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In Devember of 1999 Himse Speaker Mewt Gugrich made the headlinas A the Lig Angaic
Tuncs by calling tor the allocatson of eaghtecn milhion dollars o be added 1) U budzet oA Ux
Ceniral Intclhgence Agency to linance a urvert aluvm program aimed « destabilizing Ox
genernment of Iran Gingnich’s call tor the United $tates to work toward overtdwowiog the currexe
lranian regime stems from his belict that Iran represents an “evsl empire”™ and 153 & Mmajor supponey
of international terrunism.’ His proposal represented a dramatic increase over the two mulhioe
dollars previously allotted 10 the CIA annually for what had adminedly been 2 ~largely symbol
cffort”™ against Iran.® Although there was opposition 1o the Speaker's proposal. the tweaty-cizht
billion dollar CIA budget for 1996 was finally approved, with twenty million dollars allocated for
the Iran program.

The fact that the CIA budgert passed intact says much about the presemt state of relations
berween the United States and the nation of Iran. [t suggests that, for most Americans in the Last
decade of the twentieth century, the image of [ran is very much in agreement with that held by
Speaker Gingrich. Because of its strong anti-western, anti-American position, as well 2s s
alieged ties to terrorist activities around the world, the militant Islamic regime in fran has for the
past 15 years been reviled by most of the western world. Yet it is also a well known fac that prior
to the mass uprising that brought the Islamic regime w power in 1979, the United States had
enjoyed an extremely close rela[ions;hip with Iran. During the 36-year reign of Iran's Shah
Mohammad Reza Pahlavi, [ran was considered 1o be one of the staunchest allies of Lthe United
States and a champion for western interests in the Middle East. Thus, the present concemns with

the Islamic regime, combined with the long history of successful U. S.-Iranian relations suggest a

! Los Angeles Times; December 10, 1995, Gingrich Wanis Funds for Covert Action in Iran. A-1
* Los Angeles Times; December 22,1995, Congress OKs House Plan.. A-18.



coatinuity of percepuions 1n the United States that Iran remains of vital importance (o Amerian
nicrests

While the transtformation of Iran from ally w coemy is generally understood by maost
Amecricans. the question of how and why Iran came to be so closely linked (0 Amencan inferests is
not. How was it that the United States developed this love-hate relationship with a nation half
way around the globe, to such an extent that it once poured many millions of dollars in economic
and military aid. and now budget many millions to overthrow? Certainly Iran’s oil reserves and
its strategic location at the crossroads of three continents are obvious factors for American interest
in a nation that is otherwise so remote and alien from its own. Iran’s role as a Cold War ally of
the United States against the spread of Soviet aggression, with which Iran shares a 1,200 mile
common border. is also an important link benween these two nations. Bur the key 1o understanding
the development of the historic relationship benween Iran and the United States lies in the foreign
policy of the United States as it embraced its role as a world leader during and following the
Second World War.

For years prior to that war, Iran had been the subject of foreign intervention and intrigue by
both Great Britain and the Soviet Union. During that time it developed an ability to play the
competing powers against one another. With the outbreak of World War Two. the competition
was postponed when the British and Soviets invaded Iran, dividing it into spheres of influence. As
the United States was drawn into the war and into occupied Iran as an ally of both the British and
the Soviets, it was faced with several paradoxes that presented a crucial test for American foreign
policy. The initial challenge was to support the war effort while at same time respect the
independence and sovereignty of Iran, to which each of the allies was committed by international
treaty. In addition, as the war drew to a close the United States chose to play a guiding role in the

development of a strong and stable regime in Iran that could stand up to unfriendly foreign



intlucmeey vet remain cooperative with the considerable interests of the United States and its
wostern althes  Despite their war ume alhance, the United States increasingly viewed Iran’s
northern neighbor, the Soviet Union, as the most dangerous of those foreign influences. Because
ot the very fine line between guiding the development of a strong and stable government and
intertering in the affairs of a foreign state, American foreign policy makers were faced with a
unique diplomatic challenge in Iran.

It was because the United States was successful in meeting this challenge that the nation of Iran
became a staunch ally of the west, and of the United States in particular in the decade following
World War 1. Although American foreign policy toward Iran was at times flawed and ambiguous,
it was successful m creating a government that was willing and able to stand up to external
aggression while at the same pursuing a course of action that complemented American economic
and security interests. By creating a link between Iran’s interests and those of the free and
independent nations of the world, of which the United States was portrayed as champion and
protector, the forces behind American foreign policy led Iran to steer away from Soviet influence
and intervention. Yet because Iran was so skillful at playing major powers against one another,
the United States was increasingly, and perhaps unavoidably, drawn into the political void created
by the demise of Soviet influence. Iran was as aware of its strategic importance to the international
powers as it was its political vulnerability to them. Because the United States responded to Iran’s
concerns for the latter, it was able to gain significant benefits from the former.

The crucial period of the development of American policy in Iran originated with a series of
three events that began with the Allied occupation of Iran. Each of these events revolved around
Soviet attempts to obtain an oil concession in Iran, and through each can be seen a progressively
stronger role played by the United States in thwarting Soviet efforts. They represent an evolution

of foreign policy that allowed the United States to establish itself as a dominant power in the



international arena and they provide perhaps the best illustration of the processes that helped to

create the Cold War.

Historians have long recognized the complex relationships between the superpowers and the
nations of the Middle East, of which Iran is an integral member. The questions which they address
in seeking to explain the dynamics of this relationship revolve mainly around the issues of the Cold
War and superpower intervention, the sovereignty of “Third World” nations such as Iran, and, of
course, the quest for oil. Their efforts reflect the many forces at work that guided and influenced
the development of American policy in Iran during and after World War II.

Richard W. Cottam, who served as an American diplomat in Teheran in the 1950’s, suggested
in his fran and the United States: a Cold War Case Study (1988) that America replaced Great
Britain as the co_unter—force to the Soviet Union in an imperialist struggle for preeminence in Iran.
In this interpretation, Cottam saw Iran as a pivotal figure in the developing Cold War struggle for
superpower dominance over the emerging Third World states. He further argued that Iran’s oil
reserves were not the driving force behind United States intervention. Rather, the driving force
behind American policy was a “paternal” response by the United States toward Iran as it assumed
its post World War II role as “protector of the west”.”

James F. Goode interpreted American motivations somewhat differently than did Cottam. In
his 1990 work The United States and Iran, 1946-51, Goode maintained that there was no
imperialist conspiracy or evil intent on the part of the United States government. Rather the events
in Iran represented a misguided policy, based on the ignorance and anti-Communist fervor among
policy makers. Goode believed that American interference in Iran, which greatly increased as a

result of the flawed policies implemented in the 1940’s, was at the root of the 1979 revolution. A

* Cottam, Richard W. Iran and the United States: A Cold War Case Study. Pittsburgh, Pa.: University
of Pittsburgh Press, 1988, 8-9.



similar approach s taken by James A. Bill in The Eagle and the Lion: The Tragedy of American-
Iramian Relations (1988)

Yet another account of the relationship between the United States and Iran is given by David S.
Painter in Oil and the American Ceniury (1986). In this work Painter pointed to a conscious
decision on the part of United States policy makers to create a symbiotic relationship between
American oil corporations and the national interest to the mutual benefit of both. Painter portrayed
United States policy in Iran as a mutual effort with American oil companies to effectively “control
world oil reserves, combat economic nationalism, and contain the Soviet Union.”* Another
proponent of the importance of oil in the formulation of American foreign policy in the 1940’s is
Edward W. Chester in his 1983 work United States Oil Policy: A Twentieth-Cenrury Overview.
While these works focus on American oil policy worldwide, both provide extensive coverage of
United States policy relating to Iran.

As illustrated by the varied interpretations of these historians, the question of the motivation
behind the involvement of the United States in Iran remains an important point of contention. Was
the United States foreign policy directed by ideological convictions based on the struggle of
democracy over communism, or was it rather the manifestation of a new American imperialism?
To what extent was oil a mitigating factor in American foreign policy? The influence of American
foreign policy in the sequence of events that helped Iran to successfully repel Soviet aggression
during the 1940°s was profound, even though the United States had carefully maintained an
outward position of neutrality. American foreign policy in this conflict reflected the need to

maintain a precarious position of respect for both the power of the Soviet Union and the rights of

* Painter, David S. Oil and the American Century: The Political Economy of U.S. Foreign Oil Policy,
1941-1954. Baliimore and London: The John Hopkins University Press, 1986, 1. While a portion of
Painter’s argument is built on events that took place in the early 1950’s, and therefore outside the scope
of this study, he saw the development of the early stages of the U.S.-Iranian relationship to be consistent
with his overall argument.



sovercign states such as Iran. As a result, the United States often found itself in the role mediator,
hoping to resolve the Soviet-Iranian conflicts without directly confronting the Soviets or promising
the Iranians that which they could not deliver.

Another critical yet often overlooked factor that influenced the actions of the United States
government in Iran was the issue of national sovereignty, What role did the sovercignty of foreign
nations, particularly weak nations susceptible (o pressures from either side of the superpower
struggle, play in the formulation of United States policy? Did United States foreign policy place
the sovereignty of nations such as Iran below her own national interests, whether political or
economic? To what extent was access to oil, the life blood of all industrialized nations by the mid-
twenticth century, a critical factor in shaping American policy?

The available record, while far from complete, provides a fascinating and complex picture of
the role that United States came to play in the course of world affairs in the years following World
war II. Government documents and personal records of those most closely involved in the
formation of American foreign policy provide a detailed account of the development of United
States involvement in the Middle East. United States reaction to Soviet aggression in Iran reveals
many of the concerns, fears, and intentions that influenced United States foreign policy in this
period. To the extent that the motivation behind the policy of the United States government
regarding Iran guided American policy in general during this period, it also provides insight into

the encompassing Cold War ambitions of the United States government.

Iran to 1940: Great Powers, Nationalism, and Oil

The situation in Iran in the 1940’s grew out of a complex history in which the United States, Great

Britain, and the Soviet Union came to play an integral role in Iran's internal affairs. Iran, a non-



Arabic state known as Persia until 1935, had a long and colorful history of conquest and
domination and was for much of its history a major power in the Middle East. Throughout its
long history Persia was ruled by a system of absolute monarchy, under which the king, or shah,
served as the linchpin of Persian society, providing a source of national stability and also a strong
sense of national idcntity.s Like most cultures in the Middle East, the Persians were followers of
Islam. Yet they retained a unique identity in the region by adhering to a line of Islam known as
Shia. Early in the 16th century Persia, under the Safavid dynasty, established Shiism as the state
religion, thereby separating itself from the predominantly Sunni Moslems of the Turkish and
Indian empires. This religious distinction had strong political consequences in the Islamic world.
It led to centuries of conflict between Persia and its Sunni neighbors, and further contributed to a
fierce nationalist. identity that survives to this day.®

By the turn of the 19th century, Persia, long isolated from the western world by the Turkish
Ottoman empire and weakened by centuries of warfare and internal division, became vulnerable to
the colonial designs of both Russia and Great Britain. Persia’s geographic location at the center of
the land bridge connecting Europe, Africa, and Asia made it especially attractive to the great
European powers and therefore exceedingly difficult for Persia to avoid entanglement in their
political maneuverings. Russia, in search of access to the Indian Ocean since the days of Tsar
Peter the Great, eagerly sought to expand its influence southward into the Middle East. The
British, well entrenched in India and armed with a navy that controlled the waters of the Persian

Gulf, sought to expand its sphere of colonial interest to the north and west. Persia, along with its

® Ledeen, Michael Arthur and William Lewis. Debacle: The American Failure in Iran. New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1981, 4.

¢ Fawcett, Louise L’estrange. Iran and the Cold War: The Azerbaijan Crisis of 1946. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1992, 6.



neighboring states of Mesopotamia, Afghanistan, and Pakistan, found itself increasingly drawn o
the struggle between the imperial powers of Russia and Great Britain.’

Faced with this dilemma, the Persian monarchs entered into a series of wreaties with both
Russia and England, granting concessions to each in exchange for protection from the other. The
British were able to take the greatest advantage of such concessions, as evidenced by the 1873
concession granted by the shah Nasir al-Din to the British Baron Julius de Reuter. This agrecmem
gave de Reuter a seventy-year monopoly on all railway and road construction, access to virmally
all of Persia’s natural resources, and options to industrial development of every kind within the
lcingdom.’5 This unprecedented concession was described by British cabinet member Lord Curzon
as “the most complete and extraordinary surrender of the entire industrial resources of a kingdom
into foreign hands that has ever been dreamt of, much less accomplished in history.™ The
agreement, through which the shah was guaranteed between 15 and 20 per cent of profits in remurn
for placing his nation’s economic dependence on England, was short-lived, as external pressure
from Russia forced the shah to cancel the concession. '’ Despite the setback, the British continued
to exert their influence. In 1899, the British pressured the shah into granting de Rueter 2 more
limited, yet highly significant concession, allowing him to establish the Imperial Bank of Persia
and also giving him the right to search for oil. H

The concessions by the shah and his manipulation by outside powers led to internal protest
from Persians concerned with both foreign intervention and internal corruption. A reform
movement developed within the country in the late 1800°s, influenced by recently introduced

western ideas and also by an emerging pan-Islamic ideology. This movement, led by a diverse

7
Cottam, 27,
® Bill, James A. The Eagle and the Lion: The Tragedy of American-Iranian Relations. New Haven and
London: Yale University Press, 1988, 4.
9 2
Bill, 4.
9 Mansfield, Peter. A History of the Middle East. New York: Penguin Books, 1991, 144,
! Mansfield, 144.



thamce of merchanty, western-educated students and religious leaders, was violently repressed by
Nanr al-Dine Following the shah's assassination by radical reformers in 1896, the reform
movement progressed rapidly under the teeble rule of al-Din's son, Muzzafar. By 1906, the
prexsures tor retorm of the increasingly corrupt and debt-ridden monarchy forced the shah to
reluctantly comply with demands. As a result, a parliament, or Majlis was established, which in
turn created a national Constitution.  This series of events, the Constitutional Revolution, was
supported by the majority of Persians and marked a major turning point in the absolute rule of
Persian monarchs.'” Yet the power and influence of the shah, built upon 2,000 years of tradition,
remained extremely strong. This duality of power within Persia set the stage for frequent clashes
between the shah apd the Majlis. Foreign interests capitalized on these internal conflicts within
Persia and quickly became adept at playing these conflicts to their own advantage.”

In 1907. Muzzaffar al-Din was replaced on the shah’s Peacock Throne'* by his son
Mohammed Ali, who, like his father, was reluctant to accede to the reform demands of the Majlis.
Nationalist unrest escalated to the point where the new shah tried to dismiss the Majlis, first
through political pressure, and finally through violence. Widespread unrest erupted against the
shah. prompting the Russians to send troops into Persia on the pretext of protecting its nationals.
Neither the Russian troops nor those of the shah could quell the popular uprising created by this
series of events, and in 1909 the shah fled into exile in Russia. The victorious Majlis elected the
shah’s 11 year-old-son, Ahmed Mirza, to succeed him on the Peacock Throne. "

An important act contributing to the unrest among Persian nationals was the Anglo-Russian

Convention and Detente of 1907, which resolved many of the disputes between the two major

2 Cottam, 30-31.

* Kuniholm, Bruce Robellet. The Origins of the Cold War in the Near East: Great Power Conflict and
Diplomacy in Iran, Turkey, and Greece. Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1980, 131.
" The Peacock Throne is the jewel encrusted seat of the Iranian monarchy. The throne was brought to

Iran by Nadir Shah as a trophy of his mid-18th century conquest of India.
¥ Mansfield, 146.
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The discovery of ol in Persia furiber compliczied the smuggle of the nasionaliss 2nd
internarional rivals. De Rueter. failing to find oil. had a2bandoned his concessioa afiter two years.
However. the sbﬁ Muzaffar al-Din granted another Englishman. William D Arcy. a 60 year
concession in 1901. This concession. swongly supported by the Briush government. gave D Arcy
exclusive rights of exploration for all of Persia. Initially unsuccessful. D Arcy’s search was given
the artention and support of the British Royal Navy. whose determination to convert its ships from
coal 1o oil led to a concerted British effort to find a source of oil that could be produced under
their control.'® In 1908, with financial support from the British Burmah Oil Company. D’ Arcy
discovered one of the richest oil fields in the world at Masjid-i-Sulaiman in south-west Persia. The
Anglo-Persian Oil Company was born, and England had the oil supply it so desperately needed. In
1911, Winston Churchill took over as the First Lord of the Admiralty for the British Navy and
launched into an ambitious modernization program for the Navy that relied heavily on the Persian

oil reserves to fuel the British fleet and provide income for its expansion. In support of the latter,

'® Ford, Alan W. The Anglo-Iranian Oil Dispute of 1951-1932: A Study of the Role of Law in the
Relations of States. Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1954, 6.

"7 Mansfield. 146.

'8 Bill. 57.
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Ihe cwthicak of the First World War brought the occupation of Persia by bath Brinsh and
Runvian trovps. despite Persia’s declaration of neutrality - The occupation, justified by the
Russians on the basis of Turkish aggressions on the Persian border and by the Briush to pratect
het il interests, served to further alienate the Persian population from both.*° As a conscquence
ot that ahienation. Persian nationalists were able to reject British overtures designed to strengthen
polincal and economic ties between the two countries following the war. Lord Curzon,
emboldened by the collapse of tsarist Russia, had offered an Anglo-Persian agreement in 1919
which provided tor British civil and military advisers, a loan program, and cooperative
development program. This plan was initially accepted by the shah but the Majlis. concerned by
the prospect of British economic domination and supported by American criticism of the proposal,
retused to raufy the agrcerm:nl."I Most of the British advisers were recalled. ™

The situation with the Russians had changed dramatically at the war’s end. The defeat of
Russia and subsequent Bolshevik Revolution signaled more favorable Persian attitudes toward their
northern neighbor. A new Soviet-Persian Treaty of Friendship was signed in February of 1921,
In this agreement the new Soviet government renounced the past imperialist aggressions of tsarist
Russia, forgave Persian debts, and relinquished most of the claims and concessions obtained by the
previous government. Unlike the proposal of Lord Curzon, this conciliatory agreement was
quickly accepted by the Majlis. There was, however, a stipulation in this agreement that allowed

for Soviet military intervention in Persia if the Russians thought that a threat to their security

'* Mansfield. 147.
* Cotam, 36.
*! Cottam. 37.
= Mansfield. 211.
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Joveloped within Persia.™ This clause apparently caused lintle immediate concern for the Persian
Majhis but 1t would play a major role in the future relations between these two countries. >

As external tensions eased along the northern border. the political and economic situation in
Persia fell into disarray. Intemnal divisions. corruption. weak leadership and financial crisis
threatened Persia’s stability from within.  Qut of this chaos rose an aggressive young officer from
the Persian Cossack brigade, Colonel Reza Khan. Accounts of his apparently legendary rise to
power vary from source to source, but it is clear that by early 1921 he had taken advantage of his
fierce repuration and position as commander of the Brigade and seized power in the government of
Persia. He disbanded the cabinet, forced the impotent shah to accede to his demands, and in a
short time took full' control of the government as Prime Minister. Reza Khan'’s rapid success was
due in large part_ to his relationship with the armed forces, which he promptly reorganized into an
efficient and disciplined force with which he was able to consolidate power.”

By the fall of 1925, Reza Khan’s consolidation was complete. Shah Ahmed Qajar was deposed
by an overwhelming majority of the Majlis, ending the 200-year Qajar dynasty. On December 12
a newly elected constituent assembly bestowed the royal crown on Reza Khan, granting him the
Peacock Throne and the traditional right of succession to his heirs. The new shah took the name
Pahlavi, which refers to the language of an ancient Persian dynasty. This choice of names was
significant. Pahlavi was the predecessor of the modern Farsi language, and through this link the
new shah hoped to identify with the imperial traditions of the ancient Persians, rather than the

. . s 26
more recent and less progressive traditions of Islam.

= Ford, 7-8.

* This treaty was used by the Soviets to justify their occupation of northern Iran after the end of WWIL.
Despite their signing the 1943 Teheran agreement promising to withdraw from occupied Iran following
the war’s end, they argued this 1921 treaty allowed them to remain as long as their interests were
threatened.

= Fawcett, 14.

%% Ledeen, 6.
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The Reza Shah Pahlavi embarked on an a relatively ambitious modernization program for
Pervia, seeking to both westernize and secularize his nation. In addition t0 modernizing the
Persian army. the shah worked to break the power of tribal chieftains and weaken the authority of
religious clerics, or mullahs, to pacify and unite the country under his centralized control.”” He
launched a limited land reform program, redistributing lands of the clergy to the peasantry in order
1o weaken the power the clergy and to build loyalty among the peasantry. These reforms served to
revitalize a sense of Persian nationalism, linking the monarchy with the great historic traditions of
Persia past. In line with this new identity sought by the shah, he renamed the country Iran in
1935.%

Through the 1930’s the shah launched a variety of industrial programs, including the building
of the Trans-Iranian Railway with the assistance of American and European advisors. He utilized
the German Junkers company to develop internal air services, and developed a cooperative fishery
on the Caspian Sea with the Russians.” With the assistance of a group of American advisers led
by financier and oil industry executive A. C. Millspaugh, he was able to improve Persia’s oil
production. By 1930, Persia was the world’s fourth largest oil producer, behind the United States,
Russia. and Venezuela.’® Buoyed by his initial successes and an increased international prestige,
the shah directed his growing concern for Persian national rights toward Great Britain and the
Anglo-Persian Oil Company. In an artempt to increase revenues from the APOC he threatened to
cancel the company’s concession in 1932, forcing the British to appeal the matter to the League of

Nations. A compromise was reached in 1933 whereby the concession was preserved but the shah

s JP
was able to extract more favorable terms for Persia.

¥ Mansfield, 212.

* Mansfield. 212.

** Mansfield, 213.

* Bill, 60. _

*' Yergin. Daniel. The Prize: The Epic Quest for Oil, Money and Power. New York: Simon and

Schuster, 1991, 271.
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The shah continued 1o assert his nationalist authority against British interests in Persia, forcing
them to relocate therr seat of authority for the region to Bahrain, remove two coaling stations from
Persian territory. and re-route Royal Air Force flights around Persian air space.  Despite the
umpressive accomplishments of the shah in asserting the sovereignty of his nation between the
World Wars. the onset of the second great war spelled the end for his national aspirations. Many
influential Iranians, including the shah, had developed strong ties with Germany, partly to offset
the past imperialist aggressions of England and Russia, and partly because of strong German
support of Reza Shah’s industrialization programs. The shah tried to assert Iran’s neutrality in the
conflict. but the Allies, concerned with the possibility of German access to Iran’s oil, demanded
that the lranian government cooperate with Allied war efforts. The United States, not yet a
belligerent in the war but bound to support both England and Russia by the Lend-Lease Act of
1941. refused to support Reza Shah’s appeal for neutrality.32

On August 25, 1941 British and Soviet troops invaded Iran, facing little resistance from
hopelessly inferior Iranian Army.33 In a plea from Reza Shah to President Roosevelt, the Shah
accused the America’s allies of crossing “brusquely and without previous notice the boundaries of
this country occupying certain localities and bombarding a considerable number of cities which
were open and without defense.”*' Reza Shah’s pleas drew little more than sympathetic rhetoric
from the Roosevelt administration.” With his power undermined by the allied occupation, the
shah abdicated and his son Mohammad Reza Pahlavi, then twenty-two-years-old, was installed on

the Peacock Throne.>® As historian Robert Graham characterized it, the shah fell victim to powers

= Bill, 18.

* Kunibolm, 140. .

* Alexander and Nanes, eds. The United States and Iran: A Documentary History. Washington:
University Publications of America, 1980. The Shah of Iran (Reza Shah Pahiavi) to President Roosevelt,
(August 25. 1941). 77-78.

* Alexander and Nanes, President Rovsevelt to the Shah of Iran (Reza Shah Pahlavi), (September 2,
1941), 79-80.

* Kunibolm, 141,



with which he could not compete, powers that “were capable of riding roughshod over Iranian

sovereignty if they felt their vital interests were at srake =%

In January of 1942, the British and Soviets signed the Tripartite Treaty of Alliance with Iran,

ironically acknowledging Iran’s sovereignty and independence and agreeing to defend Iran from
outside aggression. It also stipulated that the occupation forces would withdraw from Iran within
six months of cessation of hostilities. Yet the agreement also provided for the Soviets and British
10 again divide Iran into spheres of influence, with the British assuming chief occupation

responsibilities in the southern, central and western portions, while the Soviets administered the

northern provinces of Azerbaijan, Gilan and Mazandaran.”® The integrity of the Iranian

government suffered greatly under the occupation forces. The prime minister and Majlis deputies
were for the mo_sz part selected by the occupying powers, and their turnover rate suggested a
political revolving door.*® The young shah was little more than a figurehead, his survival on the
Peacock throne subject to the decisions of the occupying powers. For the Iranian people, the
occupying forces were a national disgrace and a profound source of humiliation to the national
pridc."’t|

The United States became involved in wartime Iran shortly after the Allied invasion,
providing troops under the command of British forces to assist primarily in the movement of
American lend-lease supplies to the Soviets. Meeting with Stalin and Churchill at the Teheran
Conference of 1943, Franklin D. Roosevelt added the United States’ support for the tripartite
agreement by promoting a formal declaration from the three allies stressing the need of each to
recognize the independence and territorial integrity of Iran following the war’s end. The intent of

the declaration, however, had less to do with Allied concern for Iran’s sovereignty than Roosevelt

3 Graham, Robert. Iran; The Hiusion of Power. New York: St. Mantin’s, 1980, 57.
* Mansfield, 224.

* Ledeen, 9.

0 Ledeen, 9.
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The Development of American Foreign Policy

The development of American toreign policy in lran evolved slowly since the carly part of the

2oth century. Initially limited to diplomatic protests over the treatment of American missionaries
i what was then Persia. the small legation of the United States reflected the limited American
interest in Iran.  One early figure whose experience also reflected the limited extent of American
policy was W. Morgan Shuster, an American financier who was appointed treasurer-general of Iran
in 1911. Selected from a list of applicants provided by the American government at the request of
the Persian parliament.' Shuster took his position as an employee of the Persian government
seriously. working diligently to prevent both the Russians and British from interfering with Persian
sovercignty.”

Despite the positive influence of Shuster’s policies on Persian financial affairs, his resistance
to foreign intervention raised the ire of the British and Russians, both of whom were attempting to
exploit oil reserves in northern Persia. The resulting disputes escalated to the point that both the
Russians and British governments sent troops into their respective spheres of influence in 1911,

4

placing great pressure on the Persian government," In the face of such pressure from these

foreign powers, the Persian government was forced to expel Shuster. Despite Persian pleas for

' Sick. Gary. All Fall Down: America’s Tragic Encounter with Iran. New York: Random House, 1985,
5

2 Alexander and Nanes, The Persian Charge' d Affaires to the Secretary of State (Feb. 17, 1911), 8-9.
43
Cottam, 52.

“ Alexander and Nanes, The Persian Charge’ d’Affaires to the Secretary of State (Nov. 25, 1911),11-12,
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support. the United States responded by concluding that its role in this crisis could extend no
further than providing protection for the departing Shuster and his American assistants.**

This early experience in American diplomacy reflected the neutrality of the American
government. introduced the Persian strategy of playing major foreign powers against one another,
and demonstrated the hope that the Persians held out for American support, in spite of the fact that
Shuster was in no way acting on behalf of the American government. The Persian perception of
an American policy of protection against foreign imperialism was further enhanced by the Wilson
administration’s highly visible protest against the ill-conceived and short-lived Anglo-Persian
Agreement of 1919.%

In the early 1920’s the Persian government actively courted the involvement of American oil
companies, in p:'clrt to provide a balance against British pressures. The Persian government’s
invitation to the American companies, which included Sinclair and Standard of New Jersey,
stipulated that these companies not share their concessions with other nationals. Despite this
stipulation, Sinclair entered negotiations with an American-Russian syndicate and Standard signed
an agreement with Anglo-Persian, actions which ultimately cost both companies any chance of an
oil concession. The American legation in Teheran expressed sympathy, if not outright support, for
the actions of both companies, yet maintained a largely hands-off policy throughout the
negotiations &

With the above exceptions, American policy toward Persia was notable largely for its absence.
It was not until the outbreak of World War II that the United States began to formulate a deliberate

policy toward the nation of Iran. A State Department memorandum writien in January of 1943

% Alexander and Nanes, The Secretary of State 1o the American Minister at Teheran (Dec. 1, 1911), 13.
6 Alexander and Nanes, The Secretary of State {0 the Ambassador in Great Britain (Davis) (Aug. 20,
1919), 23. ) _

“7 Chester, Edward W., United States Oil Policy and Diplomacy; A Twentieth Century Overview, 254-
256. Alexander and Nanes, The Charge’ in Persia (Murray) to the Secretary of State (Sept. 19, 1924),

48-50.
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reflavted the emerging interest of the United States in lran and the Middle East in general  This
Joaument aitaked both Russian and Briush intervention in Iranian affairs. Although it recognized
the Russtans as the more aggressive of the two, both countries were portrayed as serious obstacles
w lraman sovereignty. The memo concluded by stating that only the United States was ~in a
position to butld up Iran to the point at which it will stand in need of neither British nor Russian

asa1stance o maintain order in its own House,™**

In another, and perhaps more revealing look into
the nature of America’s long term interest in maintaining an American presence in Iran, United
States Secretary of State Cordell Hull wrote to President Roosevelt in August of 1943, concurring
in gencral with the January State Department memo. He added, however, that “from a more
directly sclfish point of view, it is in our interest that no great power be established on the Persian
gulf opposite the important American petroleum development in Saudi Arabia.”*

In support of that goal to establish an American presence in Iran, and at the request of the
Iranian government, the United States provided diplomatic, financial and military missions to help
guide the country through its wartime occupation. Because of the past relationship between the
United States and Iran, and the propensity for the Iranians to view the Americans as a buffer

between the British and Soviets, the American role in the allied-occupation increased

cunsidcrably-so The United States posted some 30,000 non-combatant troops in Iran for the

purpose of maintaining the countries transportation and communication infrastructure. American

Colonel H. Norman Sl:hw.u.»'anzlr:()pt‘s ! led a mission to advise and re-organize the Iranian police
force. or gendarmerie, while General Clarence Ridley served on a third mission as intendant

general to the Iranian army. Arthur C. Millspaugh. a former financial adviser under the deposed

“ Alexander and Nanes, Memorandum by John D. Jernegan of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs:

American Policy in fran (Jan. 23, 1943), 94-99.
* Alexander and Nanes, The Secretary of Staie to President Roosevelt (Aug. 16, 1943), 103-104

b H]
Couam, 62.
*'Schwarizkopf was a 1917 graduate of the U.S. Military Academy and former head of the New Jersey

police force. He should not be confused with the American general of Gulf War fame.
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Rera Shah, servad as the head of the financial mission, and Louis Dreyfus. Jr. headed the

Jdiplomatic mission. - 1o addition, the United States established an intelligence-gathering operations
umder the Office of Strategic Services (OSS) and wilitary incelligence. ™

The purpose of these missions was t coordinate and assert American influence in the hope of
strengthening Iranian stability. > Almost from the beginning. however, the various missions were
bogged down by internal rivalry, a problem turther exasperated by a lack of coherent policy from
Washington. Schwartzkopt and Ridley quarreled over the funding and authority of their respective
missions, mireoring ritts that had developed between the State Department and the Department of
War. Millspaugh, whose mission was the only one directly responsible to the Iranian, rather than
American government. Was in open dispute with the American military missions over funding
priorities. In addition. Millspaugh angered important lranian nationals with his extensive reform
measures and authoritarian manner.™

As the conflicts escalated. the question of American interventionism began to be raised among
both the Americans and Iranians. Dreyfus. in a 1943 letter to the Secretary of State, worried ~“that
there is a growing tendency on the part of the lranians to classify the United States with the British

. A . - = A 55
and Russians and. at least by inference, to blame us increasingly for Iran’s woes.

An influential
member of the Iranian Majlis. Muhammad Musaddiq. expressed concern that the policies of
Millspaugh and the increased presence of the United States would upset the delicate balance of

power between the British and Russians in favor of the British.*® By the end of 1944 the United

States had distanced itself from Millspaugh’s policies. The Majlis stripped him of his powers in

=[¢ should be noted that the intelligence operation was disbanded at the insistence of the Soviets, who
strongly objected on the grounds that an American intelligence operation in Iran was “superfluous.™
Kuniholm, [49.

= Painter. 76.

™ Cottam, 63.

S Bl 24,

* Bill, 26.
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of 1949 and on  Febru, 4 : _
Jamsary 4ry I3 Millspaugh resigned *”  Like Shuster, Millspaugh’s policies

were net dictated by the United States, but they did affect how the Iranians perceived American
meentions - American policy in Iran was in a state of flux, and with the end of World War II

rapuly approaching. that policy faced new and more critical challenges.

Oil Crisis of 1944: Opening Salvo in US-Soviet Conflict

The war-time occupation of Iran by the British, Soviets, and Americans was also accompanied
by renewed efforts to obtain further oil concessions within Iran. The Iranian government played
an important role in stimulating this development by offering an oil concession to an American oil
company. the Standard Vacuum Oil Company (Stanvac) in February of 1943, Most observers saw
this move as a deliberate attempt by the Iranian government to further involve the United States in
Iranian affairs, as leverage against British and Soviet pressures.®®

By 1943, American interest in Middle East oil was high and the State Department supported
the involvement of American oil companies. In a statement which suggests the extent of American
interest in Middle Eastern oil the State Department informed Stanvac “that because of the
importance of petroleum, both for the long-range viewpoint and for war purposes, the Department
of State looks with favor upon the development of all possible sources of petroleum. ™’

Yet the State Department followed a rather ambiguous policy, particularly after a second
American firm, Sinclair Oil Company, announced in March of 1944 that it too desired an Iranian
oil concession. The State Department sent a petroleum attaché, Richard Ford, to facilitate

communications between the Iranian government and the American companies. At the request of

ZCtmam. 63,
”Cfrtt:ml. 51. Kuniholm, 192.
Kuniholm, See note #143, 193..
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the Tramian government 1 also recommended an American consulting firm headed by petroleum

cvpert Herbert Hoover, Jr., who had recently helped the Nicaraguan government arrange favorable

werms with Amencan and British oil companies. Despite such assistance, the State Department
retusad to actively assist either company in obtaining an oil concession. citing American principles
of equal vpportunity and free enterprise.  An American official involved in the negotiations
expressed his frustration with the lack ot cohesiveness in Department policy by writing that
it is quite impossible to utilize the favorable position in which the Department
is situated where it can take no action to help either American party where

such action might be to the conceivable detriment of the other American
bidder. even though such action might result in the award of the concession to

an American company. .. M
The British, in a move to protect their interests in Iranian oil reserves, encouraged Royal Dutch
Shell to enter negotiations with Iran in the fall of 1943 for the same concession which the
American companies were interested.®’

The ensuing competition for oil presented a number of problems for the United States. First.
it held great potential for straining war-time relations with her British ally. British concerns
regarding oil in the Middle East, expressed by Shell executive Sir Frederick Godber, were that
England keep ~up our end before the Americans get all there is left.™** British government
apprehension was also expressed in an exchange between Churchill and Roosevelt. After initial
concerns were expressed by both leaders over intrigues against the oil concessions of each in the
Middle East. Roosevelt attempted to alleviate the concern of his allies by stating in March of 1944
that =1 am having the oil question studied by the Department of State and my oil experts, but
please do accept my assurances that we are not making sheep’s eyes at your oil fields in Iraq or

Iran.™ Churchill's response to Roosevelt suggests a subtle hint of the importance of the oil

concession issue for the two powers: “Thank you very much for your assurances about no sheep’s

® Kuniholm, 194.
°: Paiater, 78.
~ Bill. 28.
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oo # oo ol Hekds o lran and lrag Let me feciprocate by giving you the fullest assurance that
we hane o thought of tnying o horn i upon your interests or property in Saudi Arabia =%’

The sevoad. and must critical challenge for the United States came from the Soviet Union
W hile the British and Americans attempted 10 reassure each other, the Soviets saw the activities of
therr allies as a3 growing threat o their own strategic interests in the area. In the Soviet-lranian
Treany of Friendship in 1921, the Soviets had relinquished their claims to an oil concession in the
porth with the proviso that no other power be granted a concession there. The British and
American scramble for concessions in 1944 caused considerable apprehension among the Soviets,
Jdospite American antaché Ford's assurances that American oil companies were interested in
southern. not northern concessions.**

In September of 1944 the Soviets sought to counter British and American overtures by sending
a mission to arrange for an oil concession in the north of Iran. The Soviet mission, headed by
Vice-<commissar for Foreign Affairs Sergei Kavtaradze, asked for a five-year concession in the
porth of Iran.®®> The Iranian Prime Minister Sa’ed. in a difficult position in view of the overtures
profifered to the United States and the concessions already in the hands of the British, had Hoover
draw up a contract for a possible Soviet concession in the north.®® It was this scramble by the
Allies for an Iranian oil concession that triggered the first of three episodes that resulted in the
United States replacing the Soviets as a major foreign influence in Iran.

The Iranian government, subject to wartime occupation by three world powers, found itself in

an extremely delicate situation. The government had, in fact, created much of the problem with

© Kimball. ed. Churchill & Roosevelt; The Complete Correspondence. Churchill’s comments are found
in document C-601. Prime Minister to President Roosevelt Personal and Most Secret (Mar, 4, 1944).17.
Roosevelr's are found in document R-485. Personal and Secret. From the President 1o the Former Naval
Person (Mar. 3, 1944), 14,

* Kuniholm, 194.

“ Painter. 79.

* Kuniholm, 195.
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y as contronted by w it invi ; s
which 1L was contre y when it invited American 0il interests as a counter to Soviet and British

pressures. The struggle of these occupying Powers over Iran's petroleum resources was not lost

on the lranian people and domestic pressure mounted against foreign intervention. Muhammad

Musaddig. an influential spokesman in the Majlis, spoke out against the Iranian Prime ministers

who had encouraged American involvement in Iranian affairs, arguing that such encouragement
had led to the latest Soviet demands. As Musaddiq reasoned: “When from the other side of the
world the American government asks for a concession, why should the Soviet government, which
is our neighbor, not do s0?™%

Faced with both domestic and external pressure, the Iranian Cabinet voted on 8 October, 1944,
to postpone all oil FOBCCSSiOﬂS.“ The Soviets were outraged by the Iranian actions, as was the
Tudeh party, which came out in open support of the Soviet efforts. The Soviet government
responded with a dramatic show of political pressure against the Iranian government, focusing in
particular on Prime Minister Sa’ed. Kavtaradze, in a meeting with Sa’ed on 9 October, warned the
Prime Minister of the “unhappy consequences™ of refusing an oil concession to the Soviets.® The
Moscow press attacked Sa’ed and the Iranian government as anti-Soviet, playing off internal
tensions already divided both for and against the Soviets. Those internal tensions were further
aggravated by the open support for the Soviets by the Tudeh Party, which launched marches,
protests and riots against the Sa’ed government.'m

In the face of such pressure, the position of the United States was somewhat ambiguous.
George Kennan, American charge’ in Moscow, sent a protest note to Moscow t in view of the

Teheran Declaration, the United States could not “concur in any action which would constitute

67 o

Bill, 29. ] . .
® Bill gives much of the credit for postponement of oil concessions to Musa(!dlq and other domestic
pressure, 29. Painter suggests British and American “encouragement” was instrumental, 79.
® Kuniholm, 196: FRUS 1944, V. The Ambassador in Iran (Morris) to the Secretary of State (Oct. 13,
1944), 456.
" FRUS 1944, V. The Ambassador in fran (Morris) to the Secretary of State (Nov. 1, 1944), p.464,
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umduc IntErterence 1 the internal arfairs of Iran.™”' Y American commitment to Iran's

wvereignty had its limits at this time.  As Wallace Murray, Director of the Office of Near Eastern

Aftairs pointed out. = we are in the midst of a war. .. we cannot take any action which would
tertere with the conduct of the war and with our vitally important relations with Soviet
Russia-'?:

In light of both internal and external pressures, Sa’ed resigned as Prime Minister on 8
November. 1944. His resignation, and the fact that the Soviets were still under wartime restraints,
resulted in an easing of tensions. In the wake of the lease episode a bill was introduced by
Musaddiq that made it illegal for any government official to negotiate or grant an oil concession to
foreign interests without approval of the Majlis. While the Iranian Constitution had always
required final aﬁprovaj of the Maijlis before any concession could be legally granted, Mussadiq’s
bill provided the government with a stronger defense against possible future external pressure by
directing that pressure against the entire body of the Majlis, rather than an individual leader such
as Sa’ed. The bill was also significant in that it contained a provision calling for the Iranian
government to take a more active role in the administration and exploitation of Iranian oil
resources. ° The provisions of the oil bill were important signals of Iran’s increased interest in
independence from external intervention in Iranian politics and of Iranian leaders’ emerging intent
to gain greater control of Iran’s economic resources. The Majlis passed the bill unanimously on 2

December, 1944

"' Kuniholm, 198: FRUS 1944, V: The Ambassador in Iran (Morris) to the Secretary of State (Nov. 1,
1944), 464-465. In this telegram, Morris re-iterates Kennan'’s protest 10 Moscow

7 Painter, p. 80: FRUS 1944 V: Memorandum of Conversation, by the Director of the Office of Near
Eastern and African Affairs (Murray) (Nov. 3, 1944), 467.

™ U.S. Ambassador Morris noted the significance of Mussadig's bill in 2 5 December memo to Secretary
of State E. R. Stettinius, Jr. FRUS 1944, V: 479-480.
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The United States and Great Britain took measures in stride. The United States informed the
b snuan government that while the American companies were ~disappointed™ at the deciston,
panwularly after expending considerable effort and expense 1o obtain concessions, it was trusted
that the Iramans had acted in good faith and would be expected to continue such good faith when
acg aons were resumed. These sentiments, expressed by Acting Secretary of State Edward
Sirtiimus, reaffirmed existing American policy ~“based on the American Government’s recognition
4 the sovereign right of an independent nation such as Iran, acting in a nondiscriminatory manner,
to grant of withhold commercial concessions within its territory.”’® Such assurances. argued
Sicriimius. were further guaranteed by the Teheran Declaration of 1943, signed by Stalin,
Rowsevelt and Churchill, which proclaimed that their three nations were “at one with the
goncrament of Lran 10 their desire for the maintenance of the independence, sovereignty and
sermitonal integniny of Iran™ in accordance with the principles of the Atlantic charter, to which all

vy
fowr natiens subscribed.

“ Ambasador Morms reportzd a convenaton with Sovict Ambassador Maximov that the U S, and

LU S S R had been the loscrs under the new law and should work o influence the oew goverament o look
mote (s orably on oil concessions.  FRUS 1944 V- The Ambas sudor in Iran (Morns) to the Secrewury of
S1iie (Do 6. 1944, 451

"FRUS 1934\ The Ambassador in fran (Morns) (o the Secreiuny of Staze (Dec. 9. 1944), 453 184

T FRUS 1943\ The Acnng Secretan of State to the Ambassador in the Sovtet Unton (Harromani tOt.
3U. IN-‘F 46:\"7 Tius [.\Ulls.) Wwas a coniinuaton ol that ot 1onh h’) Slctumu.,‘ plt\k\'nﬂ". (‘Ul\k" Hull.
" T cxcerpt from the Tnparute Declarauon iy drawa trom The Unuted Swates and lrun, A Documeniary
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w early 3 October, American Ambassador
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for similar demands in Bulgaria,
ia and possibly

Jugeslay Greece 10 extend their influence over any type of wealth possessed by
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-it might be well to encourage the Iranian Government 1o Postpone for 6 months or a year the

< w30
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American foreign policy in Iran began 10 take on 2 heightened emphasis as a result of the war-

rme scramble for oil concessions by the Allied powers, which represented the first of the three

conflicts that drove an increasingly divisive wedge between the United States and the Soviet

Union. While American policy was directed at preserving Iranian sovereignty. there was a
growing realization that the United States would be required to play a leading role in guaranteeing
that Iranian independence could be attained. The rift that developed over Iranian oil concessions in
the wartime alliance between the Soviets, British and Americans exposed a clash of political and
economic interests that centered around the extremely vulnerable nation of Iran. Although crisis

was averted. in some measure due to an emerging nationalist consciousness within Iran led by

" In a 7 November memo to the Secretary of State, Keenan stated the belief that the Soviets were not
primarily concerned with Iranian oil, rather they feared other powers making inroads into northern Iran,
which was very near the vital Soviet oil fields of Baku. FRUS 1944, V: The Charge’ in the Soviet Union
(Kennan) to the Secretary of State (Nov. 7. 1944). 470. This position could be seen as quite similar to
glat of the US interest in protecting American oil interests in Saudi Arabia.
m FRUS 1944 V: The Ambassador in Iran (Morris) to the Secretary _of State (Oct 7. 1944), 455, )
Although Morris's suggestion of a postponement came one day prior to Sa’ed’s announcement, there is
Do evidence to indicate overt American influence over the decision.
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ol tcadets s b as Musaddig, Amernigan revolve (o SUPPOnt Iranian sunvereignty was only
1

heginming 1 be tented  As the war drew 1o Close, the United States was again faced with (he

gicmma of SUPPAUNE the sovereignty of a nation long-accustomed 1o dancing in the political

cmbrae Of compeung world powers.

The Azerbaijan Crisis: The Second Round

The pressing question in Iran as the war effort began to wind down in 1945 was the
withdrawal of Allied troops. A series of conferences® between the three powers were held in
which a date for withdrawal from Iran became an increasingly

important issue. Despite British and

American calls for early withdrawal from Iran, the Soviets were reluctant to reach any such
agreement. Rather, they continued to apply pressure on the Iranian government for economic
concessions in the north. As part of their strategy, they increased their involvement in internal
strife within Iran, primarily in the northern province Azerbaijan. This interference in Iranian
affairs was greatly disturbing to the Iranians and Americans alike, and was to form the basis for
the second major struggle between the United States and the Soviet Union over Iran. The United
States, whose support was seen by Iranians as critical in their handling of the oil crisis, found itself
increasingly drawn into the ongoing struggle over Soviet involvement in Iranian affairs.

In August of 1945, the U. S. Director of the Office of Near Eastern and African Affairs, Loy
Henderson, drafted a memorandum to the Secretary of State in which he summarized American
policy toward Iran as having two objectives. The first he cited as an immediate objective, which
was “to respond sympathetically to the appeals of a friendly nation.” The second objective was

long-range, geared toward contributing to “the reconstruction of Iran as a sound member of the

* Malta Conference, January 1945: Yalta, February, 1945; Potsdam, July, 1945.
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nernational bady politic, and thereby 10 remove 4 future threat to Allied solidarity and

Z - 1ty - Al = <
internatonal security. = Henderson felt that present ang future policy must take into account ~the

intensification of the traditional Anglo-Soviet conflict for supremacy in Iran,” which he felt had

been temporarily held in check by the wartime alliance. The result of this renewed conflict was an

internal struggle between “leftist and conservative” forces that were weakening the Iranian

government and creating a “political vacuum... in which continued foreign interference is

inevitable.” Henderson cited these “disturbing developments™ as evidence that Iran will become

-one of the major security problems of the future.” Because of the internal political conflict and

the external Anglo-Soviet maneuvers, Henderson argued that future American policy in Iran must
be governed according to the “requirements of international security.”**

In pursuit of the above goals, Henderson argued that a multilateral program of support under
the auspices of the three major powers or a broader United Nations effort was needed to address
Iran’s external problems. For Iran’s internal problems, Henderson outlined a more unilateral
approach, with the United States encouraging the Iranian Government to “assume the
responsibilities and functions of a sovereign state, and to establish a legitimate and strong central
government which will be representative of the population and effectively responsive to its needs.”
Henderson closed his memorandum with a pledge that the United States would make every effort to
prevent infringement of Iranian sovereignty or any attempt by outside powers to pursue policies of
expansionism or regionalism at the expense of Iran,™

Less than two months later, Secretary of State Byrnes expanded on the direction of United
States policy toward Iran in a memo to Secretary of War Patterson regarding post war military

missions. Secretary Byrnes was of the opinion that the request for continuance of American

¥ Alexander and Nanes, Memorandum by the Director of the Office of Near Eastern and African Affairs
(Henderson) to the Secretary of State. (Aug. 23,1945),147-153.

¥ Alexander and Nanes, 152.

* Alexander and Nanes, 153.
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milnary missions by the Irantan government should be honored since they served the American

panonal interests - He felt that by strengihening Iran's internal security the United States could

-remove any pretext for British or Soviet intervention - in Iran’s internal affairs thereby

preventing ~future threats to Allied solidarity and international security.” The Secretary went on
1y state that the military missions’ stabilizing influence in Iran will “serve to lay a sound

foundation for the development of American commercial, petroleum, and aviation interests in the

Middle Em,'” Taken together, these diplomatic statements reveal the growing importance of the
Middle East and Iran to America’s post-war future. They reveal an important shift from the short-
range ~sympathetic™ policy of the United States during World War 11 toward one that closely
Jinked Iranian “sovercignty” with the long-range interests of the United States in the Middle East.
As World War II drew to a close the alliance of the big three superpowers became increasingly
strained. The province of Azerbaijan served as a focal point for a growing struggle over influence
in the Middle East, a struggle in which the Soviet Union came to be viewed by the United States as
a threat to Iranian sovereignty as well as a threat to international security.

The Soviet Union, which shared an extensive border and had strong historical ties with Iran,
also had a great deal of interest in the region and was understandably concerned about British and
American activities in Iran.  Still stinging from the rejection of their concession demands, they felt
that the various American missions and the well entrenched British oil interests gave those
countries an unfair advantage in Iran’s post-war affairs. In light of the political instability of the
Iranian government, they were particularly anxious over the susceptibility of Iranian leadership to
British and American influence at the expense of Soviet interests.®® The Soviets were also

concerned with the security of their Baku oil fields, which they felt could be ultimately threatened

s Alexander and Nanes, The Secretary of State to the Secretary of War (Patterson) on Interest of United
States in Maintaining Postwar Military Mission in Iran (Oct. 17,1945), 153-134,
Byrnes, James F. Speaking Frankly. New York: Harper and Brothers, 1947, 119; Cottam, 66-68;
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it other powers established a dominant presence in Iran, A CIA research report in 1947

categorized Soviet interest in Iran as defensive and political rather than economic. Quoting a

soviet General Staft statement from 1941, “Iran is today a country of great strategic importance

since it could be used as a base for launching an auwtack against the Soviet Union. ™’

In light of the extent of British and American activities in [ran, as well as the proximity of Iran

(o its sensitive southern border, it is understandable why the Soviet Union would have been
reluctant to withdraw from Iran. Continued Soviet military occupation allowed the Soviet Union
1o bolster the indigenous separatist movements that had been increasingly active and influential in
the midst of the Iranian political turmoil. It also served as leverage for the Soviets in their
artempts to gain pc_)litical and economic concessions from the Iranians to counter those it believed
were enjoyed by its allies, the British and Americans.*

The British and Americans continued to press the Soviets for an agreement to withdraw, and
came to see the withdrawal issue as a test case for the three powers to live up to the obligations of
the newly created United Nations charter.® It was not until negotiations in London in September
of 1945 that the three powers agreed to withdraw their forces, with the scheduled date to be March
2. 1946.”° But even as the London agreement was easing tensions the internal political situation
in Teheran was reaching crisis proportions. Azerbaijani and Kurdish separatists movements had
been agitating throughout the war years for the establishment of autonomous states in the north.

Both regions had long standing grievances against past and present policies of the Iranian

# CIA Research Reports: The Middle East, 1946-1976. SR-6, Iran, 1. This 1947 report, reflecting a
well entrenched Cold War mentality, also reported the converse, that Iran could also be used as a base for
Soviet atiack on areas that were vital to U. S. interests.

# Bill, 32. .

¥ FRUS 1945, VIII: Memorandum by the Director of the Office of Near Eastern and African Affairs
(Henderson) to the Secretary of State (Dec. 11, 1945).489. ) -

“ The date for withdrawal as established by the Tripartite Treaty called for Allied w;thdr.:awal 6 months
following the end of hostilities. The Iranian government interpreted this to mean the cap‘:r.u!atmn of
Germany, while the Soviets adopted a strict interpretation of the treaty which meant bostilities ended

with the 2 September capitulation of Japan.
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govcrnmem and had used

the Soviet o¢ i
OCCupation to further theijr Cause. Iranian attempts to put

Jown separatist protests had been repelled by Soviet forces, and repeated pleas by the Iranian

government against Soviet intervention had been ignored. In November of 1945, with the support

and encouragement of the Soviets and the Tudeh party, separatist revolts against the Iranian

government were launched in both Azerbaijan and Kurdistan. Soviet forces kept the Iranian

gendarmel'ie in the regions confined to their barracks and they prevented the Iranian army from

entering the regions to put down the revolts. The Soviet troops informed the Iranian commander
that his advance would be considered an “attack on the Soviet Union.” ®

American officials responded to the unrest in Azerbaijan with alarm and caution. The alarm

was outlined by Lc_:y Henderson who, in a memo to Assistant Secretary of State Dunn, decried
Soviet intervention in Azerbaijan, both for its effect on Iranian sovereignty and its “broader
implications.” Henderson saw the loss of Azerbaijan as “fraught with dangerous possibilities” in

that it threatened the “empire position of Great Britain throughout the area™ as well as “our oil,

economic, and strategic interests in the area.” He explained the United States’ growing interest in

Iran was reflected in a policy “based not only on a desire to assist a friendly nation but also has
been designed to prevent Iran from becoming a threat to Allied solidarity and international
security.”92 Despite these strong assertions of American will to play an increasingly dominant role
in international affairs, the initial American response to the Azerbaijan crisis was rather limited,
reflecting a cautious approach toward the Soviet Union that marked American policy throughout
the period.

In response to Iranian pleas for assistance, the United States sent a diplomatic note to the

Soviet Union on 23 November, suggesting that as long as Allied troops remained on Iranian soil,

®' FRUS, 1945, VIII: The Ambassador in Iran (Murray) to the Secretary of State (Nov. 22, 1945), 442.
2 ERUS. 19 45, VIII: Memorandum by the Director of the office of Near Eastern and African Affairs
(Henderson) to the Assistant Secretary of State (Dunn), (Nov. 19, 1945), 430-431.
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government. and had taken advantage of the Soviet OCCupation to act upon those grievances

Rather than being seen as the driving force behind the revolt, the Soviets were viewed by many
Sute Department officials as taking advantage of the unrest to gain leverage in their struggle for
greater influence in the region.*

Most interpretations, however, were more ominous. Iran, through the persistent efforts of
Royal Court spokesman Hussein Ala, sought to portray the events as evidence of Soviet aggression
in clear violation of the Teheran Declaration.”’ American diplomats such as Wallace Murray cited
Soviet actions as part of an overall plan to incorporate Azerbaijan, and most likely Iran, into the

Soviet sphere, through the establishment of popular pro-Soviet governments. Murray linked Soviet

* FRUS 1945, VIII: The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Harriman) (Nov.
;3‘3.1945). 448-450.

FRUS 1945 VIII: 436. The Ambassador in lran (Murray) to the Secretary of State . Murmay’s memo
cites communication difficulties, plus the unreliability of both official lranian accounts and those of the
Teheran press, which comprise the bulk of the information on the revolt.

i FRUS 1945, VIII: The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winani) to the Secretary of State (Nov.
21.1945), 440441,
* Kuniholm, 275: o )

FRUS 1945, VIII: Memorandum of conversation, by the Assistant Chief of the Division of Middle

Eastern Affairs (Minor) (Nov. 19, 1945), 434.
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President Truman also expressed the growing climaze of distrust over Sovier zczicms. por o
. Bor omly

in Iran but Greece as well. Afier hearing in October 1945 of 2dditional Rossian woops arivize =

iran, Truman thought that

It all seemed to add up to a planned move on the part of the Ruossizas o

get at least northern Iran under their control. Togetber with the thress of
a Communist coup in Greece, this began to look like 2 glamk pincers

movement against the oil-rich areas of the Near East and the WIm-wersr
ports of the Mediterranean.'®
To counter these developments, Truman argued that the United Stazes should mzke every effort
through the United Nations, to get their former ally out of Iran.
In a reflection of a new attitude toward the Soviet Union as well as 2 new ziitnde of the roke of

the United States in international affairs, Truman wrote a leuer 10 Secreiary of Size Byioes Im

January of 1946 condemning Soviet aggression in Iran as an ~oumrage™ and drawing paralieks o

* FRUS 1945, VIII: The Ambassador in Iran (Murray) to the Secrezary of Size (Sepe. 25. 1945).417-
419,

%

FRUS 1945, vIII: 417-419. o
mrmman, Harry S. Memoirs by Harry S. Truman: Year of Decisions. Volume One. Garden Cuv. N.Y .-
Doubleday, 1955, 523.
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such rhetoric, support for the government of Iran by the Uniteq Stat
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Despite s in early 1946

g Jargely of suggestions that Iran present an appeal to the Uniteq Nations calling for 2
¢
it withdrawal. W hen the Soviets ignored the March, 1946 deadline, the State Department

with a series of protest notes to the Soviet Unjop !

02 ]
ollowed The United States also supported

requests DY the Il‘i:l.ﬂian government for Allied troop withdrawal from Iran by agreeing to withdraw

4l troops by January 1 of 1946, thus placing the international spotlight on the Soviet Union. ' Jn

, memo to President Truman, Iranian Ambassador Hussein Ala thanked the United States for its

support, acknowledging that the only solution to Iran’s problems was the immediate and
simultaneous withdrawal of British and Soviet troops. The Ambassador pleaded with the President
to “continue to stand up for the rights of Iran, whose independence and integrity are being

wampled underfoot™ and stating that “your country alone can save us, for you have always

defended moral ideals and principles and your hands are clean.” Ala ended his plea by calling for

United States support to help Iran gain a seat on the United Nations Security Council, which would

“strengthen her hands in the efforts she is making to uphoid her independence and integrity. %

—_——
|

0]
" Truman, Year of Decisions, 551-552. o _ .

Gasiorowski, Mark J. U.S. Foreign Policy and the Shah: Building a Client State in Iran. lthaca,
N-Y.: Cornell Universi
103 versity Press, 1991, 51. .

The United States agreed (o remove its occupation troops, but at the request of the lrama\r; !%;{v;r:xment
reed to maintain the military missions headed by Ridley and Schwartzkopf. FBRUS 1945, VIIL: The
W reary of War (Patterson) to the Secretary of State (Nov. 24, 1945), 452-453. e e 5, S
FRUS 1945, vIII: 7he Appointed Iranian Ambassador (Ala) to the Secretary of skt moie
459467 Ala made these remarks in a meeting with President Truman when he presented his ¢

:i the first Iranian Ambassador to the United States. Similar sentiments were expressed by Alaina
*00 10 Secretary of Stae Byrnes on November 28. 462-463.
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(o akhiuonal problem was that the British did not want Iran 1o dppeal. on the grounds that they

soped 10 form 2 Tripartite commission between the three POWETS 10 solve the Azerbaijan siuation
L}

I Bruish felt an appeal to the United Nations by Iran would cayse the Soviets 1o reject such a

commission, and therefore Iran should hold off on its complaint until the Three Power Commussion
could be cs;abtished.m Another possible motive for British reluctance was expressed in a memo
»y Ambassador Murray. who wondered whether it could prove embarrassing for the British to

have ~all the facts of foreign intervention in Iran aired in the UNO. ="’

The position of the United States Government in this matter again reflected a great deal of
caution. In a conversation with Ala, Henderson informed him that the while the United States was
oot encouraging Iran to appeal, neither would it discourage such an appeal. He did state however,
that the American government would “be glad if the matter could be settled outside the UNO and

~1%% Similar sentiments

the UNO would be spared facing a problem of this kind at its inception.
were expressed by Secretary of State Byrnes. In a meeting with Stalin over the Azerbaijan issue
Byrnes warned that if Iran presented its case before the United Nations, the United States would be

“be forted o support the position of Iran™ even though they would ~greatly regret” oppasing the

Soviets in the first meeting of the United Nations.'" The idea that the United States was cager 10

.

] ; . - AL

«w FTRUS 1846 VI1: The Ambassador in Iran (Murray) 10 tar of State Jan. 10.1946), 299-301.

. TRUS 1946, VII: The Ambassador in iran (Murray) 10 the Secretan s ‘eur Eastern and

g . - 1Ne Ampas. X e . the Director of the Office Ak “
FRUS 1946, V11: Memorandum of Conversation. by

Ancan affairs (Henderson) (Jan. 4.1946), 295-297.
Bymes, 120.



geep the issue from the world stage of the United Nations suggests that there was still considerable

,mbwﬂﬂ'c‘ toward American support for smaller nations at the expense of confrontation with

larger ones.

prime Minister Hakimi had earlier ordered the United Nations appeal rescinded, under direct
pressure from the British, yet the Majlis rallied around the leadership of Mossadegh, who rejected
the Tripartite Commission on the grounds that “it ran counter to the independence of Iran.”"® On
19 January, 1946 Iran brought its case before the first meeting of the United Nations General
assembly in London. The United States did in fact support Iran’s action, based on a policy
decision that the appeal was “reasonable” and introduced in “good faith.”""' The Soviet Union
responded to Iran’s appeals by denying interference in Azerbaijan and justifying its occupation
based on the 1921 Soviet-Iranian Treaty of Friendship, which allowed for Soviet occupation of Iran
if the Soviet frontier was threatened by a third power occupying Iran.

Prime Minister Hakimi had resigned his office following the United Nations appeal and was
followed by the election of Qavam al-Salteneh in January of 1946. The new Prime Minister, who
felt that the present problem was a continuation of the 1944 concession crisis, sought to negotiate
with the Russians direc’dy."2 In that respect he was supported by figures such as Mussadiq, who
argued for direct negotiations with the Soviets and the avoidance of any pacts which involved
collusion among the Allied pcm.rers.“3 Qavam also sought to soothe public opinion and placate the

Soviets by removing several pro-British officials from his government, including the Iranian chief

19 LR US 1946. V1L The Ambassador in Iran (Murray) to the Secretary of State (Jan. 10,1946), 299-301.
i FRUS 1946, VII: Memrandum by the Senior Advisor 10 the United States DEZEgﬂfIOﬂ at the United
Nations (Stevenson) (Jan. 24,1946), 309.

"% Cottam, 72

3 FRUS 1946. VII: The Ambassador in Iran (Murray) to the Secretary of Siate (Jan. 10,1546), 299-301.
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Under Qavam’s government the lranian appeal 3gainst the Soviet Union was again pr

petore the United Nations.  After a series of discussions between Security Counci) members. it was

support from the United States. the American political advisor 1o the United Nations replied that

while he could not commit to questions of a hypothetical namure. the Azerbaijan question would

remain of ~continuing concern.”"'®

Despite the ambivalent nature of Iranian-American relations. American policy makers were
confronted with new challenges during this period. On 9 February. 1946, Sialin made a speech in
which he described a capitalist encirclement of the Soviet Union and spoke harshly of the active
role thar capitalism played in the previous world wars. His response to these developments was o
call for a new five-year plan to build up the capabilities of ihe Soviet Union, pardcularly in the
117

area of re-armament. The American response 10 Stalin’s speech was reflecied in a telegram

from the American Ambassador to Moscow. George Kennan on 22 February., known as the “long
telegram.” An 8.000 word exposition on the expansionist designs of the Soviet Union and the
need for American vigilance to stop the advance of Soviet communism. Kennan’s telegram signaled

a dramaric reappraisal of American relations with the Soviet Union. and brought into sharp focus

115 -
Bill, 35. : 3 .
8 ERUS 1946 VII: Memorandum of Conversasion, by Raxmond A. Hare, Political Adviser to the
United States Delegation ot the United Nasions (Feb. 2.1946). 327-328.
" Kuniholm, 309.
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west Qavam went (o MOseow to enter into a SETIes of negotiations with Stalin and Forcign

teT Molotov. Arriving on 19 February, Q
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At Avam spent several weeks negotiating the

\\-ilhdl-;m':l‘ of Soviet torces, even as the March 2 deadline passed with no results. The Soviets

qdamant that Qavam recognize the

autono - g : ;
were dutonomy of Azerbaijan and also give the Soviets an oil

concession. They also distegarded the terms of the Tripartite Treaty of 1942 and continued to base

(heit occupation on & loose interpretation of the Friendship Treaty of 1921. The government of

Teheran sent a diplomatic note of protest against continued Soviet occupation on 4 March, with the
Americans and British following suit shortly thereatier.

On 18 March Ambassador Ala again brought Iran’s case before the Security Council, this time
with the support of President Truman and Secretary of State Byrnes, who called for immediate
consideration of the case by the Security Council."*® Meanwhile Qavam, who believed that
settlement of the issue required an appeasement of Iran’s northern neighbors, came to an agreement
with the Soviets when on 22 March they offered to withdraw their troops by 6 May in return for
promises for the arrangement of Soviet oil exploitation in the north."*! The oil concession would

be contingent on the approval of the next Majlis session, whose ratification would be required

UR parriman. W. Averell and Elie Abel. Special Envoy to Churchill and Stalin, 1941-1946. New York:

Eémdom House, 1975, 548.

Kuniholm, 315-316. :
ERUS 1946, VII: The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Iran (Murray) ‘M“'ﬁ‘igi?’ 32333?
“IERUS 1946, VII: The Ambassador in Iran (Murray) to the Secretary of State (Mar.22,1946), 369-371.
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123 : i
‘or SUpPOTT: Qavam's actions were seen by the Shah, on the other hand, as quite harmful. In a
eeting with Allen, the Shah indicated his dissatisfaction with the “passive policy” of Qavam, and

«nore direct American support to coun i i ®
rged “mO : teract Soviet penetration.”'  Allen responded by

lling the Shah that such interference was “contrary to American character” and that the Shah
should continue to work through the United Nations to prevent foreign interference. The Shah’s
nard line approach toward the Soviets was at odds with the policy of Qavam, who sought

125

conciliation with the Russians. This internal conflict reflected a growing rift between the Royal

Court and the actions of the constitutional government, a rift in which the American officials

would ultimately be driven to mend or favor one side at the expense of the other. Which the
United states would choose was clear from the start; there was little more than a pretense of U, S.
promotion of a democratic government in Iran."*® The United States was concerned primarily with

creating a strong, stable government in Iran that could stand up to external pressure and

e i hrescionodhe Majlis had expired on March 11, and prior to dissolving they had voted that

10 elections could be held while foreign troops remained in Iran. This declargtion. Je 1 CRvam oo el
?213011& until the 15th Majlis could be elected. CIA Research Reports: The Baglle Jortran, 16.

s TRUS 1946, VII: The Ambassador in Iran {Allen) to the Secretary of State (May 31']94.'16 x :90391-
- FRUS 1946, VII: The Ambassador in Iran {Allen) to the Secretary of State (May 26, 1946),486-487.

o FRUS 1946, VII: 487.
Bill, 49,
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Azerbaijan, however, saw the situation much like the Shah and his supporters, who viewed

Qavarfs action as an indication that he had lost control and was in fact acting as a puppet of the

129 h - e o
avam, however, was abl i
Soviets. Qavar € to maintain control of the Situation, and kept in close

contact with Ambassador Allen, who was careful to remain supportive yet noncommittal.,

Qavam had entered into negotiations with representatives of the Azerbaijan Republic in June in
the hopes of drawing them back into the fold, confident that the Soviets would not interfere while
their opportunity for an oil concession remained hopeful. He was concerned, however that the
soviets would take a more aggressive approach if he had to use force to bring Azerbaijan back into
the Iranian nation. 130 By the middle of August negotiations had broken down, and Qavam,
committed to returning Azerbaijan to Iranian control by force if necessary, sought American
assistance for his efforts. Again the American response to Qavam was to advise him to place his
trust in the United Nations and nations such as the United States, which were committed to
defending small nations from aggression. In what was becoming a familiar theme in American-

Iranian policy, the United States stopped well short of providing Qavam with any guarantees. "'

" Goode, James F. The United States and Iran, 1946-51: The Diplomacy of Neglect. London:
Macmillan Press, 1989, 18-19.
® FRUS 1946, VII: The Ambassador in Iran (Allen) to the Secretary of State (July 1,1946), 505.
2 LRUS 1946, VII: The Ambassador in Iran {Allen) to the Secretary of State (Aug. 6,1946), 510.
 FRUS 1946, VII: The Ambassador in Iran (Allen) 1o the Secretary of State (Aug. 13,1946), 511-512.
13 - H

' FRUS 1946, VII: 511-512.
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asilive show US interest. Secretary of State Byrnes was not

yet ready to commit military

1. however, despite reports from the Joints Chiefs of Staff that the loss or division of Iran

a0 spheres of interest would greatly harm the strategic interests of the United States throughout

135

e Middle East. Despite the dire consequences of “losing™ Iran to the West, the State

Department remained firm in its policy that the responsibility for maintaining the independence and

miegrity of Iran “rests primarily on (government of) Iran.”'*

Meanwhile, Qavam was being pressured by the Soviets to hold elections for the 15th Maijlis,
which he had agreed to do within seven months following the tentative Soviet-Iranian oil agreement

of March which led to the Soviet military withdrawal. Qavam was understandably reluctant to

——

 FRUS 1946, VII: The Acting Secretary of State to the Secretary of State (ar Paris) (Sept. 27,1946),

516-517,

V2 . - 30,1946),518.

N FRUS 1946, VII: The Ambassador in fran (Allen) to the Secretary ;f szr(i?:;s 1(3&: 1(9 l6)1 I .

s FRUS 1946, V11: The Acting Secretary of State to the Secrelary of State, phh (..Ffe;rdermn) >
FRUS 1946, VII: Memorandum by the Director of the Office of Near Eastern

the Under §, 23-525
1 ecretary of State (Acheson) (Oct. 8, 1946). 5 : . 7
hFRUS 1946, v;z TJ?: it Cm(? o Sec'retirﬁy of State 1o the Ambassador in Iran (Allen), (Oct.8,1946), 527.
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ympathizer would win in Azerbaijan and from there Infiltrate the government in Teheran. In

jsght Of the purging of the pro-Soviet elements from the Iranian government, and the persistent
urging of Allen in response to calls for assistance from the Shap and Prime minister, the Secretary

of State announced on 28 October that $10,000,000 in defensive arms would be sold to Iran.
addirional support for Iran was promised by Acheson in late November, which demonstrated a
pr0 sounced shift in American policy, offering to support Iran “not only by words but appropriate

134

Buoyed by.these pronouncements of American support, elections were called for December 2 2
1946. Qavam announced that government troops would be dispatched to all provinces, including
Azerbaijan, to maintain peace and order during the elections. The Soviets complained bitterly of
the plans to dispatch troops into the Autonomous Republic of Azerbaijan, but Iran was given a
powerful boost of support by Allen, who responded to Iranian press inquiries that it was “an
emirely normal and proper decision” for the Iranian government to send troops to maintain order
during elections.'® In addition, Qavam presented his case to the United Nations Security Council,
informing that body that he was exercising Iran’s sovereign right to supervise the elections for the
15th Majlis and that any Soviet intervention in the affairs of Iran would constitute a threat to
international peace.'*

With the acknowledged American support and the matter before the Security Council, the

Iranian army moved into Azerbaijan on December 8, meeting only token resistance. Within a

~ FRUS 1946, VII: The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Iran (Allen) (Nov. 22,1946),
346
(Allen )ro the Secreiary of State (Nov. 27,1946), 548.

145 .
i FRUS 1946, VII: The Ambassador in Iran llen) 10 the Secretary of State (Nov. 29,1946), 549.

FRUS 1946, VII: The Ambassador in Iran
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ession.

is informal and “embarrassino™ 1r;
¢ ccouing this 4rrassing” tribute 10 the United States by Iranian dignitaries.
\prbaiian was referred 10 as the ~Stalingrad of westerpg democracies™ and the “wurn of the tides

o SO° jer aggression throughout the world.> Allen concluded the memo by noting that he

inded his BOSIS that it was they who regained Azerbaijan, with the vital support of the United

. 128
NZDOoaS.-

Despiie Allen’s humble response. the relationship berween Iran and the United States was
secoming increasingly dependent on the guidance and support of the United States. While Iran had

obezined a2 mMajor VICTOry over Soviet intervention, it was by no means free of foreign influence.
The Truman Doctrine: From Isolation to International Commitment

Although the withdrawal of the Soviet Union from the northern provinces of Iran was seen as a
viczory for the United States’ firm policy toward the Soviet Union, there were few who believed
thzs the problem had been completely resolved. In a telegram from William B. Smith, American
Ambassador in the Soviet Union, to Secretary of State Byrnes, Smith tempered the general
embusiasm of the moment with the suggestion that the Soviets may have refrained from interfering

i Azerbaijan in order to not jeopardize their pending oil concession. Yet he still placed much

- J 7 . 12,1946), 561.
. FRUS j 3 Jran (Allen) to the Secretary of State (Dec
= Akxandzﬁ anc‘i, ;\:I"zm?:se I;h”ewf:zgﬁ;aﬁorin Iran (Allen) to the Secretary of State (Dec. 17,1946), 188.
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rev 't ’ : ‘

th its neighbor to the north was far from over.

» arugsle wi His memo also warned that the

g8

el STHES must remain vigilant if it wanted 10 keep Iran free of Soviet aggression.
L

Tbe Iranian and American perception of the success of a hard-line stance with the Sovicts tn
pahad 3 p;ofound impact on future American policy. The shift toward a more active role in Iran
red a broader trend on the part of the United States to address perceived aggressions by the

represch

<ot Union elsewhere. On the heels of the Azerbaijan crisis there was a great deal of concern

~er Soviet activity in both Turkey and Greece. countries which, along with Iran, form the
-\orthern Tier ™ of states which constitute a historic buffer zone between the forces of the East and
wet ™ In February of 1947 England. which had long maintained primary responsibility for the
ccopomic and military support of both Greece and Turkey, notified the United States that it was no
longer financially able to provide the assistance needed by those countries to combat internal and
exiernal threats. In what was to become the United States’ first direct and public intervention in

the geopolitics of the Near East, the United States responded in March of 1947 with a program

kmown bas the Truman Doctrine. A policy of financial assistance aimed at supporting ~free

nations struggling against internal armed minorities supported from without, and nations subjected

el S

189

FRUS 1946 V11, The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Smith) to the Secretary of State (Dec. 27,
1946). s66-567.

Kuniholm, xv.
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Althous ®S€ assistance programs. lessons |
. earned

€0t a dramatic shif ;

omiem 15 hift in 1947, away from a long-
i~y of isolatiomism.

pO]lCY

U. S. in Iran were an important

factor in builg; :
by the 'lding domestic support for the program which

med the foundation of the Truman Doctrine. Speaking before President Truman and leaders of

Congress- Under Secretary of State Acheson warned that Soviet pressure on Turkey, Iran and

ached a point where a

“Sovi i
Greece had T let breakthrough might open three continents to Soviet

peperration. Like apples in a barrel infected by one rotten one, the corruption of Greece would

infect Iran and all to the East.” Acheson’s plea was concluded with the admonition that with the

loss of British presence in the region, “we and we alone™ were in a position to stop the Soviet

53

advance.' Thus, the “tough” stand against the Soviets that appeared so successful in Iran would

need to be applied across a broader front if the United States hoped to halt Soviet aggression.
Iranians, particularly the Shah, were disappointed at not being included in the aid package, and

expressed those sentiments through diplomatic channels. Ambassador Allen responded that the

Soviet threat had been much more immediate in Turkey and Greece, but that “Iran would probably

154

be similarly supported if similar need should arise. Allen cited the United States” offer to sell

non-offensive military supplies to Iran during the height of the Azerbaijan crisis as evidence of
their continued support, but the Shah was troubled by the American insistence that Iran pay for the

Waterial, with interest, while his neighbors were being treated much more generously. Allen

B
152 McGhee, 19-20.

15; G8siorowski, 52.
15 2heson, 219,

FRUS 1947, V: The Ambassador in Iran (Allen) to the Secretary of State (M

arch 27,1947), 901.
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\mportant factor in American reluctance 1o provide an overly generous aid package to
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jncern over “turther aggravating Soviet-Iranjan relations,” which at the time were
satt
ra?

136 United St

ates officials felt that such assistance to Iran would provide the
y Slahle-

rvlati"el

h ammunition for a propaganda campaign accusing the United States of attempting to
e with €

(s Wi

S(ch

«friendly government” in Iran or even a base from which it could launch military
a

157

against the Soviet Union.
s

While American policy toward the Northern Tier countries
opgl‘at'lon

ther clear or consistent following the implementation of the Truman Doctrine, it was
altoge
as not

Jear that the United States had committed itself to the responsibility of maintaining
ingly cleat
mcreaSlﬂg

the balance of iaower in the region.
i . o _ "

e reluctance of the United States to direct more aid to Iran at this time was consistent wit
: T:bal Cold War strategy of “strong point” defense, which was aimed primarily at bolstering
: gkey industrial centers of Europe and Japan.'*® Despite Iran’s strategic location along the
NZrthern Tier, the economic and military resources of the United States were limited, and
assistance was given on a priority basis. Countries such as Iran, which was considered relatively
stable following the Azerbaijan crisis, were relegated a lower status security priority. Despite
reports from the Joints Chiefs of Staff in 1947 that the security of the region could not be
disregarded, and the United States must be willing to take all necessary measures to defend the

i “ ity of Iran depends in large
region,'*® American policy continued to emphasize that “the security 0O P

—_———

See also The
 FRUS 1947, V:901 f State to the Embassy in fran (June 21,1947),917.
FRUS 1947, V: The Secretary of Sta 47), 924-927.
Secretary of State to the Embassy in Iran (July 29,1947).
s TRUS 1947, V:925
i85 Gasiorowski, 54.
McGhee, 20.
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W (o say 1o say t ©s had left Iran 10 its own devi
nat 15 0 devices. The Unued

pumained 3 quict presence in Iran in order to insure thay j; remained both fricndly and
o

The United States training and advisory missions established in 1942 ¢ develop the

.:J’k

and Gendarmerie were extended in 1947 and 1948, ensuring that there would be
an

anidd army
pcrican presence o monitor and direct Iran’s security apparatus. The United States Embassy

_ also greatly enlarged, allowing for expanded diplomatic, economic, and cultural interaction

serween the twWOo countries. The United States established a Central Intelligence Agency'®' station
o the American Embassy in Teheran in early 1947 as well, which conducted a number of covert
sperations in the late 1940’s. Among these operations were the monitoring of Soviet activities
shin Iran, launching espionage and subversion operations against the Soviets utilizing Iranian
auonals, and the establishment of “stay behind™ networks designed to launch a guerrilla warfare
ampaign in the event of a Soviet invasion.'®

The United States saw the CIA as the front-line agency for identifying and resisting Soviet
mrigues against Iran, the United States and Great Britain, countering the “extra official activities™
“some 1,000 Soviet nationals supposedly engaged in official activities of various diplomatic,

“mmercial, and pr opaganda agencies. The alleged activities of the Soviets suggest a very similar

POgram to that of the American CIA activities. Yet as CIA reports noted, “official” American

" ERUS ToT 29,1946). 927
@ US 1947, v 7he Secretary of State to the Embassy in i kg iScplc;llbcr of 1947.

e '° CIA had been known as the Central Intelligence Group (CIG) unti
Worowski, sq,
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L was att Ting and analyzing Irani airs in i
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Des

Bricain remained both an influential ally of the United States, as well as an important figure

i ing involveme i : .
pite the growing 1n nt of the United States in Iran, it must be remembered that

oreat

an affairs. Ina State Department memorandum entitled

S In i “The American Paper,” United

- concern Over international conflict in the Middle East was expressed with

saaes the view that the

ccurity Of the Eastern Mediterranean and Middle East was vital to the security of both the United

sates and Great Britain. As such, it would be the policy of the United States to protect the
covereignty and independence of ltaly, Greece, Turkey and Iran. The American Paper also

it would be unrealistic for the U. S. to undertake to carry out such a policy

unless the British maintained their strong strategic, political, and economic

position in the Middle East and Eastern Mediterranean, and unless they and

ourselves followed parallel policies in that area. 164
In recognizing their common interests, this policy statement reflected a recognition of the degree of
cooperation necessary between these two Western powers as they sought to protect their respective
inerests in the region. Over the course of the next several years this relationship would become
increasingly strained. Yet the mutual concerns of each led to the development of American policy

in the Middle East that reflected a close alliance with Great Britain in matters of international

Scope.

The Final Round: Rejection of the Soviet Oil Concession

-‘---‘-_—-__‘——-—__

163
i g“ Research Reports, ORE 48: L-8
RUS 1947, V: Memorandum Prepared in the Deparini

ent of State (undated), 575-576.
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o1l agrecmem
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o i great deal ot contlict, both internal and external, surrounding the tssue  Quvam
1 9AY v IT

aaned 8 prime Minister. was still at odds with the Shah, who favored feyecting any a!
..“ w ‘AR

eemedl W «th the Soviets on the grounds that it would open the door for Soviet intervens o
- of the opinion that the Soviets had exercised restraint during the Azerbayan crises
ax hope of obtaining an agreement. and any rejection would cause the Soviets to respond harsnly
ward Iran. perhaps even to invade.'®” Both Qavam and the Shah sought assurances from the
{ mred States for support in the event of Soviet aggression. Without suppont from a major
_wntens aihing power such as the United States, they felt that Iran had hinle choice but to offer 2
covession to the Soviets.'*®

American response to such pleas was that while the United States supporied Iranian
mdpendence. it had ~no basis for approach to the Soviet Union™ and asserted tha a “crmxal
gptoach” 10 the Soviets would be considered provocative. ' Much like the simuanon of Amerwan

Spport in the Azerbaijan crisis. American support for Iranian independence continucd Lo cxpelt

—
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¢ that Greece and Turkey were receiving under the aj
: ald programs of the T
ruman

passador Allen responded to Qavam

 the assistanc

¢

poctrine- A that both the Turkish ang Greek governments

a5 ~entirely objectionable” to the Soviets,

e and had Truman included Iran in his plans,

hey 100 would be placed into that same category. Noting that [ran enjoyed relatively good
claions with the Soviets, Allen questioned whether the Iranians were ready to be placed in such a
§ation. According to Allen, Qavam responded that Iran was not yet ready, but they might be
gortly after the Majlis addressed the oil question.'”"

The American position on support of Iran was further defined by the understanding that it
could do little in the event of a Soviet invasion of Iran due to its commitments elsewhere. Yet the
sivation in Iran was not seen by the State Department as overly critical for two reasons. First,
due 1o the overall political and economic situation of the Soviets, it was not believed that the

Soviets would attempt an “overt act of aggression in the near future™ and that a Majlis rejection of

the oil agreement would lead to little more than an opportunity for increased propaganda

I

20
m 'RUS 1947 V: The Ampassador in Iran (Allen) to the Secretary of State (July 26,1947). ?91128 o
FRUS 1947 v. T Ambassador in Iran (Allen) to the Secretary of State (June 28,1947), 915-920.
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mad at promoting the national strength and unuy of fran. Through such eHorts, 1t was telt that
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External intluences also played a role W Iran’s considerations of the oil concessions. British

merests. a8 expressed by Ambassador Le Rougetel and Foreign Minister Bevin, argued for the

passAEe of the April 1946 agreement, According to Ambassador Allen, the British belicved that a

Soviet concession would make their own holdings safer, based on the assumption that the Iranian
Government was not likely to nationalize the o resources of Iran if the Russians held concessions
also. Allen went on to argue that the British were perfectly willing to sacrifice the political and
economic interests of Iran as long as their own interests were sarisfied. Allen viewed the situation

strikingly similar to that of 1907 when the Russians and British first divided Iran into spheres of
interest.'”

British overtures in support of a Soviet concession caused a great deal of controversy within

the Iranian government, leading both Qavam and the shah to strongly reconsider their opposition to

the pn:)pcnsal.l-Jrs Word of the British position spread throughout Teheran, and in light of the well-

known relationship between the United States and Great Britain, the Iranian press began to

question whether the United States was party to a superpower competition among “those who are

eager to possess the world.”'™ Allen, with the support of the State Department, made his distaste

for such ideas clear in a speech to the Iran-American Relations Society. Reiterating American

support for Iranian sovereignty and forcefully condemning outside intervention in the affairs of

FRUS 1947 V: The Secretary of State to the Emibassy in Iran (July 29,1947), 924-927,

FRUS 1947 V: The Acring Secretary of State to the Embassy in Iran (Sept. 26,1947), 961-962.
FRUS 1947 V: The Ambassador in Iran (Allen) to the Secretary of Stare (Jan. 11, 1947), 891-893.
FRUS 1947 V: The Ambassador in Iran (Allen) to the Secretary of State (Sept. 9, 1947), 948-950.
® FRUS 1947 V: The Ambassador in Iran (Allen) ro the Secretary of State (Sept. 11,1947), 951-952,
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ran and all nations, Allen declared that

“Iran’
an's resources belong to Iran. Iran can give them

away free of charge or refuse to dispose of them g any price if it so desires.™'”’

i Allen’s mes i :
Reaction 0 S38¢ Was mixed. Some Iranians saw the United States taking a noble

gtand against an Anglo-Russian plot to divide Iran, Qavam and the Shah were reportedly quite

Pleascd with Allen’s support and in many circles within Iran it was believed that “once more

»178
America has saved Iran.

Other P T I .
$, the Soviets in particular, continued to view American actions

with a measure of cynicism, suggesting a possible desire by the United States to obtain an oil

concession for itself. Soviet newspapers portrayed Allen’s Statements as further evidence of

i rts to gain control ’s? 179 .
american effo g of Iran’s’ resources.'” In statements released to the local press in

fran, the Soviets also adopted a more conciliatory attitude toward Iran, emphasizing the mutual

benefits to be derived between the two countries “by keeping with the principle of increasing

Soviet-Iranian friendly relations.” The Soviet statement also made veiled accusations against the
British by addressing unfavorable concessionary practices that existed due to “a certain concession
in Iran.” Allen interpreted the Soviet message as further evidence that the Soviets would continue
to apply “pressure against British and eventually American interests in the Persian Gulf.” He
concluded that the latest Soviet move was seen by Iranians as little more than an attempt to counter
the strong American statements condemning outside intervention; Soviet’s past history of
aggression, he believed, was too well known to be brushed aside. Despite their sudden change in

tactics, Allen was confident that the Soviets will “end up by getting little if anything” from the

< 180
Iranian government.

In fact, the United States was confident that the Majlis would reject the Soviet-Iranian oil

accord of April 1946, and was instead concerned with preparing for the Soviet response to that

::: FRUS 1947 V: 951-952.

FRUS 1947 V: The Ambassador in Iran {Allen) to the Secretary of State (Sept. 14,1947), 953,
" FRUS 1947 V: 953.

'® FRUS 1947 V- The Ambassador in Iran (Atlen) to the Secretary of State (Sept. 22, 1947), 956-957.
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¢t the State Departiment continued 10 cmphasize
; nts in Iran ¢ : :
hat internal improveme could go a long way toward Creating a stable government that

could significantly lessen Soviet disruption of Iranian Security. Of primary concern within the

s Depaﬂmem was; the continuing power Struggle between the shah and Qavam, which was

pelieved 1© be “intolerable and dangerous” to Iran’s security; the loyalty of the many disparate
ribal groups within Iran, which, if alienated by the Iranian government could become weapons of

Soviet 3 ggressioﬂ;v and the immediate implementation of long-overdue economic and social

182
reforms.

In support of these goals, the State Department was careful to note that while the United States
was eager to lend assistance to Iran and strengthen “mutually beneficial” economic relations, it
would not interfere with the internal affairs of the nation. In a speech before the

Iran-American
Merchants Association in October of 1947, State Department official Loy Henderson lauded
Iranian plans for social and economic development programs and said that negotiations were

underway to provide the foreign assistance necessary for the successful execution of the programs.

Henderson noted that the success of such programs was predicated not only on foreign assistance,

but the absence of foreign interference in Iran’s internal affairs.'®® Once again, the State

Department was pursuing a policy of support for Iranian independence while at the same time
playing a stronger role in the process of guiding Iranian officials toward the actions that it felt were

necessary for Iran to withstand external interference. American officials were pursuing apparently

131

FRUS 1947 V: Memorandum by the Director of the Office of Near Eastern and African Affairs
1(él’e'rua'ermn) to the Acting Secretary of State (Sept. 25,1947), 958-959.
FRUS 1947 V: The Acting Secretary of State to the Embassy in Iran (Sept. 26,1947), 960-962.

FRUS 1947 V: Report on the Address by the Director of the Office of Near Eastern and African
Affairs (Oct. 3,1947), 962-963.
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; sted in Iranian oil. i 3
s nterested in The Director added thay American disinterest was in fact
Jtes ac

erted BY all lranians who admired the progressive and serious

e minded American people.™'*

yet reports of American influence in Iranian oil policy was not limited to the Russian and
anian media. After reports began appearing in American Newspapers that Iranian opposition to

s was due to direct US prompting,

e Soviet Ambassador Allen again launched into a campaign to

—" what he saw as eTroneous impressions. Placing the blame for the spread of such reports to

e American press squarely on the shoulders of Qavam ang other Iranian leaders, Allen saw the

(epors 35 further evidence that the Iranians sought to divert Soviet pressure away from Iran and

oward the United States.  Allen admitted that reports such as those in the New York Times were

catirely honest in attributing Iran’s stand to support from the United States, stating that in view of
he uncertain pdsition of the British, Iranians “would most certainly have given in to the Soviets.”
Allen again made clear that American support was limited to assuring that we could only support
{ran’s right to decide, and that our support must be carried out according the United Nations
policy. Despite his repeated efforts to down play the American influence on Iranian politics, Allen
realized through these events that “overcoming the fear of aggression in Iran is the most positive

» 187

way of influencing Iran’s decisions. These examples suggest the high degree of sensitivity on

the part of American officials in Iran toward their efforts to aid Iran in its relationship with the
Soviet Union. It also suggests the willingness of the Iranians to accept the role of the Americans
as mediators in the ongoing dispute, even if that role went well beyond mediation.

Finally on October 23, 1947, the Iranian Majlis voted overwhelmingly to reject the Soviet oil
concession, making null and void the agreement reached by Qavam and the Soviets 18 months
earlier. As a gesture to demonstrate that it was not hostile to its great northern neighbor, the

Majlis left open the door for future negotiations. In addition, the bill included a stipulation that all

:: FRUS 1947 V: 965-966.
FRUS 1947 V: The Ambassador in Iran (Allen) to the Secretary of State (Oct. 13,1947), 968-969.
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The role of the United States in the decision of the Iranian Parliament is, of course, difficult to

measure. but it appears clear that Ambassador Allen’s assessment of American support as a critical

. . s : -1 189 . b : )
influence in Iranian politics is certainly valid,’®® Tp, Majlis rejection of the Soviet concession was

the culmination of three distinct crises faced by the nation of Irap as the Soviet Union brought
pressure to bear on Iran in the aftermath of the Allied occupation of World War II. Much like the

1944 oil dispute and the occupation of Azerbaijan, increasingly influential American policy

designed to assmt Iran in standing firm to Pressure from outside intervention prompted the Majlis

rejection. Yet unlike the previous events, this final rebuff of the Soviet Union by Iran created a

void in the traditional balance of power struggle between the Soviets and British, into which the

United States was increasingly drawn.

Although this episode did not mark the end of Soviet aggression toward Iran, it did mark the

end of Soviet overtures, diplomatic and otherwise, to obtain a treaty or concession that would have

allowed the Soviet Union to establish a legitimate base of operations within Iran. It also

represented, in a microcosm, the culmination of the earljest struggle between the Soviet Union and

the United States, waged through surrogate nations such as Iran,

Conclusion
e
Acheson 503; Painter, 115.
Cottam 78.
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Despite such irony. the United States was successful in these endeavors because it was abl
able to

paintain an effective position of support for the nation of Iran as it struggled with Soviet, and 10 3
lesser degree, British intervention. Yet even more important than the Support provided by the
United States, which except for the 1946 Azerbaijan crisis amounted to little more than moral
support, was the ability of the United States to guide and direct key Iranian officials on a course
that not only strengthened Iran’s position against its historic nemesis but also furthered American
economic and security interests in the international arena.

The result of these three events, which proved to be so critical in cementing the American-
Iranian relationship which lasted for over three decades, was that the United States built a
diplomatic framework that allowed it to essentially replace the Soviet Union and Great Britain as

'ie dominant political influence in the nation of Iran, while at the same time appearing to stay clear
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United sates became the dominant foreign inflyence in Iranian affairs. Further heightening the

s does not appear to be del; . iz
icony. the proces PP deliberate, at least not mitially, Rather, it was due in

ers of Iran’ i i :
jarge part © key members an's ruling elite, who were quite willing to allow, and perhaps even

sist. in the process. One consistent factor in Iran’s considerable history of foreign domination
was 108 willingness and ability to play one power against another, and there was no exception with
the United States. It is clear, from the oil crisis of 1944 to he final rejection of the Soviet
concession., that Iran actively courted the economic and political assistance of the United States to

serve as counter force to that of the Soviet Union,

It is also clear that the United States maintained a carefu] policy of rejecting any appearance of
American willingness to participate in Iran's political juggling of competing superpowers. Rather,
the United States attempted to remain aloof in its commitments to Iran. By limiting its support and
involvement to that allowed and mandated by international law, the United States was able to
maintain the appeéarance of neutrality in the struggles between the Soviet Union and Iran, while at
the same time bring to bear the weight of international law against the Soviet Union. Largely
because of its many international commitments, the United States was well aware of its limited
ability to play a more pro-active role in support of Iran, even as Soviet actions became more
menacing. By focusing on the use of international pressure to keep the Soviet Union in check, the
United States presented an appearance of neutrality that allowed it to make little commitment in
terms of actual military or economic assistance.

Through such diplomatic maneuvering, the United States was able to thwart Soviet efforts to
gain an entrance into the economic and political affairs of Iran. It was also able to establish itself
as the pre-eminent defender of the rights of small nations against the aggressions of the great

nations. Yet American support was predicated on the admonition that such countries adhere to the
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p,mcipl o< of international law and accept the responsibilities of free and independent nati 1
1ons. In

. conflict between lran and the Soviet Union, that responsibility increasingly took the form of
(anding up 10 the Soviet Union. Through a policy of providing support for Iran that was limited
ol le more than “friendly” advice, the United States developed a subtle yet effective influence
over the political affairs of a strategically important Iran while countering the spread of Soviet
fluence- For the nation of Iran, the United States became both protector and counselor, willing
(o protect Iran from harmful influences as long as lran was willing and able to distinguish between
harmful and friendly influence. As the Cold War developed and took shape, United States policy
in Iran became increasingly focused on insuring that Iran was able to distinguish between the
friendly influence _of the United States and the harmful influence of the Soviet Union.

The experiénces of both the United States and Iran in the Soviet struggle for an 0il concession
were important as the Cold War heated up. As American foreign policy evolved from a goal of
«serong point” defense in which Iran played a secondary role, to one designed around global
acontainment” of the Soviet Union, Iran was assigned a new role. Because of its oil reserves and
its strategic location, Iran became a much more important link in the chain which the Western
pOWETS WEre attempting to wrap around the Soviet Union. American policy reflected the growing
urgency with which the Western powers regarded Iran. With the explosion of a Soviet atomic
bomb in 1949, the Communist revolution in China, and the outbreak of the Korean war in 1950,
the United States took a much more active role in supporting Iran, both politically and financially.
Economic and military aid packages took the place of non-committal promises as Iran was seen as
a likely stepping stone for Soviet expansion.

When a nationalist movement erupted in Iran in the early 1950s, threatening the West’s oil
supplies and undermining Iran’s commitment to the western camp, the United States worked

feverishly for several years to resolve the dispute. As the crisis escalated and American diplomacy
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ofusions of American money and arms. It lasted until 1979, when a Popular uprising overthrew
e Shah and a radical Islamic regime was established that has been intenscly hostite lovsards the
west. and the United States in particular, ever since,

jlouse Spcaker Gingrich’s call for the overthrow of the Iranian regime makes no mention of
i 1953 coup. nor does it mention the events which led 10 the United States becoming so
intimately involved with a nation so remote and so alicn from his own. Neither does Gingrich
offer a coherent justification for a ClA-led overthrow, other than his charges that Iran is a major

w191

porter of international terrorism and an “evil empire. Yet it is most significant that

sup
Gingrich’s proposal was taken seriously by both the American public and lawmakers, making it

into the CIA"s 1996 budget. The fact that an official in the highest levels of American government
could publicly call for and receive twenty million dollars to overthrow a forcign government says a
great deal about both the government and the citizens of the United States. It suggests, that despite

the passage of time, it is extremely difficult for peoples or nations, large or small, to tell the

difference between good influences and bad ones.

Im L] - . . - "
For a detailed yet self-serving account of the American involvement in the Cou[), see K.crmn _
A more critical examination is provided by

Roosevelt’s Countercoup; The Struggle for Control of Iran. ! :
wark Gasiorowski in his U.S. Foreign Policy and the Shah: Building a Client State in Iran.

' Los Angeles Times. Gingrich Wants Funds for Covert Action in Iran, December 22, 1995. A-1

61



—
|

&
x

Bibliography
primary Sources

Alexander, Yonah, and Allen Nanes, eds.., The United
ington: University Publicati . States and ¥ .
Washing y Yublications of America, 1980, ran: A Documentary History.

CIA Research Reports: The Middle East, 1946-107¢ Frederi
- Tl

America, Inc., 1982, (Microfilm) ¢k. Md.: University Public TR

Kimball, Warren F., ed., Churchill and Roosevelt- The
N Complete Corres,
pondence.

Declining, February 1944-April 1945 Princeton, N.J, Pare III. Allianee

: Princeton University Press 1984

US Department of State, Foreign Relations of the Unired S - =
The Near East, South Asia, and Africa, The Far East. Wma;eh-;-nDtlgi?,,I?nc Papers 1944 Volume V-
1965. gton: U.S. Goveramen: Printing Office,

_____ Foreign Relations of the United States: Diplomaric P,
4 - % apers 104 ‘
Africa. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1969, 5 Volume VIII: The Near East and

-———--Foreign Relarions of the United States: Diplomartic Papers 1946 Volu

Africa. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office. 1966, e VIIhe NeRr A Rand

-———-Foreign Relations of the United Stares: Diplomatic Papers 1947 V.
. . olume V: The Near East and
Africa. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1971. t

Memoirs and Autobiographies

Acheson , Dean. Present at the Creation: My Years in the State Department. New York: W.W. Norton
and Co., 1969.

Bynes, James F. Speaking Frankly. New York: Harper and Brothers Publishers, 1947.

Harriman, W. Averell and Elie Abel. Special Envoy to Churchill and Stalin,. 1941-1946. New York:
Random House, 1975.

Pahlavi, Mohammed Reza. Mission for My Country. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1961.

Truman, Harry S. Memoirs by Harry S. Truman: Year of Decisions, Volume 1. Garden City, N.Y.:
Doubleday and Co., 1955.

------ Memoirs by Harry S. Truman: Years of Trial and Hope, 1946-1952, Volume 2. Garden City,

N.Y.: Doubleday and Co., 1956.




~eandary NOurees
< Alhan The Fagle wred
it Tans ! I o the $ron - 17 .
PR ale Uin ey Press, 198K o Lrageds of American tranig
“anian Relaton
1 Neow May
. . . <
rers b d“f"l W _l rired States il Policy and Dapitor . "
Conn: Greemwvood Press, 1983 HICY: A Dwensieth-C
Xy Century Overy
La

TR
~ oAt Rln‘ll.ltﬂ W. Truan and the United Stares: €
s purph Pruess, 1988, A Cold War Cuase Stueedy Piush Y cr

X Y. sSburgh, Pa - Uniy
iy of

Louise Lestrange. dran and the Cold War: The Azerbaijan Cri
risis of 1946. Cambri
- Cambridge.

Faweott.
Cambridge University Press, 1992,
Nr:,“:::::, v;; NZZ'L, ;r‘:;g'{fg:fx;; :l’;i DG‘;T:,';,:"{ yf ?j{c i Eﬁ:}!;gasi::;dy o); the Role of Law in the Retari
©ss, 1954 itons
G__‘g::;::ﬂ.\sll;ww::ll:; P:if"'tl);t;{qn Poticy and the Shah: Building a Client State in Iran. lthaca,K N.Y .-
: Macmillan

The United States and Iran, 1946-51: The Policy of Neglect. Lo
CE. ndon:

Goode. James F.

Press. 1989.
Robert. {fran: The Hlusion of Power. New York: St. Martin's, 1980

Grahani.
Kuniholm. Bruce Robellet. The Origins of the Cold War in the Near East. Princeton, N.J.: Pri
. N e a4 nncewon

University Press. 1980.
. New York: Alfred

1 Arthur and William Lewis. Debacle: The American Failure in Iran

Ledeen, Michae
A. Knopt. 1981.
Mansfield, Peter. A History of the Middle East. New York: Penguin Books, 1991.

e American Cenwury: The Politicat Economy of US Foreign Oil Policy

Painter. David S§. Oil and ti
London: The John Hopkins Univetsity Press, 1986.

J94]-1954. Baltimore and

Rooseveltl, Kermit. Countercoup. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1979.

All Fall Down: America’s Tragic Encounter wi th Iran. New York: Random House, 1085.
and Power. New York: Simon and

Sick, Gary-
The Prize: The Epic Quest for Oil, Money,

Yergin, Daniel.
Schuster, 1991.

Newspapers

The Los Angeles Times

A-2




