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Introduction

In August 1941, two allies during World War II, Britain and the USSR, jointly
occupied Iran' to prevent the spread of German influence in the country. Iran became a
vital supply route of Western aid to the Soviet Union during the most difficult years of
their common struggle against Nazism. However, even wartime cooperation in Iran did
not permanently alter traditional rivalry and suspicion between Britain and the USSR in
this area. The tripartite treaty of 1942 signed by the Soviet Union, Great Britain, and Iran
temporarily quieted mutual suspicions because it stipulated the eventual withdrawal of all
foreign troops, while guaranteeing Iran’s integrity and independence. However, the
1944 Soviet demand of an oil concession in northern Iran, made possible in part by the
success of Russian armies at Stalingrad in 1943, signaled the renewal of traditional
Anglo-Russian rivalry.

As German defeat became imminent, and differences amongst the Allies more

prominent, Iran turned into an arena of conflicting national interests of the Big Three.

The Soviet Union used its occupation of northern Iran to reestablish a sphere of influence

that Imperial Russia had once enjoyed, and attempted to spread this influence further

throughout Iran. Since Great Britain was determined to hold on to its oil and strategic

interests in Iran, the country once again became a center of traditional Anglo-Russian

rivalry in the region. In contrast to these powers, the United States did not have any

previous interest in Iran. But having become involved in Iran because of lend-lease aid to

! In 1925 Reza Shah Pahlavi, Shah-in-Shah of Persia changed the official name of his country, Persia, to
Iran. However, British Foreign Office continued to refer to the country as Persia to avoid confusion with

Iraq.




Russia, the American government decided to use Iran as an example of the workability of
the United Nations concept and to further its own oil interests.

The undercurrent of the competing national interests came to the foreground in
March 1946 when the Soviet Union failed to withdraw troops from Iran by the agreed
date. The United States and the USSR had minimal geo-political interests in conflict in
Iran. However, the United States became convinced that ideological differences made
cooperation with the Soviet Union impossible and decided to use the Iranian complaint
against the Soviet Union as the first instance of containment. The dispute in the United
Nations Security Council between the USSR and the United States over Iran served as the
first open diplomatic confrontation of the Cold War. Because of this important American
intervention, until recently the Iranian crisis of March 1946, like most of Cold War
history, has been studied as a phenomenon of Soviet-American relations.

Aside from US-Soviet relations, however, there are other important factors to be
considered. For example, it is important to consider how British policies in Iran affected
the development of the Cold War. As a multitude of decisions and turning points, the

development of British policies in Iran requires an extensive primary source study, which

is beyond the scope of this paper. However, an examination of the British perceptions of

the Soviet Union, British national interests, and the role of the United States in Iran

behind the British policies will contribute to understanding of the British role in the Cold

War development.

The Cold War happened because the way former allies perceived each other
changed from positive to negative. What caused this change? Was it an aggressive

Soviet foreign policy alone that provoked Western response and instituted the Cold War?
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The Soviet Union’s rough tactics definitely contributed to Western negative perceptions
of the USSR. However, the most recent scholarship rejects the notion that Soviet
aggressiveness alone caused the Cold War. What were other possible reasons for the
change in wartime friendliness and cooperation? What role did ideological differences

have in changing perceptions? What role did Britain’s insistence on great power status

play in the change?
Whereas ideological differences were very important in determining the United

States policy vis-a-vis the USSR, in developing Britain’s policy these differences were

superceded by its insistence on maintaining a great power status. Naturally, Britain could

not but notice a certain ideological component in Soviet anti-British propaganda.

However, unlike the United States, Great Britain had a history of imperial rivalry with

Russia over Iran and elsewhere. Therefore, in its policy towards the Soviet Union Britain

preferred the imperial rather than the ideological approach. The terms imperial and

ideological are extremely hard to define. For the purposes of this paper, I will refer to

:dealistic American policies based on Atlantic Charter principles, and later on the

manichean view of communism and capitalism as ideological, and to British policies

based on the preservation of economic and strategic interests in Iran as imperial.

Britain’s approach toward Russia in Iran was based on the preservation of

imperial interests «in all circumstances.”* This did not mean that Britain was conciliatory

2 Quoted in Great Britain Foreign Office Weekly Political Intelligence Summaries Kraus International
Publications: Millwood NY London England, Schaan Liechtenstein 1983. Weekly Political Intelligence
Summaries (WPIS) were issued by the Foreign Office. There was an attempt to keep each report short and
i hand, there was a report for practically every British concern around the globe.
The more important the topic, the wider was its coverage. As the events in Iran gradually escalated into a
crisis, the reports on the country became longer, and sometimes mere reporting of events was supplemented

with analysis.




toward the Soviet Union. There was an evolution of Britain’s perceptions of the USSR.
At the height of Allied understanding, 1941-44, Britain was willing to accommodate
certain Soviet war aims because it meant more security for its own interests. However, as
soon as Britain perceived danger to its imperial interests its policy became hawkish. This
happened when the Soviets demanded an extensive oil concession in 1944, and requested
to have a presence in the Mediterranean in the summer of 1945. Ideology, which Britain
acknowledged as a Soviet tool in achieving its aims since the oil concession crisis in
1944, took the spotlight in British perceptions of the Soviet Union only in the wake of the
March crisis.

At the same time, it is important to emphasize that British perceptions of national
interests and of the USSR were not homogeneous. The Labour left and Prime Minister
Clement Attlee emphasized a scale back of imperial commitments and cooperation with
the Soviet Union via the United Nations. In contrast to the Premier, the Foreign

Secretary Ernest Bevin, the chiefs of staff, and the majority of the F oreign Office

specialists believed it was vital to maintain exclusive British predominance in the

Mediterranean and the Middle East regardless of the possible effect on the Anglo-Soviet

relations. The fact that despite these disagreements a policy of strict preservation of

traditional national interests was adopted illustrates the preference of imperial concerns

over the impulses to cooperate with the Soviet Union. In this light, the aggressiveness of

the Soviet post-war foreign policy is by itself an inadequate explanation of the genesis of

the Cold War.

In WPIS # 297 13/6/45 Mr. Law, a Foreign Office representative, was quoted in answering a question in
ParliamcntonpolicyinImn,“...itwasgcvemm.ent'sintenﬁoninallcimumstancesto safeguard our
ImpetialinterestsinSouthersiaandthersian Guilf”




British perceptions of Soviet policies in Iran were formed on British perceptions
of their national goals and the role of the United States in achieving those goals. Despite
its socialist leanings, the Labour government remained committed to maintaining
Britain’s role as a great power, which in turn required maintaining British imperial
interests all over the globe. The British did not want to cooperate with the Russians if
such cooperation threatened their imperial position, which they deemed essential for

British post-war recovery.?

Methodology
To verify my hypothesis I will examine the records of the Foreign Office officials, the

Foreign Secretary, the Prime Minister, and the Labour left on three key issues: their
perceptions of the Soviet Union, of British national interests, and of the role of the United

States in Iran. Also, I will compare these perceptions with the American perceptions of

the Soviet Union and of America’s role in Iran to suggest a different basis for the British

Foreign Office perceptions towards the USSR. The progress in change of British

perceptions of the Soviet Union from October 1944 to April 1946 will illuminate these

differences. The obsession of the most influential British policy-makers with the

preservation of great power status will be shown through alternatives presented to the

prevailing attitudes both from within and outside of the government. Certain analytical

tools such an imperial versus ideological basis for assessment will be useful in describing

British perceptions of the Soviet Union.

3 See John Kent “The British Empire and the Origins of the Cold War, 1944-49 in Anne Deighton (ed.)
Britain and the First Cold War (New York: St Martin’s Press, 1990) 165-183
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Background

Since the middle of the nineteenth century Britain and Russia were rivals in Iran.
The imperial rivalry was a result of “Russia’s expansionist policies and her need for
warm-water ports [which] clashed with Britain’s need to maintain her line of
communication in the Eastern Mediterranean and her desire to protect a vast area which
stretched from the Persian Gulf to Tibet.™ As primarily a navy power, Britain could not
compete with the strong geopolitical position of Russia in Persia. Therefore, in the
decade prior to First World War the men who shaped British foreign policy recognized
the limit of Britain’s options in its competition against Russia. Since it was obvious
Russia could annex northern Iran at any point, British policy should concentrate, it was
reasoned, “on what is essential to us, which we can hold.”*

Britain’s opportune moment to negotiate with Russia arrived shortly after the turn
of the century. Russia had to halt its expansionist drive because of the 1905 Revolution
and its humiliating defeat in the Russo-Japanese war of 1904-5. Also, both countries
were concerned about German activities in Europe and in the Middle East. The
conciliatory mood of 1907 presaged wartime cooperation against Germany. The Anglo-
Russia Convention of 1907 divided Iran into spheres of political and economic influence:

a northern sphere controlled by the Russians, a neutral sphere, and a southern sphere

controlled by Britain.

However, cooperation with Britain could not be reconciled with Russian interests

in Iran, so Russian expansion in the country continued despite the 1907 agreement. V.N.

4 Bruce Robellet Kuniholm, The Origins of the Cold War in the Near East: Great Power Conflict and
Diplomacy in Iran, Turkey, and Greece (New York: Princeton University Press, 1980), 130. From now on

cited as Kuniholm
5 Memorandum by Lord George Hamilton, Secretary of State for India, No. 338, April 3, 1900; L.I, 70,




Lamsdorff, minister of foreign affairs under Czar Nicholas II, defined Russian aim in Iran

as follows:

T(? preserve the integrity and the inviolability of the possessions of the Shah;
without seeking territorial accretions for ourselves, without allowing the ’
hegemony of a third power gradually to subject Persia to our dominant influence
= In oth§r words, our task is to make Persia politically an obedient and useful,
i.e. sufficiently powerful, instrument in our hands.’

Thus, it is not surprising that “by 1910 [Russia] felt confident enough to resume inroads

into Iran, notwithstanding the 1907 convention.” On the eve of World War I, “Iran had

27

again become a virtual Russian protectorate.

In their relations with Iran, the Bolsheviks, who took over the government of

Russia after the October Revolution of 1917, balanced ideology with both immediate

security and long-term traditional concerns. Entertaining the hopes of a world revolution,

the Bolshevik leadership could not ignore the role of Iran as the key to the Middle East.

As in other countries, the Bolsheviks appealed to Iranian workers and peasants to “throw

off” the Shah, the “feudal vampires” and the “English robbers.”® In 1920 Soviet

oviet Republic in northern Iran.

representatives even briefly took over the Gilan S

However, security concerns turned out to be more important than proselytizing

in Kazamzadeh 346-347.

g ﬁm;’? «Tsarskaya Rossiia i Persiia v epokhu russko-iaponskoi voiny” (Tsarist Russia and Persia
During the Russo-Japanese War), Krasnyi Archiv, 4 (53) (Moscow, 1932), 13-14 quoted in Kazamzadeh
460 - avamaadch, “Russia and the Middle East” in o 1. Ledrer e, Russian Forelgn Policy: Essays
in Historical Perspective (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1962) 519-20 quoted in Alvin Z.
Rubinstein Soviet Policy Toward Turkey, Iran, and Afghanistan: The Dynarmics of Influence (New York:
Praeger, 1982) 59 '
% “Sog:et Appeal to Persian Workers and Peasants to Support the Soviet Revolution, August 30, 1919”
USSR. Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Doc!lmenq» vneshnei politiki SSSR (Moscow: Gospolitiizdat, 1958), I

translatedandrepmtedmnasﬂnmyUyshynandFmdeﬁckCoxChapters. Soviet-Persian

pp. 239-42. As
Relations, 1918-1985The Soviet Union and the Middle East: a documentary record of Afghanistan, Iran,

Turkey, 1917-1985  (Princeton, New Jersey: Kingston Press, ¢1987), 250-255 From now on cited as
Dmytryshyn and Cox



ideological prospects. Lenin insisted on withdrawing the Red Army from northern Iran
both to avoid conflict with Britain, and more importantly, to gain favor with Iran. In
Lenin’s view favorable predisposition of the Iranian government to the Bolshevik
government precluded the possibility of Iran becoming a British base for attack on
socialist Russia. Therefore, as early as December 1917, Lenin nullified the 1907 Anglo-
Russia agreement.’ Furthermore, Iran was relieved of all Tsarist imposed obligations. "
In 1921 Soviet Russia signed a treaty with Iran that renounced all claims to northern Iran.
In exchange for Soviet renunciation of all Tsarist claims and for withdrawal of Soviet
support from the Gilan Soviet republic, the Iranians undertook to allow no groups or
organizations hostile to Russia to form on Iranian soil. Moreover, the Russians were
allowed under Article 6 of the treaty to move troops into Iran against any hostile
presence, if “after a warning from the Russian Soviet government, the Persian
government [was] unable to avert this menace.” "' Tactically, the security of Russian

border was more important than the strategic interests of the proletarian revolution in

northern Iran.

Great Britain was left alone to exercise a sphere of influence in southern Iran.
Since Britain’s main interest in Tran was oil, British influence in Iran was exercised
through the Anglo-Iranian 0Oil Company, especially after the British government acquired
a majority interest in 1914. Iranian oil became increasingly important to Britain after its

navy switched to oil to fuel its warships. From 1921 to 1941, the powerful forces of

9 «] enin’s and Stalin’s appeal to the Moslems of Russia and the East to Support Revolution, December
3,1917" USSR. Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Documenty vneshnei politiki SSSR (Moscow: Gospolitizdat,
1957), I pp. 34-5. Reprinted and translated in Dmytryshyn and Cox 5

10 g0 viet Renunciation of All Tsarist Claims on Persia and Appeal for Friendly Relations, June 26, 1919”
Documentry Vneshne Politiki as translated and reprinted in Dmytryshyn and Cox 246-249

11 «pfoscow treaty between the Russian Socialist Federated Republic and Persia, February 26, 1921”
League of Nations. treaty Series, Vol. 9, No. 268 as reprinted in Dmytryshyn and Cox 260-271.

10




Iranian nationalism, British imperialism, and Soviet Communism were in a stage of “an

armed armistice.”'?

* * *

The German threat in 1941 brought the two imperial rivals closer to cooperation
in Iran as it had in 1907. Although it is questionable whether the threat of German
domination of Iran was serious enough in 1941 to warrant the Allied concern, German
influence was clearly visible;*Germany was Iran’s leading economic partner." In any
case, Britain and Soviet Russia decided to take no chances, s both countries made
presentations to the Iranian government requesting removal of most Germans from Iran
and access to the Iranian railroad for passing of vital supplies to Russia. However, the
Tranian ruler, Rezah Shah Pehlavi, was reluctant to upset the neutrality of his country and
to antagonize Germany, his important economic partner, and he was even more hesitant
to allow foreign troops into his country. He also denied the Allied request to use the
Iranian railroad as a supply route to Russia. However, the Shah’s attempts to keep his

country neutral were to no avail.

A new phase of cooperation between Great Britain and the Soviet Union began in

August 1941 when the two countries jointly occupied and divided Iran into northern and

southern zones of occupation. The British moved in 19,000 troops mainly as a way to

protect the oilfields in the south. The Soviet Union moved in 30,000 to 40,000 troops into

northern Iran. The two countries proceeded to shape the Iranian economy according to

the needs of the Allied war effort, inflicting much hardship on the Iranian people in the

12 K uniholm 136 ‘
13 In his memoirs former British Ambassador wrote, “no final answer can be given whether the invasion of

Persia was justified.” Sir Reader Bullard, The Camels Must Go (London: Faber and Faber, 1961) 227
14 Louise L Estrange Fawcett, Iran and the Cold War: Azerbaijan crisis of 1946 (New York: Cambridge

11




process. The tripartite treaty of 1942 signed by Iran, Britain, and the USSR was
undoubtedly an expression of cooperation between the Allies. For example, the Soviet
and the British zones were divided along the lines similar to the spheres of influence of
the Anglo-Russian Convention of 1907. However, certain provisions of the treaty
pointed to the preoccupation of each side with imperial interests and the existence of
mutual suspicion. For example, as if to dissuade either power from acquiring territory in
Iran, the treaty obliged the Allied powers to respect “the territorial integrity, sovereignty
and political independence of Iran,”'* and to withdraw all Allied forces “not later than six
months after all hostilities between the Allied Powers and Germany and her associates”

have ended in an armistice."®
The story of conflict and cooperation among Britain, Russia and Iran became

ed by the appearance of a new player — the United States of America. The
unprecedented. The US Army

complicat
American involvement in Iran during World War II was

Persian Gulf Command, which at its highest point of expansion numbered 30,000 troops,

administrated the flow of aid to Russia, the Iranian railroad, and American airfields.

Continuing its policy of involving a third party to offset the influence of rival Russian

and British interests, the Iranian government appealed to the United States for help in

running various aspects of its government and economy. The United States responded

with a flood of advisors. America was a particularly attractive partner for Iran because of

its renowned stance against imperialism. The ideals of self-determination and

sovereignty for nations were particularly appealing to the Iranians, who had for years

been pressured by their powerful neighbors, Britain and Russia. The Atlantic Charter

University Press, 1992), 144
1S Dmytryshyn and Cox 361

12




principles promulgated by President Roosevelt and accepted by Churchill and Stalin
offered hope for small nations like Iran. Inturn, the US gave Iran special significance
because it was the sight of unprecedented cooperation between the Big Three. The
American leadership saw the case of Iran as a test of post-war cooperation among the
allies. The spirit of Allied cooperation and American idealism was embodied in the
Declaration on Iran issued during the 1943 Tehran meeting of the Big Three. The three
great powers guaranteed the independence and sovereignty of Iran. However, the
idealism of the Tehran declaration did not last.

The presence of Soviet troops in northern Iran presented the USSR with an
opportunity to fulfil traditional Russian objectives, which was bound to make a mockery
of the Tehran declaration and to revive the traditional Anglo-Russian rivalry over Iran.

Much like their imperial predecessors, the Bolsheviks wanted to be the dominant

influence in the country without partitioning Iran. According to the latest research in

Russian archival material, Soviet interests in Iran “centered on the prospect of gaining

access to oil in northern Iran” and were «linked to considerations of Soviet state prestige

vis-a-vis ... the United States and Great Britain.”"" During the first few years of the war

Russia could pay only scarce attention to Iran because of the struggle against Germany.

However, after the success of the Russian armies at Stalingrad in 1943, “there was a

distinctly aggressive note in Soviet policy as demonstrated by its behavior in the oil

concession crisis.”"®

16 Dmytryshyn Cox 364

17 Nataliya L. Yegorova “The ‘Iran Crisis’ of 1945-46: A View from the Russian Archives” (Cold War
International History Project — Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, May 1996) 2

18 pawcett Jran and Cold War 85
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Soviet behavior during the oil crisis put the Soviet Union at odds with the
Iranians, Americans, and the British. In September 1944 Sergei I. Kavtaradze requested
the Iranian government to grant the USSR a 150,000 square kilometers wide area for an
oil concession in northern Iran. Determined not to let the Soviet Union use the presence
of its troops to secure an unfavorable oil concession in the north, the Iranian government
passed a law prohibiting any oil concession for as long as foreign troops were in Iran.
This refusal of the Iranian government brought heavy pressure from the Soviet side. So
harsh was the Soviet propaganda that the Iranian Prime Minister M. Said resigned in
November to improve Soviet-Iranian relations. The pro-Soviet forces organized anti-
government strikes and demonstrations. Finally, in blatant violation of the tripartite

agreement, the Iranian government was not allowed to send troops to restore order in the

north.

Ostensibly, Soviet allies did not mind an oil concession for the Soviet Union in

northern Iran as long as the Iranians were willing to negotiate. However, both the United

States and Britain were concerned about the political implications of granting the Soviet |

n in the north. They were also concerned about the USSR’s

Union such a huge concessio

tactics. In November 1944, the Weekly Political Intelligence Summary of the British

Foreign Office quoted a speech on the oil issue by Sumner Welles, former US

Undersecretary of State, in which he expressed concern about Russian attitudes during

the oil concession Crisis.

Russia’s attitude is most important, because it raises the vital question of the part
the Soviet is going to play in the international organization ... the right of Russia
{0 ask that neighboring Governments be friendly and co-operative should not be
construed to mean that they must acquiesce in every advantage which the

Russians seek."”

19 WPIS # 268 November 22, 1944 Great Britain Foreign Office Weekly Political Intelligence Summaries

14



Soviet tactics in Iran were influenced by ideological structures within the Soviet
Union, which “took an active role in implementing Soviet plans in Iran.” The ideological
structures within the Soviet government -- the Department of International Information
(DDI), later known as the Department of Foreign Policy (DFP) within the Central
Committee of All-Union Communist Party (bolshevik) [AUCP(b)] -- were the inheritance
of the disbanded Communist International.* They followed ‘party diplomacy’, which

was distinguished from the diplomacy of the People’s Commissariat of Foreign Affairs

(PCFA) by several important characteristics. The “party diplomacy’ was completely

secret; and oriented towards the ‘propagandizing of Marxist-Leninist ideology” and the

promotion of Soviet interests in foreign countries using national communist and

democratic movements.”

The Communist party of Iran, Tudeh, and later the Azerbaijan Democratic Party

were used to promote the national interests of the Soviet Union. Since Tudeh’s formation

in 1941 its goal was to “prevent the widening of British political influence in Iran, while

porting, as a means to this end, the growth of American influence.”” It was the

sup
instigator of anti-government demonstrations and strikes during the oil concession crisis.

In December 1944, the Iranian parliament, “an obedient weapon” in British hands, shut

the door to future foreign oil concessions for as long as the Allied troops were on Iran’s

soil. In response, the ‘party diplomacy’ underground decided to use the Tudeh party to

control the Majlis (Iranian Parliament). To this end the nationalistic Azerbaijan

Kraus International Publ ications: Millwood NY London England, Schaan Liechtenstein 1983.

2 Nataliya I. Yegorova “The ‘Iran Crisis’ of 1945-46: A View from the Russian Archives” (Cold War
International History Project - Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, May 1996) 3

21 yegorova 5 (Note that the author was careful to point out that the DFP did not became a bureaucratic-
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Democratic Party replaced the northern section of the communist Tudeh, and the Kurdish
tribes of northern Iran were encouraged to cooperate with the Democrats. This move
used grievances accumulated by the Azerbaijanis and the Kurds against the central
government to further Soviet ends.” In response to the Majlis law prohibiting new
elections while foreign troops were in Iran, the Democrats successfully took over the
government of Azerbaijan in December 1945. The question of autonomy for Azerbaijan
became an important bargaining tool in Soviet efforts to secure an oil concession.

As the Soviet Union stepped up its pressure on Iran, the United States and Britain

became increasingly concerned about Soviet policy. The Anglo-Saxon powers realized

that the presence of Soviet troops in Iran was crucial to the success of the Tudeh and the

Democrat take-over of Azerbaijan. For example, the Red Army prevented Iranian troops

from crushing the Tudeh opposition and the Azerbaijan rebels. Therefore, at various

Allied meetings from September 1944 to December 1945, British and American

representatives attempted to discuss troop withdrawal. However, the United States did

oviet cooperation on other issues.

not want to press the issue for fear of a breakdown in S

And Britain was anxious to secure American help in preserving its interests in Iran.

Moreover, aside from withdrawal from Tehran, Allied requests for troop withdrawal did

not produce any results. The Soviet Union responded with a promise to abide by all the

Soviet-signed agreements.

Soviet Union failed to withdraw its troops by the agreed deadline of March 2,

The

1946. In response, the British Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin sent a strong note of

party organ closcly connected 2t the ideology and policy of the “Cold War” until mid-1946.)
RisKhIDNI, £.17, op. 128, d, 11. 5-7 quoted in Yegorova 5
2 A March 1945 letter from a secret agent of the AUCP(b) CC outlines the policy of using electoral

success in the north to settle “our economic problems with Iran in the way that we want.”; quoted in

16




protest t0 the Soviet government. The ambiguous nature of the American consul’s report

of Soviet troop movements in March brought further tension to the political atmosphere.
The United States government stepped in and encouraged the Iranian government to
present the existing situation as ‘a dispute’ to the United Nations Council. The first open
diplomatic confrontation between the USSR and the United States thus ensued, presaging
the coming of the Cold War. The Soviet troops were eventually withdrawn in May 1946,

but the spirit of confrontation and coldness between the East and the West remained.

Historiography

Since the Iranian crisis was the first instance of open Soviet-American confrontation, the

crisis has for the most part been studied from the point of view of Soviet-American

relations. It seems as if the first generation of historians writing about the Cold War was

prejudiced by anti-Communist hysteria. According to these authors, the ideologically

motivated expansionism of the Soviet Union caused the Cold War because after a certain

point, for example with the Iranian crisis, the West was no longer willing to appease the

Soviets.2* These authors overly relied on primary source documents from the American

side, such as the reflections of US Department of State officials writing about their role in

the early Cold War days. The memoirs of Secretary of State Dean Acheson in many

ways exemplify these reflections. Specifically in regards to the Iranian crisis, Acheson

wrote that the Soviet policy in Iran “followed the route of invasion by barbarians against

Yegorova 6 s
pants in the events. For a discussion of American

* Many of these carly accounts were written by partici
role in the Iranian crisis se¢ Robert Rossow, Jr., “The Battle of Azerbaijan, 1946” Middle East Journal,
10(1956), 17-32; Joseph M. Jones, The Fifieen Weeks (February 21-June 5, 1947) (New York, 1955), 50-
58; Nasrollah Saifpour Fatemi, Oil Diplomacy:Powderkeg in Iran New York, 1954); George Lenczowski,
Russia and the West in Iran, 1918-1948: A Study in Big-Power Rivalry (New York, 1948) 263-313.
Michael Kahl Sheenan, Jran: The Impact of United States Interests and Policies, 1941-1954 (Brooklyn,

N.Y., 1968), 27-32.
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Classical Greece and Rome and later of the Tsars” towards warm waters.”’ Unequivocal
statements such as these partly explain why the orthodox school, concluded that the Cold
War was a result of blatant Russian aggressiveness united with a communist-inspired

desire to take over the world.

In the 1960s, a revisionist school emerged out of the soul-searching caused by the
tragedy of Vietnam. The thrust of the revisionist school was that the Soviet Union alone

should not be blamed for the development of the Cold War. Furthermore, since most of

the revisionist historians were of Marxist background, they attributed the development of

the Cold War to the expansion of American capitalist imperialism into new areas such as

Iran. From this point of view, the private oil interests seeking concessions in Iran, and

which were entrusted with the development of the United States Iranian policy, made an

ill-considered request for an oil concession in 1943, prompting the Soviet leadership to

demand northern oil concessions from Iran in 1944. The Soviet pressure on Iran that

precipitated the Iranian crisis stemmed from the Iranian denial of the Soviet request.

Gardner questioned, just as Millspaugh, the head of the American advisory mission in

Iran, had questioned, why such a «combustible enterprise in an unstable area [was

launched] in the midst of a war?’2® Moreover, why ignore the all-important three-power

cooperation principle by failing to notify either the USSR or Britain about the request in

advance. Gardner concluded that the outcome of the crisis, “[flar from justifying the

25 Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation; My Years at the State Department (New York: Norton, 1969),

267 Need to provide more authors here
26 1 ouis Gardner The Architects of lllusion: Men and Ideas in American Foreign Policy, 1941-49

(Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1970), 210.
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Truman Doctring, ... revealed that it was possible to extend American interests even to

the doorstep of the Soviet Union without an effective challenge.””’

The writing of both the orthodox and the revisionist schools tended to concentrate
on the two SUPETPOWEIS involved in the Cold War, Meanwhile, the scholarship produced
during the 1960s and 1970s on the British role in the Cold War concentrated on the theme
of British decline.2® It rightly pointed out that the British policy makers attempted to
cubstitute American power where British power was beginning to \—vane, as was the case

in Iran. But over-concentrating on the theme of British decline, this scholarship

described Britain as more dependent on and thus more compliant to the United States

than it really was.
ot in Cold War historiography is the post-revisionist
ctors in the Cold War

A more recent developme

school, which extends the scope of its inquiry from the two major a

to a range of lesser, yet nonetheless significant actors in the conflict. In particular the

role of Britain in the advent of the Cold War has received more attention. David

Reynolds, an author of a recent book on the Cold War, persuasively argues that in order

n helped to shape the Cold War, one must understand that in the

to understand how Britai
1940s Britain was still a great power. Of course, the long-term decline of the Empire was
beginning to show. Some parts like India and Palestine even gained independence. The
relationship with the colonies changed, but in some form the Empire continued. In fact

during this period, the ‘milking’ of less developed parts of the Empire increased. With

still relatively large pool of resources to tap into, Britain continued as Europe’s leading

manufacturing center and at the same time, a major center for world finance and

Y Ibid,, 215
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