as amended, and in the Joint 
Resolution to Promote Peace and Stability in the Middle East;

Considering that similar agreements are being entered 
into by the Government of the United States of America and 
the Governments of Turkey and Pakistan, respectively.

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I

The Imperial Government of Iran is determined to resist 
aggression. In case of aggression against Iran, the Govern
ment of the United States of America, in accordance with the 
Constitution of the United States of America, will take such
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appropriate action, including the use of armed forces, as may 
be mutually agreed upon and as is envisaged in the Joint 
Resolution to Promote Peace and Stability in the Middle East, 
in order to assist the Government of Iran at its request.

ARTICLE II
The Government of the United States of America in accord

ance with the Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended, and 
related laws of the United States of America, and with applic
able agreements heretofore or hereafter entered into between 
the Government of the United States of America and the Govern
ment of Iran, reaffirms that it will continue to furnish the 
Government of "Iran such military and economic assistance as 
may be mutually agreed upon between the Government of the 
United States of America and the Government of Iran, in order 
to assist the Government of Iran in the preservation of its 
national independence and integrity and in the effective prom
otion of its economic development.

ARTICLE III

The Imperial Government of Iran undertakes to utilize 
such military and economic assistance as may be provided by 
the Government of the United States of America in a manner 
consonant with the aims and purposes set forth by the Govern
ments associated in the Declaration signed at London on July 
28, 1958, and for the purpose of effectively promoting the 
economic development of Iran and of preserving its national 
independence and integrity.

ARTICLE IV
The Government of the United States of America and the 

Government of Iran will cooperate with the other Governments 
associated in the Declaration signed at London on July 28,
1958, in order to prepare and participate in such defensive 
arrangements as may be mutually agreed to be desirable, subject 
to the other applicable provisions of this agreement.

ARTICLE V

The provisions of the present agreement do not affect the 
cooperation between the two Governments as envisaged in other 
international agreements or arrangements.

ARTICLE VI

This agreement shall enter into force upon the date of 
its signature and shall continue in force until one year after 
the receipt by either Government of written notice of the 
intention of the other Government to terminate the agreement.

Done in duplicate at Ankara, this fifth day of March, 195 9.

For the Government of the For-the Imperial Government
United States of America: of Iran:

Fletcher Warren General Hassan Arfa
(seal) (seal)

Source: U.S. Department of State, "United States Treaties and
Other International Agreements," (1950-), vol. 10, no. 314.
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Appendix 12: Joint Statement by President Kennedy and the

Shah of Iran upon the Shah's Visit to
Washington: April 13, 1962.

The President and His Imperial Majesty have had a cordial
and useful exchange of views during the past three day s . The
visit afforded an opportunity for the President and the Shah 
to become acquainted personally and to discuss matters of 
mutual interest to their countries.

Their talks included a review of political and military 
situations in the world; a discussion of the progress which 
Iran is making in economic and social advancement; a review of 
defense arrangements in which the two countries are associated; 
and aspects of United States economic and military aid 
programs in Iran.

Secretary of State Dean Rusk, Secretary of Defense Robert
S. McNamara and Iranian Foreign Minister Abbas Aram also part
icipated in the talks.

His Imperial Majesty described the form and goals of the 
Third Iranian Economic Development Plan, which is scheduled to
start later this year. The President and His Imperial Majesty
agreed on the necessity for further acceleration of economic 
development in Iran, and on the need for continued external 
assistance to Iran to enable that country to pursue the goals 
of its economic development plans.

They discussed and were in complete agreement on the 
subject of the nature of the threat to the Middle East and to 
all free peoples. They reaffirmed the provisions of the 
bilateral agreement of 19 59 concerning the maintenance of the 
independence and territorial integrity of Iran, and agreed on 
the necessity of collective security arrangements to achieve 
this end. They also agreed on the necessity of achieving a 
high level of internal economic development and social welfare 
in order to continue the internal stability necessary to resist 
external threats.

The friendly and extensive exchange of views between the 
President and Pi is Imperial Majesty has been consonant with the 
close relationship between the two countries and has strength
ened the bonds of friendship between them in their quest for 
common objectives of peace and well-being.

In taking leave of the President, His Imperial Majesty 
expressed his thanks for the friendly reception accorded him 
in the United States. Both the President and His Imperial 
Majesty were gratified by their fruitful discussions and by 
the spirit of cooperative understanding which marked those 
discussions.

Source; Public Papers of the presidents of the United States, 
"Kennedy Papers," 19.6 2, (Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office), p. 3 27.
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Appendix 13: Joint Statement (the Istanbul Accord) By the

Heads of State of Iran, Pakistan and Turkey 
on the Institution of Regional Cooperation for 
Development (RCD): July 21, 1964.

The Heads of State of Iran, Pakistan and Turkey, His 
Imperial Majesty Mohammad Reza Shah Pahlavi, Shahanshah of 
Iran, PI is Excellency Field Marshal Ayub Khan, President of 
Pakistan, and His Excellency Cemal Gursel, President of the 
Republic of Turkey, met on July 20 and 21, 196 4 in Istanbul.

The Heads of State reaffirmed their belief that regional 
cooperation is an essential factor in accelerating the pace of 
national development and in contributing to peace and stability

They expressed their conviction that the strong cultural 
and historical ties which bind the peoples of their countries 
and have already provided them with a solid basis for collab
oration should be strengthened further and developed for the 
common benefit of the peoples of the entire region.

To this end, the Heads of State resolved that appropriate 
ways and means should be adopted to enlarge and develop 
further cooperation in their existing relations in all fields.

They unanimously expressed the belief that this new 
collaboration should be carried out in a spirit of regional 
cooperation notwithstanding their activities as members of 
their organizations of a regional character.

The three countries would be pleased to consider the 
participation of other countries of the region in this coop
eration .

Having reviewed the practical steps taken by the Foreign 
Ministers in the field of cooperation among the three coun
tries, during their meeting on July 3 and 4, 1964 in Ankara, 
the Heads of .State expressed their full appreciation for the 
progress already achieved in this respect. They endorsed the 
recommendation made by the Ministerial pre-Summit meering of 
the three countries held in Ankara on July 18 and 19, 1964 
on subjects of common and regional interest.

The Heads of State noted with approval the creation of a 
Ministerial Council composed of the Foreign Ministers with the 
participation of other Ministers of their respective govern
ments in order to take and implement appropriate decisions on 
matters of common interest.

They noted with satisfaction the decision of the three 
Heads of Governments to establish a Regional Planning 
Committee composed of Heads of the three Plan Organizations, 
dealing with work relating to regional collaboration and harm
onization of development plans. To this end, they have agreed 
to establish secretarial arrangements to serve the Regional 
Committee and the Ministerial Council.

They agreed in principle :

1. To a free or freer movements of goods through all
practical means such as the conclusion of trade agree
ments ;
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2. To establish closer collaboration amongst existing 
chambers of commerce and eventually a joint chamber 
of commerce ;

3. To the formulation and implementation of joint 
purpose projects;

4. To reduce the postal rates between the three count
ries to the level of internal rates;

5. To improve the air transport services within the
region and the eventual establishment of a strong and
competitive international airline among the three 
countries ;

6. To investigate the possibilities of securing a close
cooperation in the field of shipping including the
establishment of a joint maritime line or "conference" 
arrangements;

7. To undertake necessary studies for construction and 
improvement of rail and road links;

8. To sign at an early date an agreement with a view to 
promoting tourism;

9. To abolish visa formalities among the three countries 
for travel purposes; and

10. To provide technical assistance to each other in the 
form of experts and training facilities.

Furthermore, the Heads of State have directed to explore 
all the possibilities for expanding cooperation in the cultural 
field among countries of the region. Cultural relations 
should be particularly oriented towards creating mass conscious' 
ness of the common cultural heritage, disseminating informat
ion about the history, civilization and culture of the peoples 
of the region, inter ali a , through the establishment of cultur
al centres and the joint sponsoring of an Institute for init
iating studies and research on their common cultural heritage.

The activities planned within the present scheme of 
collaboration shall be carried out under the name of "Regional 
Cooperation for Development."

The Heads of State expressed the hope that the spirit of 
perfect harmony and of regional solidarity which prevailed 
throughout the deliberation of the Istanbul Conference would 
ensure the attainment of the objectives formulated at this 
Conference.

They are confident that the combined efforts of their 
peoples to this end will open new vistas of hope and opport
unity for them and thus contribute to world peace and to the 
prosperity of the who le region.

Source: Foreign Ministry, "Treaty Series," Pakistan, 1964.
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Appendix 14: President Nixon and Shah Exchange Remarks upon
the Shah's Departure from His Visit to 
Washington, October 196 7

President Nixon

As you leave this Capital after your visit here, I can 
echo what the Secretary of State just said in reflecting on 
your visit. He said: "The weather today is like our relations."

And certainly on this beautiful day as we complete our 
talks, I believe that the relations between Iran and the United 
States have never been better. That is due to your leadership. 
It is due also to the fact that we feel a special relationship 
not only to your country but to you, a relationship which, in
my case, goes back many years.

We have had bilateral talks which have been most construct
ive .

But I, too, want to thank you for giving the Secretary, 
myself, and our colleagues the benefit of your analysis of the
problems in the Mid-east, which are tremendously explosive at
the present time, and also the problems in the world; because 
Iran, in a sense, is a bridge between the East and West, bet
ween Asia and Europe, and, for that matter, Africa.

And at that vantage point you are able to see those 
problems perhaps better than almost any leader in the world.

We thank you for coming to us.
And I can say, in conclusion, that I look forward to 

visiting Iran again. I have not yet set a date. But you have 
very cordially invited me to come. I accept the invitation 
and we will set a date at a later time.

Thank you.

His Imperial Majesty

Thank you very much, Mr. President.

I must say once more how honored I was by your hospital
ity and friendship that you have shown to me once more and 
how deeply appreciative I am of the frankness and the friend
liness in which we have had our talks with you, Mr. President, 
and your associates.

As you very well mentioned, our relations have never 
been as good as they are now, because they are based on an 
absolute trust and mutual interests.

We are defending the same principles, unholding the same 
moral values that we understand and for which we are living 
and, if necessary, dying; the interest of your country that 
the world should be a good place to live in, a free place to 
live in; that everybody should be given the opportunity of 
progressing, of living better without fear and in health and 
happiness.

For these ideals that we respect, we wish you an ever
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growing strength.

We wish you success in all your enterprises and, in 
addition to this, we hope that you will’ always feel - maybe 
sometimes it is a burden - but feel the responsibility that 
you have toward the human race,because you can provide it.
When you can provide it, if.I could be bold enough to say, 
you must provide i t .

We shall continue on our part to play whatever construct
ive role that we can in our part of the world, upholding the 
same principles, trying to be of any assistance and cooperat
ion for the maintenance of peace, stability, and assistance to 
all those who would ask for it without any second thought and 
as liberally as possible.

The state,of relationships between our two countries, I 
hope, will continue in this manner for the better of our two 
countries, of our region, and I hope maybe even for the world.

As you mentioned, Mr. President, my country is a cross
road between various civilizations and various interests. It 
will be our duty to be able to honor this task faithfully, with 
dignity, and, I hope, also in a constructive way.

We will be more able to do it always when we have the 
moral support, assistance, of our friends, the greatest of them 
being this great country of yours, and your personal friend
ship, Mr. President, which I personally, and I am sure my 
people, value to the greatest possible extent.

Thank you very much.

Source: U.S. Department of State, "Bulletin," November 10,
1969, pp. 399-400.
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Chart 1 
Central Treaty Organization

Council of Ministers 
and Deputies

Military
Committee

Budget and 
Admini s tration 
Committee

The Secretariat

Liaison
Committee

Counter
Subversion
Committee

Permanent
Military
Deputies
Group

Economic
Committee

Economic 
L_. Steering 

Group

Economic
Experts

Combined
Military
Planning
Staff

Sub-Committees, Working 
Parties and other Subordinate 
bodies responsible for CENTO 
economic activities in specific 
fields# See Chart 2#
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Chart 2
Central Treaty Organization 

The Economic Committee

Economic Committee
I

Economic 
I Steering Group
I IEconomic Experts

Sub-Committee 
on Health

Working Party on
Minerals
Development

Council for Scientific 
Education and Research

Working Party on 
Multilateral 
Technical 
Cooperation Fund

Sub-Committee on 
Agriculture, Animal 
Production and 
Animal Health

Working Parties on: 
-Cholera, Communicable 
Diseases, Etcetera
Directors* Conference on 
"Coordination of Malaria 
Programme________________

.Stratigraphie Working 
Group________________

.Cento Scientific 
Coordinating Board

Working Parties or Working 
.Groups on: Agricultural 
Marketing, Arid Zone 
Research. Etcetera________

Governing Body Cento 
Agricultural Machinery and 
-Soil Conservation Training 
Centre

Sub-Committee on 
Communications and 
Public Works

Cento Agricultural Machinery 
and Soil Conservation 
Training Centre_____________

Source: CENTO Public Relations Office, "CENTO,” Ankara, Turkey,
no date.
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Table U (Appendix 20); US Arms Transfer Programmes to Iran,
196^-1973, (in thousands of dollars)

Military Excess

Year
Year

Assis
tance
Pro

gramme

De
fence
Arti
cles

Foreign
Military
Sales

Ship
Loans

Com
mercial
Sales Total

1965 33,51*7 203 59,676 - 57 93,k83

1966 62,696 832 137,536 - 5,122 206,186

1967 31*, 690 631 213,591 - 2,022 250,93k

1968 22,13k 3 141,360 - 5,lk7 l68,6kk

1969 23,899 197 212,138 - 10,08k 2k6,3l8

1970 2,631 - 91,208 - 9,811 103,650

1971 2,090 - 445,913 - 27,059 k75,062

1972 93k - 499,217 12,700 39,885 552,736

1973 - - 2,054,311 - k2,k00 2,096,711

Source; ’’New Perspectives on the Persian Gulf,” 93nd. Congress, 
1st. Session, (Washington, D.C.: US Government Printing 
Office, 1973), p. h i.
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Table 5 (Appendix 21) ; US Loans and Grants, Selected Middle 
Eastern States, 1946-1968^

Economic Military

Total Loans Grants

Cyprus 20.3 1.2 19.0 -

Greece 1,672.1 113.5 1,558.7 1,952.0

Iran 769.6 317.1 452.7 1,153.5

Iraq 49.9 20.6 29.3 1*6.7

Israel ■ 784.7 415.7 169.0 16.7

Jordan 575.0 19.0 556.0 65.9
Kuwait 49.4 49.4 - -

Lebanon 74.7 2.6 72.1 8.9
S. Arabia 36.3 8.8 27.5 n.a.

Syria 60.0 20.9 39.0 0.1
Turkey 2,231.3 1,083.0 1,148.2 2,963.6

UAR 900.9 607.9 293.0 -

Yemen 42.7 - 42.7 -

Totals 7,266.9 2,659.7 4,607.2 6,207.1+

1. Total less repayments and interests, US Fiscal years, in 
millions of dollars.

Source; US AID Economic Data Book, Near East and South Asia.



480.

Table 6 (Appendix 22): Arms Imports by Five-Year Averages for 
Selected Regional States, 1969-1973

1969-1973

Imports

I97I+-I978 % Change
Iran 503.0 1,826.2 263.1

Iraq 255.8 1,093.1+ 327.1+
Egypt 721.2 252.2 -65.0

Syria 1+92.8 705.1+ 1+3.1
S. Arabia 93.0 608.8 55k . 6

Israel 336.8 1,013.2 200.8

India 256.1+ 381+. 6 50.0
Pakistan 121+.1+ 162.2 30.1+

1. In millions of constant 1977 US dollars.

Source: Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, "World Military
Expenditures and Arms Transfers, 1969-1978," 
(Washington, D.C.: US Government Printing Office,
1981), pp.123-158.
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Table 7 (Appendix 23): 2$ Largest Third World Najor-Weapon 
Importing Countries, 1977-1980

Importing
Country

Total
Value

Percentage of 
Third World 

Total

Largest 
Exporter per 

Importer

Iran 3,446 8.7 U.S.
S. Arabia 3,133 8.0 U.S.
Jordan 2,558 6.5 U.S.
Syria 2,311 5 .9 U.S.S.R.
Iraq 2,172 5 .5 U.S.S.R.
Libya 2,107 5.4 U.S.S.R.
South Korea 1,987 5.0 U.S.
India 1,931 4.9 U.S.S.R.
Israel 1,778 4.5 U.S.
Vietnam 1,220 3.1 U.S.S.R.
Morocco 1,121 2.9 Prance
Ethiopia 1,086 2.7 U.S.S.R.
Peru 995 2.5 U.S.S.R.
South Yemen 964 2.4 U.S.S.R.
South Africa 950 2.4 Italy
Algeria 882 2.2 U.S.S.R.
Taiwan 737 1.9 ■ U.S.
Kuwait 664 1.7 U.S.S.R.
Argentina 642 1 .6 P.R. Germany
Brazil 641 1 .6 U.K.
Egypt 594 1.5 U.S.
Indonesia 522 1 .3 U.S.
Pakistan 512 1.3 Prance
Chile 482 1.2 Prance
Thailand 412 1.0 U.S.
Others 5,657 14.3 —
Total 39,504 100.0
1. In millions of constant 1975 
Source: SIPRI Yearbook of World

p. 198

US dollars.
Armaments and Disarmament, 1981,
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Appendix 28: Map I4- Present US-U3SR Positions in the 
Persian Gulf Region
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Appendix 29: Map $- The Persian Gulf
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Riyadh

Abu Dhabi
G u lf o f Om anJabal Dhar.na Buralml 2 Dorairn

Oasis \  Oasis

Matrah 

Muscat
OmanV.jJnited Arab Emirates f

Saudi Arabia
SI:a/bAh

Source; Lenczowski, G., "The Middle East in World Affairs," i|th ed,, 
(Ithaca; Cornell Univ. Press, 1980), p. 6$9.



CO
CO

oTJ

3  (3

7 n ON

ON

W r-t
cn 0) PL, I—IrQ ÜO -HfH T3

-H O W (M

-P

»  Q)

-ri -H
o

cr



U89.

Appendix 31: Map 7- Iran-Iraq Boundary at the Shatt al-Arah
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Appendix 32 : Map 8- US-USSR Military Facilities 
in the Persian Gulf Surrounding 
Region
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Appendix 33: Map 9- Superpowers and the Persian Gulf Oil 
Fields
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