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Preface

The Foreign Relations of the United States series presents the official
documentary historical record of major foreign policy decisions and
significant diplomatic activity of the United States Government. The
Historian of the Department of State is charged with the responsibility
for the preparation of the Foreign Relations series. The staff of the Office
of the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, under the direction of the
General Editor of the Foreign Relations series, plans, researches, com-
piles, and edits the volumes of the series. Secretary of State Frank B.
Kellogg first promulgated official regulations codifying specific stand-
ards for the selection and editing of documents for the series on March
26, 1925. These regulations, with minor modifications, guided the series
through 1991.

Public Law 102-138, the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, es-
tablished a new statutory charter for the preparation of the series which
was signed by President George H.W. Bush on October 28, 1991. Sec-
tion 198 of P.L. 102-138 added a new Title IV to the Department of
State’s Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 4351, et seq.)

The statute requires that the Foreign Relations series be a thorough,
accurate, and reliable record of major United States foreign policy deci-
sions and significant United States diplomatic activity. The volumes of
the series should include all records needed to provide comprehensive
documentation of major foreign policy decisions and actions of the
United States Government. The statute also confirms the editing prin-
ciples established by Secretary Kellogg: the Foreign Relations series is
guided by the principles of historical objectivity and accuracy; records
should not be altered or deletions made without indicating in the pub-
lished text that a deletion has been made; the published record should
omit no facts that were of major importance in reaching a decision; and
nothing should be omitted for the purposes of concealing a defect in
policy. The statute also requires that the Foreign Relations series be pub-
lished not more than 30 years after the events recorded.

Structure and Scope of the Foreign Relations Series

This volume is part of a subseries of the Foreign Relations series that
documents the most important issues in the foreign policy of the ad-
ministrations of Richard M. Nixon and Gerald R. Ford. This specific
volume documents U.S. policy towards Iran and Iraq from 1973 to
1976.

I
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Although part of a larger integrated series, this volume is meant to
stand on its own. Readers who want a more complete context for U.S.
relations with the Middle East during this time period should consult
other volumes in the 1969-1976 subseries. U.S. relations with the coun-
tries of the Arabian Peninsula and Gulf region, as well as the Nixon and
Ford administrations’” general policies toward the Middle East as a
whole are covered in volume E-9, Documents on Middle East Region;
Arabian Peninsula; North Africa; 1973-1976. U.S. policy towards the
Arab-Israeli dispute is covered in two volumes. Volume XXV docu-
ments the October 1973 War, its immediate origins, outbreak, and
ceasefire. Volume XXVI, Arab-Israeli Dispute, 1974-1976, details U.S.
efforts to broker a more permanent peace settlement between the Arab
states and Israel. Oil and energy issues are addressed in volume
XXXVI, Energy Crisis, 1969-1974 and volume XXXVII, Energy Crisis,
1974-1980.

Focus of Research and Principles of Selection for Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, Volume XXVII

The editor of this volume sought to present documentation that ex-
plains and illuminates the major policy decisions made by Presidents
Nixon and Ford regarding U.S. relations with Iran and Iraq between
1973 and 1976. The volume is divided into two chronological sections.
The first section documents the increasingly close political, economic,
and strategic relationship, which developed between the U.S. and Iran
during the mid-1970s; the second section covers Washington’s some-
what more distant interactions with Iraq, with whom the United States
did not maintain formal diplomatic relations following the 1967
Arab-Israeli war.

U.S.-Iranian relations under the Richard M. Nixon and Gerald R.
Ford administrations were the closest between the two countries since
1953. The first Nixon administration’s decision to sell to the Shah of
Iran, Mohammed Reza Pahlavi, whatever non-nuclear weapons he de-
sired removed one of the long-standing points of U.S.-Iranian discord.
Thereafter, U.S. officials recognized Iran’s notion of itself as protector
of the Persian Gulf, even if they lacked full confidence in it. This section
of the volume also focuses on the issue of oil prices, which the Shah in-
sisted on raising in 1973 despite a long-term 1972 agreement with the
consortium of western oil companies in Iran. First, in January 1973, the
Shah successfully sought equally favorable terms to the majority partic-
ipation rights secured by the Arab states. Later, following the October
1973 Arab-Israeli war, the Shah took no part in the oil embargo and
continued to secretly supply Israel with fuel. Yet during the December
1973 OPEC meeting in Tehran, the Shah led the charge for dramatically
increased oil prices.
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Additionally, this section of the volume documents the Ford ad-
ministration’s attempts to deflect Congressional efforts to use U.S. arms
sales as a lever to force Iran to cut oil prices or to improve Iran’s human
rights performance. Following Ford’s agreement to sign new legisla-
tion that no security assistance be provided to any country whose gov-
ernment persistently violated human rights, the Embassy met with rep-
resentatives of the Iranian Ministry of Foreign Affairs to guide officials
in presenting their human rights situation in a more positive light
internationally.

In sharp contrast to Iran, Washington had had no official relations
with Baghdad since the Iragis broke relations over the Arab-Israel war
of 1967. Accordingly, U.S. involvement in Iraq was largely confined to
the administration’s aid to the Iraqi Kurds in their opposition to the
government in Baghdad. This section of the volume shows that by
1972, however, U.S.-Iraqi relations had in some sense improved with
the establishment of the U.S. Interest Section in Baghdad. Meanwhile,
the Iraqi government itself had quietly expanded its interest section in
the United States, to which it appointed a distinguished chief in early
1973. Moreover, the 1973 settlement of the oil dispute between Iraq and
the Iraq Petroleum Company indicated some Iraqi interest in normal-
izing relations with the West and distancing itself from Moscow.

Editorial Methodology

The documents are presented chronologically according to Wash-
ington time. Memoranda of conversation are placed according to the
time and date of the conversation, rather than the date the memoran-
dum was drafted.

Editorial treatment of the documents published in the Foreign Re-
lations series follows Office style guidelines, supplemented by guid-
ance from the General Editor and the chief technical editor. The original
document is reproduced as exactly as possible, including marginalia or
other notations, which are described in the footnotes. Texts are tran-
scribed and printed according to accepted conventions for the publica-
tion of historical documents in the limitations of modern typography.
A heading has been supplied by the editors for each document in-
cluded in the volume. Spelling, capitalization, and punctuation are re-
tained as found in the original text, except that obvious typographical
errors are silently corrected. Other mistakes and omissions in the docu-
ments are corrected by bracketed insertions: a correction is set in italic
type; and addition in roman type. Words or phrases underlined in the
source text are printed in italics. Abbreviations and contractions are
preserved as found in the original text, and a list of abbreviations is in-
cluded in the front matter of each volume.

Bracketed insertions are also used to indicate omitted text that
deals with an unrelated subject (in roman type) or that remains classi-
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fied after declassification review (in italic type). The amount and,
where possible, the nature of the material not declassified has been
noted by indicating the number of lines or pages of text that were omit-
ted. Entire documents withheld for declassification purposes have been
accounted for and are listed by headings, source notes, and number of
pages not declassified in their chronological place. All brackets that ap-
pear in the original document are so identified by footnotes. All ellipses
are in the original documents.

The first footnote to each document indicates the source of the doc-
ument, original classification, distribution, and drafting information.
The note also provides the background of important documents and
policies and indicates whether the Presidents or their major policy ad-
visers read the document.

Editorial notes and additional annotation summarize pertinent
material not printed in the volume, indicate the location of additional
documentary sources, provide references to important related docu-
ments printed in other volumes, describe key events, and provide sum-
maries of and citations to public statements that supplement and eluci-
date the printed documents. Information derived from memoirs and
other first-hand accounts has been used when appropriate to supple-
ment or explicate the official record.

The numbers in the index refer to document numbers rather than
to page numbers.

Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documentation

The Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documenta-
tion, established under the Foreign Relations statute, reviews records,
advises, and makes recommendations concerning the Foreign Relations
series. The Advisory Committee monitors the overall compilation and
editorial process of the series and advises on all aspects of the prepara-
tion and declassification of the series. The Advisory Committee does
not necessarily review the contents of individual volumes in the series,
but it makes recommendations on issues that come to its attention and
reviews volumes, as it deems necessary to fulfill its advisory and statu-
tory obligations.

Presidential Records and Materials Preservation Act Review

Under the terms of the Presidential Recordings and Materials Pres-
ervation Act (PRMPA) of 1974 (44 U.S.C. 2111 note), the National Ar-
chives and Records Administration (NARA) has custody of the Nixon
Presidential historical materials. The requirements of the PRMPA and
implementing regulations govern access to the Nixon Presidential his-
torical materials. The PRMPA and implementing public access regula-
tions require NARA to review for additional restrictions in order to en-
sure the protection of the privacy rights of former Nixon White House
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officials, since those officials were not given the opportunity to separate
their personal materials from public papers. Thus, the PRMPA and im-
plementing public access regulations require NARA formally to notify
the Nixon Estate and former Nixon White House staff members that
the agency is scheduling for public release Nixon White House histor-
ical materials. The Nixon Estate and former White House staff
members have 30 days to contest the release of Nixon historical ma-
terials in which they were a participant or are mentioned. Further, the
PRMPA and implementing regulations require NARA to segregate and
return to the creator of files private and personal materials. All Foreign
Relations volumes that include materials from NARA’s Nixon Presi-
dential Materials Project are processed and released in accordance with
the PRMPA.

Nixon White House Tapes

Access to the Nixon White House tape recordings is governed by
the terms of the PRMPA and an access agreement with the Office of
Presidential Libraries of the National Archives and Records Admini-
stration and the Nixon Estate. In February 1971, President Nixon initi-
ated a voice activated taping system in the Oval Office of the White
House and, subsequently, in the President’s Office in the Executive
Office Building, Camp David, the Cabinet Room, and White House and
Camp David telephones. The audiotapes include conversations of Pres-
ident Nixon with his Assistant for National Security Affairs, Henry
Kissinger, other White House aides, Secretary of State Rogers, other
Cabinet officers, members of Congress, and key foreign officials. The
clarity of the voices on the tape recordings is often very poor, but the
editor has made every effort to verify the accuracy of the transcripts
produced here. Readers are advised that the tape recording is the offi-
cial document; the transcript represents an interpretation of that docu-
ment. Through the use of digital audio and other advances in tech-
nology, the Office of the Historian has been able to enhance the tape
recordings and over time produce more accurate transcripts. The result
is that some transcripts printed here may differ from transcripts of the
same conversations printed in previous Foreign Relations volumes. The
most accurate transcripts possible, however, cannot substitute for lis-
tening to the recordings. Readers are urged to consult the recordings
themselves for full appreciation of those aspects of the conversations
that cannot be captured in a transcript, such as the speakers’ inflections
and emphases that may convey nuances of meaning, as well as the
larger context of the discussion.

Declassification Review

The Office of Information Programs and Services, Bureau of Ad-
ministration, conducted the declassification review for the Department



VIII Preface

of State of the documents published in this volume. The review was
conducted in accordance with the standards set forth in Executive
Order 12958, as amended, on Classified National Security Information
and applicable laws.

The principle guiding declassification review is to release all infor-
mation, subject only to current requirements of national security as em-
bodied in law and regulation. Declassification decisions entailed con-
currence of the appropriate geographic and functional bureaus in the
Department of State, other concerned agencies of the U.S. Government,
and the appropriate foreign governments regarding specific docu-
ments of those governments. The declassification review of this vol-
ume, which began in 2007 and was completed in 2011, resulted in the
decision to withhold 1 document in full, excise a paragraph or more in 8
documents, and make minor excisions of less than a paragraph in 50
documents.

The Office of the Historian is confident, on the basis of the research
conducted in preparing this volume and as a result of the declassifica-
tion review process described above, that the documentation and edito-
rial notes presented here provide an accurate and comprehensive—
given limitations of space—account of the Nixon and Ford administra-
tions’ policies toward Iran and Iraq from 1973 to 1976.
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Sources

Sources for the Foreign Relations Series

The Foreign Relations statute requires that the published record in
the Foreign Relations series include all records needed to provide com-
prehensive documentation of major U.S. foreign policy decisions and
significant U.S. diplomatic activity. It further requires that government
agencies, departments, and other entities of the U.S. Government en-
gaged in foreign policy formulation, execution, or support cooperate
with the Department of State historians by providing full and complete
access to records pertinent to foreign policy decisions and actions and
by providing copies of selected records. Most of the sources consulted
in the preparation of this volume have been declassified and are avail-
able for review in the National Archives and Records Administration.

The editors of the Foreign Relations series have complete access to
all the retired records and papers of the Department of State: the central
files of the Department; the special decentralized files (“lot files”’) of the
Department at the bureau, office, and division levels; the files of the De-
partment’s Executive Secretariat, which contain the records of interna-
tional conferences and high-level official visits, correspondence with
foreign leaders by the President and the Secretary of State, and memo-
randa of conversation between the President and Secretary of State and
foreign officials; and the files of overseas diplomatic posts. The Depart-
ment’s indexed central files through July 1973 have been permanently
transferred to the National Archives and Records Administration at
College Park, Maryland (Archives II). Most of the Department’s decen-
tralized office (or “lot”) files covering the 1969-1976 period, which the
National Archives deems worthy of permanent retention, have been
transferred or are in the process of being transferred from the Depart-
ment’s custody to Archives IL

The editors of the Foreign Relations series also have full access to the
papers of Presidents Nixon and Ford, and other White House foreign
policy records. Presidential papers maintained at the Presidential li-
braries and the Nixon Presidential Materials Project include some of
the most significant foreign affairs-related documentation from the De-
partment of State and other federal agencies including the National Se-
curity Council, the Central Intelligence Agency, the Department of De-
fense, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Dr. Henry Kissinger approved
access to his papers at the Library of Congress. These papers are an im-
portant source for the Nixon-Ford sub-series of Foreign Relations.

XIII
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Research for this volume involved special access to restricted doc-
uments at the Nixon Presidential Materials Project, the Ford Library,
the Library of Congress, and other agencies. While all the material
printed in this volume has been declassified, some of it has been ex-
tracted from still classified documents. The staffs of the Nixon Presi-
dential Materials Project, and the Ford Library are still processing and
declassifying many of the documents examined for this volume, and
they may not be available in their entirety at the time of publication.

Sources for Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XXVII

From 1973 until 1976, policymaking towards Iran was shaped
most directly by Henry Kissinger, wearing his dual hats as National Se-
curity Advisor, to November 1975, and Secretary of State, from Sep-
tember 1973. The resignation of President Richard M. Nixon and suc-
cession of Gerald R. Ford in August 1974 only deepened Kissinger’s
influence. As a result, the three best sources for the roles of Kissinger
and the two presidents he served in shaping U.S.-Iranian relations
begins with the Department of State Central Files (Record Group 59) at
the National Archives and Records Administration (NARA), the NSC
Iran Country files in the Nixon Presidential Materials Project, and the
National Security Adviser, Middle East and South Asia Presidential
Country Files at the Ford Presidential Library. In the absence of formal
relations, records on Iraq are more sparse; U.S. involvement in Iraq was
largely confined to the administration’s aid to the Iraqi Kurds in their
opposition to the government in Baghdad. The Kurdish support is cov-
ered in the NSC records of the Nixon Project and the Ford Library, in-
cluding Backchannel cables between Helms and Kissinger, but is best
documented in the closed CIA files.

In June 1973 the format of Department of State central files was
changed from the paper Subject Numeric files to the electronic State Ar-
chiving System (SAS). Historical documents from this system have
been transferred to the National Archives and are part of the on-line
Access to Archival Database (AAD). With respect to the Central Files,
then, this guide can point to useful collections in the Subject Numeric
files only for the first six months of the second Nixon administration;
the AAD must be keyword-searched for individual documents, which
are not organized into collections. For all the topics below, a separate
search needs to be performed on the AAD to ensure comprehensive
research.

For general U.S.-Iranian relations, the POL IRAN and DEF IRAN
collections housed in the RG 59 Central Files at the National Archives
are a good place to start. The POL IRAN files include documents on
high-level meetings between the Shah and U.S. officials. POL 7 IRAN
contains memoranda of conversation from the Shah’s July 1973 visit to
the United States. The POL 13-2 IRAN, POL 13-10 IRAN, and POL 29
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IRAN files document mounting unrest among Iranian students. There
are useful documents on the Shah’s Iranian U.S.-based opposition in
POL 30-2 IRAN, while the POL 23-8 IRAN files contain many docu-
ments on terrorism. Terrorism is also a concern of the DEF 9 US collec-
tion, and the extensive U.S.-Iranian arms sales negotiations are in the
DEF 12-5 IRAN and DEF 19-9 US-IRAN files. The drawn-out disputes
over oil prices can be found in PET 6 IRAN. The views on U.S.-Iranian
relations of local officials on the ground, including the growing crisis of
the Iranian economy and the expanding presence of U.S. business, mili-
tary, and technical advisors on Iranian soil, are documented in Depart-
ment of State diplomatic post files, located in Record Group 84 at
NARA, and in the Department’s Lot Files. The records of the Bureau of
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs’ Office of Iran Affairs (Lot
76D169) have some useful documents on the subject of student protest.
The records of Secretary of State Henry Kissinger (Lot 91D414) and
(E5403) have a few documents on oil price disputes and on Kissinger’s
November 1974 and August 1976 visits to Tehran.

In the absence of formal ties, the documentary record on U.S.-Iraqi
relations is much thinner. However, the U.S. Interests Section in
Baghdad, established in 1972, produced a number of interesting re-
ports. These and other materials on general U.S.-Iraqi relations are in
POL IRAQ-US and POL 17 IRAQ-US. Internal Iraqi developments are
documented in POL 2 IRAQ and POL 12 IRAQ. Meetings and commu-
nications with Kurdish leaders are in POL 7 IRAQ and POL 13-3 IRAQ.
Documents on U.S. views of Iran-Iraq relations can be found in POL
IRAN-IRAQ. PET 15-2 IRAQ provides helpful material on the
IPC-Iraqi agreement, and POL IRAQ-USSR is the collection for Iraqi-
Soviet relations. Material on the plight of the Iraqi Jews is located in
SOC 14 IRAQ. POL 32-1 IRAQ-KUW covers problems in Iraqgi-Kuwaiti
relations. Military sales to Iraq are in DEF 12-5 IRAQ. Finally, there are
few but excellent communications from the Head of the Interests Sec-
tion to the Department in Lot Files 76D452, 76D453, and 78D61. Kissin-
ger’s contact with the Foreign Minister of Iraq is in the Kissinger Lot
File (E5403), as is Kurdish aid.

In the National Security Council files at the Nixon Presidential Ma-
terials Project, the Iran Country Files are the obvious place to begin re-
search on Iran. The Iran Country Files hold documents on general U.S.
relations and specifically on arms sales; U.S.-Iranian co-production;
U.S.-Iranian communications on Arab-Israeli relations; U.S.-Iranian
cooperation after the oil embargo; and oil disputes. The Backchannel
Files are critical, since the Ambassador to Iran, Richard Helms, used the
channel regularly to report to Henry Kissinger. Other files are more tar-
geted in their holdings: memoranda of conversation from the Shah’s
1973 visit are in the Nixon VIP Visits collection, and further documents
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on oil disputes are in the Iran Oil and Presidential/ HAK Memcons
files. More materials on arms sales are in the Iran Military Files
sub-section of the Harold Saunders Files. General U.S.-Iraqi relations
are documented in the Nixon Project’s Iraq Country Files. The Back-
channel files are a major source for Kurdish aid support and meetings
and communications with Kurdish leaders. U.S. views on Iran-Iraq re-
lations can be found in the Iran and Iraq Country Files.

At the Ford Library, the organization of some of the holdings
mirrors that of the Nixon Presidential Materials Project, so the priority
ranking of the National Security Adviser files is similar. The Middle
East and South Asia Presidential Iran Country Files contain memo-
randa on general U.S.-Iranian relations; oil, including a bilateral oil
deal; arms sales; co-production; nuclear cooperation; U.S.-Iranian joint
production; Arab-Israeli issues; Kissinger’s reports on his November
1974 visit to Tehran; and terrorism. The Backchannel Files, featuring
Kissinger-Helms communications on a host of topics, remain crucial.
The Memoranda of Conversation files provide material on Kissin-
ger-Ford discussions on Iran; the Shah’s May 1975 trip to Washington;
Defense’s reservations over arms sales; the appointment of a Defense
Representative to Iran; the review of defense and security policies in
the Persian Gulf; and oil, again including the bilateral oil deal.

In the Kissinger-Scowcroft West Wing Office Files sub-section of
the National Security Advisor files at the Ford Library, there are discus-
sions between Kissinger and Ford over Iran-related issues and attempts
to hammer out an oil-for-arms deal. Documents on U.S.-Iranian
co-production, nuclear cooperation, and Defense issues, along with a
few select documents on U.S.-Iranian co-production, are in the NSC In-
stitutional (""H"’) Files. Fewer documents on the same topics are in the
NSC Institutional Files, and a few on oil, terrorism and arms sales are
located in the NSC Operations Staff for Middle East and South Asian
Affairs Country Files. A small number of good documents on nuclear
cooperation can be found in the National Security Study Memoranda
and National Security Decision Memoranda files. The Presidential Cor-
respondence with Foreign Leaders collection contains letters from Ford
to the Shah. Kissinger’s August 1976 trip to Iran is documented in the
HAK Trips files.

For Iraq, the Ford Library’s National Security Adviser Files have
several useful collections. General U.S.-Iraqi relations are in the Presi-
dential Middle East and South Asia Country Files. More documents on
this topic are in the NSC Operations Staff for Middle East and South
Asian Affairs Country Files. The Kurdish operation is documented in
several places, including the Memoranda of Conversation files, the
Middle East and South Asia Country Files, the Mideast/Africa Back-
channel Messages files, and the Kissinger-Scowcroft West Wing Office
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Files, which include communications from Barzani. The Iran-Iraq set-
tlement is also in the Mideast/Africa Backchannel files.

Valuable collections which are currently closed to the public but
soon to be released for this period are the files of the Office of the Secre-
tary of Defense (OSD), Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(OASD), and Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (OUSD) cur-
rently in the Washington National Records Center. These files contain
more detailed materials on, for example, the Department of Defense’s
concerns about arms sales to Iran and the U.S. presence there, the
Shah’s May 1975 trip to Washington, terrorism, nuclear cooperation,
and the bilateral oil deal. Material on the Iran-Iraq settlement is also in
these files.

At the Manuscript Division of the Library of Congress, the Kissin-
ger Papers, though closed to the public, hold a few excellent materials
on oil, especially the oil-for-arms deal, arms sales, Kissinger’s No-
vember 1974 visit to Tehran, and U.S.-Iranian cooperation in Iran. The
papers of James Schlesinger, also at the Library of Congress, contain
documents on Defense concerns at U.S. policies towards Iran.

The following list identifies the particular files and collections
used in the preparation of this volume. In addition to the paper files
cited below, a growing number of documents are available on the In-
ternet. The Office of the Historian maintains a list of these Internet re-
sources on its website and encourages readers to consult that site on a
regular basis.

Unpublished Sources

Department of State

Central Files. See Record Group 59 under National Archives and Records Administration
below.

Lot Files. See National Archives and Records Administration below.

Electronic Reading Room

Transcripts of Kissinger Telephone Conversations, FOIA website

National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland
Record Group 59, Files of the Department of State

Central Files, 1973

DEF 12-5 IRAN: procurement and sale of armaments, Iran
DEF 12-5 IRAQ: procurement and sale of armaments, Iraq
DEF 12 PAK: armaments, Pakistan

DEF 12-5 PAK: procurement and sale of armaments, Pakistan
DEF 9 US: exercises and maneuvers, U.S.

DEF 19-9 US-IRAN: advisory and training assistance, U.S.-Iran
E 8-1 IRAN: prices and cost of living, Iran
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ORG 3-2 IRAN: organization and administration, chiefs of mission and principle officers

ORG 7 D: organization and administration, Deputy Secretary of State’s Visit

ORG 7 S: organization and administration, Secretary of State’s Visit

PET 6 IRAN: petroleum companies, Iran

PET 12 IRAN: petroleum production and consumption, Iran

PET 10-2 IRAQ: petroleum exploration and development, Iraq

PET 15-2 IRAQ: nationalization and expropriation, Iraq

POL 1 IRAN: general policy, Iran

POL 7 IRAN: visits and meetings, Iran

POL 13-2 IRAN: students and youth groups, Iran

POL 13-10 IRAN: extremist organizations, Iran

POL 15-1 IRAN: Head of State, Iran

POL 23-8 IRAN: demonstrations, riots, and protests, Iran

POL 23-9 IRAN: rebellions and coups, Iran

POL 29 IRAN: arrests and detentions, Iran

POL 30-2 IRAN: exile political activities, Iran

POL IRAN-IRAQ: political affairs and relations, Iran-Iraq

POL 2 IRAQ: general reports and statistics, Iraq

POL 7 IRAQ: visits and meetings, Iraq

POL 12 IRAQ: political parties, Iraq

POL 13-3 IRAQ: ethnic and national minorities, Iraq

POL 32-1 IRAQ-KUW: territory and boundary disputes, violations, and incidents,
Irag-Kuwait

POL 17 IRAQ-PAK: diplomatic and consular representation, Iraq-Pakistan

POL IRAQ-US: political affairs and relations, Irag-U.S.

POL 17 IRAQ-US: diplomatic and consular representation, Iraq-U.S.

POL IRAQ-USSR: political affairs and relations, Iraq-U.S.S.R.

POL 33 PERSIAN GULF: waters and boundaries, Persian Gulf

POL 13-3 US: ethnic and national minorities, U.S.

Central Foreign Policy Files, 1973-1976
Department of State telegrams transferred electronically to the National Archives

Lot Files
Records of the Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Office of Lebanon,
Jordan, Syrian Arab Republic, and Iraq Affairs

Lot 76D452
Lot 76D453
Lot 78D61
Lot 79D86

Records of the Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs; Office of Iran Affairs
Lot 75D351
Lot 75D365
Lot 75D410
Lot 76D169
Lot 76D289
Lot 76D470
Lot 76D486
Lot 76D488
Lot 77D400
Lot 81D137



Sources XIX

Records of Secretary of State Henry A. Kissinger, 1974-1977
Lot 78D433, Entry E 5177
Lot 91D414, Entry E 5403

Record Group 84, Department of State Records, Foreign Service Post Files

Tehran Embassy Files
Iran 1973
Iran 1975

Nixon Presidential Materials Project, National Archives and Records
Administration, College Park, Maryland (now at the Nixon Presidential
Library and Museum, Yorba Linda, California)

National Security Council Files

Backchannel

Backchannel Messages

Middle East/Africa
Country Files, Middle East

Iran
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AADC, Area Air Defense Commander

AAPSO, Afro-Asian Peoples’ Solidarity Organization

ABM, anti-ballistic missile

A/C, aircraft

ACDA, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

ADCM, Acting Deputy Chief of Mission

AEC, Atomic Energy Commission

AFL-CIO, American Federation of Labor-Congress of Industrial Organizations
AFRT, Armed Forces Radio and Television

AID, Agency for International Development

Amb, Ambassador

AMST, Advanced Medium STOL Aircraft

API, American Petroleum Institute

ARAMCO, Arabian-American Oil Company

ARMISH/MAAG, U.S. Army Mission in Iran/Military Assistance Advisory Group
ARN, see NEA/ARN

ASD/ISA, Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs
ASPR, Armed Services Procurement Regulation

ASW, anti-submarine warfare

AWACS, Airborne Warning and Control System

b/d, barrels per day

BP, British Petroleum

B/P, balance of payments

BPC, Basra Petroleum Company
BPD, barrels per day

BPI, Ba’ath Party of Iraq

BSO, Black September Organization

CAB, Civil Aeronautics Board

CCC, Commodity Credit Corporation

CEA, Council of Economic Advisers

CENTO, Central Treaty Organization

CFP, Compagnie Frangaise des Petroles

CIA, Central Intelligence Agency

CIEP, Council on International Economic Policy
CINCEUR, Commander in Chief, European Command
CINCPAC, Commander in Chief, Pacific Command
CINCUSNAVEUR, Commander in Chief, U.S. Naval Forces, Europe
CIS, Confederation of Iranian Students

CJCS, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

CNO, Chief of Naval Operations

COB, close of business

ConGen, Consul General

COMECON, Council for Mutual Economic Assistance
COMIDEASTFOR, Commander, Middle East Forces
COMINT, communications intelligence
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Cons, Consulate
COS, Chief of Station
CPI, Communist Party in Iraq

D, Office of the Deputy Secretary of State

DCI, Director of Central Intelligence

DCM, Deputy Chief of Misson

DDCI, Deputy Director of Central Intelligence

DDO, Deputy Director for Operations, Central Intelligence Agency

DefReplran, Defense Representative, Iran

Dept, Department of State

Deptel, Department of State telegram

Depto, series indicator for telegrams from the Deputy Secretary of State

DIA, Defense Intelligence Agency

DirGen, Director General

dissem, dissemination

DOD, Department of Defense

DOD/ISA, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs

DOD/ISA/NESA, Office of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, International Security
Affairs, Department of Defense

DOS, Department of State

DSAA, Defense Security Assistance Agency

E, Office of the Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs

EB, Bureau of Economic and Business Affairs, Department of State

EB/ORF/FSE, Division of Fuels and Energy, Office of International Resources and Food
Policy, Bureau of Economic and Business Affairs, Department of State

ECM, electronic countermeasure

ELINT, electronic intelligence

Emb, Embassy

EmbOff, Embassy officer

Embtel, Embassy telegram

ERDA, Energy Research and Development Agency

Exdis, exclusive distribution (acronym indicating extremely limited distribution or
dissemination)

EXIM, Export-Import Bank

FAA, Foreign Assistance Act

FAO, Food and Agriculture Organization (UN)
FBI, Federal Bureau of Investigation

FBIS, Foreign Broadcast Information Service
FEA, Federal Energy Administration

FMS, foreign military sales

FNLA, National Liberation Front of Angola
FNU, first name unknown

FonMin, Foreign Minister; Foreign Ministry
FonOff, Foreign Office

ForMin, Foreign Minister; Foreign Ministry
FRG, Federal Republic of Germany

FY, fiscal year

GAO, General Accounting Office
GDP, gross domestic product
GNP, gross national product
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GOB, Government of Bahrain

GOI, Government of Iran

GOI, Government of Iraq

GSP, Generalized System of Preferences

HAK, Henry A. Kissingrer

Hakto, series indicator for telegrams from Henry Kissinger
Hawk, surface-to-air guided missile

HFAC, House Foreign Affairs Committee

HIM, His Imperial Majesty

HK, Henry Kissinger

IAS, Iran-America Society

Ibex, U.S.-Iranian project to build observation and listening posts in Iran

IBRD, International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (World Bank)

ICCS, International Commission for Control and Supervision (Vietnam)

ICHR, Iranian Committee on Human Rights

ICP, Iraqi Communist Party

ID, Iraqi dinar

IG, Inspector General

ITA, Imperial Iranian Army

ITAF, Imperial Iranian Air Force

IIF, Imperial Iranian Forces

IIGF, Imperial Iranian Ground Forces

IIN, Imperial Iranian Navy

ILO, International Labor Organization

IMF, International Monetary Fund

inf, infantry

INOC, Iraq National Oil Company

INR, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Department of State

INR/RNA, Office of Research and Analysis for Near East and South Asia, Bureau of Intel-
ligence and Research, Department of State

IO, Bureau of International Organization Affairs, Department of State

IPC, Iraq Petroleum Company

IRN, see NEA/IRN

IRS, Internal Revenue Service

ISA, Iranian Students Association

ISA, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs

ITAR, International Traffic in Arms Regulation

J-2, Directorate for Intelligence, Joint Staff
JCS, Joint Chiefs of Staff

KDP, Kurdish Democratic Party

LDC, less developed country

Limdis, limited distribution

L/NEA, Office of the Assistant Legal Adviser for Near East Affairs
LNG, liquefied natural gas

L/O, Letter of Offer

LOA, Letter of Agreement; Letter of Acceptance

LTG, Lieutenant General
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MAAG, Military Assistance Advisory Group
MAP, Military Assistance Program

MBFR, Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions
ME, Middle East

memcon, memorandum of conversation

MFA, Ministry of Foreign Affairs

MEFN, most favored nation

MG, Major General

MIDEASTFOR, Middle East Force

MilAtt, Military Attaché

MinDef, Minister of Defense; Ministry of Defense
MLG, Military Liaison Group

MPLA, People’s Movement for the Liberation of Angola
MW, megawatts

NASA, National Aeronautics and Space Administration

NATO, North Atlantic Treaty Organization

NEA, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of State

NEA/ARN, Office of Lebanon, Jordan, Syrian Arab Republic, and Iraq Affairs, Bureau of
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of State

NEA/ARP, Office of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Yemen, and Aden Affairs, Bureau of Near
Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of State

NEA/IRN, Office of Iranian Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, De-
partment of State

NEA/NE, Office of Near Eastern Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs,
Department of State

NEA/NR, Office of Near Eastern, South Asian Regional Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern
and South Asian Affairs, Department of State

NEA/RA, Office of Regional Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, De-
partment of State

NFZ, nuclear-free-zone

NIC, National Intelligence Council

NIE, National Intelligence Estimate

NIOC, National Iranian Oil Company

NIRT, National Iranian Radio and Television

Nodis, no distribution

Noforn, no foreign dissemination

Notal, not to all addresses

NPT, Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty

NRM, National Resistance Movement (Kurdish)

NSA, National Security Agency

NSAM, National Security Action Memorandum

NSC, National Security Council

NSDM, National Security Decision Memorandum

NSSM, National Security Study Memorandum

OAPEC, Organization of Arab Petroleum Exporting Countries

OASDI/ISA, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs
OBE, overtaken by events

0OCl, Office of Current Intelligence, Central Intelligence Agency

ODDI, Office of the Deputy Director of Intelligence, Central Intelligence Agency
OECD, Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development

OER, Office of Economic Research, Central Intelligence Agency
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OES, Bureau of Oceans and International Environmental and Scientific Affairs, Depart-
ment of State

OMB, Office of Management and Budget

ONE, Office of National Estimates, Central Intelligence Agency

OPEC, Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries

OSD, Office of the Secretary of Defense

P, Bureau of Public Affairs, Department of State

P&A, price and availability

PA&E, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Department of Defense

PDRY, People’s Democratic Republic of Yemen (South Yemen)

Peace Shield, radar and air defense system

PFLO, Popular Front for the Liberation of Oman

PFLOAG, Popular Front for the Liberation of the Occupied Arab Gulf

PM, Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, Department of State

PM, Prime Minister

PM/MAS, Office of Military Assistance and Sales, Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, De-
partment of State

PNE, peaceful nuclear explosion

PNG, persona non grata

POLAD, Political Adviser

PolCouns, Political Counselor

PR, public relations

PRC, People’s Republic of China

PriMin, Prime Minister

PRSY, People’s Republic of Southern Yemen

RADM, Rear Admiral

RCC, Revolutionary Command Council, Ba’athist Government in Iraq
R&D, research and development

ref, reference

reftel, reference telegram

Rep, Representative

RG, Record Group

RNA, see INR/RNA

rpt, repeat

S, Office of the Secretary of State

SALT, Strategic Arms Limitation Talks

SAM, surface to air missile

SAMAA, Special Assistant for Military Assistance Affairs, Joint Chiefs of Staff

SAPRC, Security Assistance Program Review Committee

SAVAK, Iranian National Bureau of Security and Intelligence (Sazman-i Ittili'at va Am-
niyat-i Kishvar in Farsi)

SC, Security Council (UN)

SCA, Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs, Department of State

Scud, tactical ballistic missile

SEATO, Southeast Asia Treaty Organization

SecDef, Secretary of Defense

Secto, series indicator for telegrams from the Secretary of State

Secy, Secretary of State

Seek Sentry, Iranian air defense program of ground-based, long-range surveillance radars

Seek Switch, program to modernize the Iranian military and civilian telecommunica-
tions system
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SFRC, Senate Foreign Relations Committee
SNM, special nuclear material

Sov, Soviet

SRG, Senior Review Group

S/S, Executive Secretariat, Department of State
Stadis, Department of State distribution only

T, Office of the Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance
TAFT, Technical Assistance Field Team

Tohak, series indicator for telegrams to Henry Kissinger
Tosec, series indicator for telegrams to the Secretary of State
TOW, tube-launched, optically-tracked, wire-guided missile

U, Office of the Under Secretary of State

UAE, United Arab Emirates

UAR, United Arab Republic

UEA, Uranium Enrichment Associates

UK, United Kingdom

UN, United Nations

UNEEF, United Nations Emergency Force

UNGA, United Nations General Assembly

UNHCR, United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
UNITA, National Union for the Total Independence of Angola
UNSC, United Nations Security Council

UnSec, Under Secretary

UNSYG, United Nations Secretary General

USAF, United States Air Force

USC, Under Secretaries Committee

USCINCEUR, Commander in Chief, United States European Command
USG, United States Government

USIA, United States Information Agency

USIB, United States Intelligence Board

USINT, United States Interests Section, Baghdad, Iraq
USIS, United States Information Service

USN, United States Navy

USSR, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

USUN, United States Mission to the United Nations

VIP(s), very important person(s)
VP, Vice President

WE, Western Europe
WFC, World Food Conference

YAR, Yemen Arab Republic



Persons

Abd al-Baqi, Murthatha Said, Iraqi Foreign Minister until June 23, 1974

Akins, James E., U.S. Ambassador to Saudi Arabia until February 1976

Alam, Assadollah, Iranian Minister of Court

Amouzegar, Jamshid, Iranian Interior Minister and Iranian Representative to OPEC

Ansary, Hushang, Iranian Economic Affairs and Finance Minister

Appelbaum, Henry R., member, National Security Council Staff

Arafat, Yasser, Chairman, Palestine Liberation Organization’s Central Committee

Armstrong, Willis C., Jr., Assistant Secretary of State for Economic and Business Affairs
from February 1972 until April 1974

al-Assad (Asad), Hafiz, President of Syria

Atherton, Alfred L., Jr., (Roy), Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and
South Asian Affairs until April 1974; thereafter Assistant Secretary of State for Near
Eastern and South Asian Affairs

Aziz, Ahmed, Pakistani Foreign Minister

al Bakr (Baqr), Ahmad Hasan, President and Prime Minister of Iraq, Chairman of the
Revolutionary Command Council, and Secretary General of the Ba’ath Party

al-Barzani, Masoud, Kurdish Intelligence Officer, son of Mustafa al-Barzani

al-Barzani, Mustafa, Iraqi leader of the Kurdish Democratic Party

Bhutto, Zulfikar Ali, President of Pakistan from December 1971

Blitgen, Glenn E., Deputy Director, NESA Region, OASD/ISA, Department of Defense

Bolster, Archie M., Political Officer at the Embassy in Iran

Boumediene, Houari, President of Algeria

Brandt, Willy, Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany until May 1974

Brett, Duvall, Major General, USAF, Chief of ARMISH/MAAG Iran from July 1973

Brezhnev, Leonid, General Secretary of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union

Brown, George, General, USAF, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

Brown, Gordon S., Office of Fuels and Energy, Bureau of Economic and Business Affairs,
Department of State

Burns, Arthur H., Chairman of the Board of Governors, Federal Reserve System

Butler, Malcolm, member, National Security Council Staff

Cannon, James, III, Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs

Casey, William C., Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs from February 1973
until March 1974; thereafter President and Chairman, Export-Import Bank

Chou En-lai, see Zhou Enlai

Clement, Carl, Consul in Khorramshahr, Iran

Clements, William P., Deputy Secretary of Defense

Cline, Ray S., Director, Office of Intelligence and Research, Department of State, from
October 1969

Colby, William E., Director of Central Intelligence from September 1973

Connally, John B, Jr., Secretary of the Treasury from February 1971 until May 1972

Connor, James, Secretary to the Cabinet from January 1975; White House Staff Secretary
from June 1975

Constandy, John, Deputy Inspector General for Foreign Assistance, Department of
Defense
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XXX Persons

Coulter, Richard A., Commercial Officer, Economic/Commercial Section, Embassy in
Iran
Crocker, Ryan C., Vice Consul in Khorramshahr, Iran

Davies, Rodger P., Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian
Affairs

Dickman, Francois M., Director of the Office of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Yemen, and Aden
Affairs, Department of State

Djerejian, Edward P., Office of Lebanon, Jordan, Syrian Arab Republic, and Iraq Affairs,
Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of State

Dobrynin, Anatoly, Soviet Ambassador to the United States

Donaldson, William H., Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance from November
1973 until May 1974

Eagleburger, Lawrence, Executive Assistant to the Secretary of State from October 1973
until February 1975; Deputy Under Secretary of State for Management from 1975
until 1977

Eban, Abba, Israeli Foreign Minister

Ehrlichman, John D., Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs until April 1973

Eliot, Theodore L., Jr., Executive Secretary of the Department of State until September
1973

Elliott, David D., member, National Security Council Staff

Ellsworth, Robert F., Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs
until December 1975; thereafter Deputy Secretary of Defense until January 1977

Enders, Thomas O., Assistant Secretary of State for Economic and Business Affairs from
June 1974 until December 1975

Erofeev, Vladimir, Soviet Ambassador to Iran

Escudero, Stanley T., Consular Coordinator of the Embassy in Iran

Fahd ibn Abdul al-Aziz al-Saud, Crown Prince and Saudi Deputy Prime Minister from
1975

Fahmy, Ismail, Egyptian Foreign Minister from October 1973

Faisal ibn Abdul al-Aziz al-Saud, King of Saudi Arabia until his assassination on March
25, 1975

Farland, Joseph S., U.S. Ambassador to Iran until March 1973

Fish, Howard M., Lieutenant General, Director of the Defense Security Assistance
Agency

Ford, Gerald R., President of the United States from August 1974

Friedersdorf, Max, Assistant to the President for Legislative Affairs from 1974 until 1977

Fulbright, J. William, Senator (D-Arkansas); Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee until his retirement in December 1974

Gammon, Samuel R., Deputy Executive Secretary of the Department of State

Gandhi, Indira, Indian Prime Minister

Gergen, David, Special Assistant to the President from 1973 until 1974

Ghaidan (Gahydan) al Qaysi al-Ani, Saadoun (Sadun), Lieutenant General, Iraqi Inte-
rior Minster

Ghorbal, Ashraf, Egyptian Ambassador to the United States

Giscard d’Estaing, Valery, President of France

Goodpaster, Andrew J., General, USA, Supreme Allied Commander, Europe until De-
cember 1974

Grechko, Marshal Andrei, Soviet Defense Minister until April 1976

Greenspan, Alan, Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers



Persons XXXI

Griffin, George G.B., Office of Research and Analysis for the Near East and South Asia,
Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Department of State
Gromyko, Andrey Andreyevich, Soviet Foreign Minister

Habib, Philip C., Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs from June 1976

al-Hadithi, Mohammed Sabri, Iraqi Minister of Oil and Minerals until November 1974;
thereafter Under Secretary in the Iragi Foreign Ministry

Haig, Alexander M., General, USA, White House Chief of Staff from May 1973 until Sep-
tember 1974

Haile Salassie, Emperor of Ethopia

Hammadi, Saadun, Iraqi Petroleum Minister until November 1974; thereafter Iraqi For-
eign Minister

Hays, Wayne, member, U.S. House of Representatives (R-Pennsylvania)

Heck, L. Douglas, Deputy Chief of Mission of the Embassy in Iran from July 1970 until
April 1974

Helms, Richard M., Director of Central Intelligence until February 1973; U.S. Ambas-
sador to Iran from April 1973 until December 1976

Hill, Robert C., Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs

Hormats, Robert D., member, National Security Council Staff

Hoskinson, Samuel M., member, National Security Council Staff

Hoveyda, Amir Abbas, Iranian Prime Minister until August 1977

Hussein, Saddam al-Tikriti, Vice Chairman of the Revolutionary Command Council of
Iraq and Assistant Secretary General of the Ba’ath Party

Hyland, William G., Director, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Department of State,
from January 1974 until November 1975; thereafter Deputy Assistant to the Presi-
dent for National Security Affairs until January 1977

Ikle, Fred C., Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
Ingersoll, Robert, Deputy Secretary of State from July 1974 until March 1976
Ismail, Hafez, National Security Adviser to Egyptian President Sadat

Jackson, Henry M., Senator (D-Washington)

Jamieson, L. Kenneth, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of Exxon Corporation until
his retirement in 1975

Janka, Leslie A., member, National Security Council Staff

Jarring, Gunnar, United Nations Special Representative for the Middle East

Jobert, Michel, French Foreign Minister until 1974

Karim, Tayeh Abdul, Iragi Petroleum Minister from November 1974

Katz, Julius L., Assistant Secretary of State for Economic and Business Affairs from Sep-
tember 1976

Kazzar, Nazim, Iraqi Director of Public Security until June 1973

Kennedy, Richard T., Colonel, USA, member, National Security Council Staff from Jan-
uary 1970

Khalatbari, Abbas, Iranian Foreign Minister from September 1971

Khatami, Mohammad, General, Commander of the Imperial Iranian Air Force

Khomeini, Ayatollah Ruhollah, exiled Iranian religious leader

Killgore, Andrew I., Political Counselor of the Embassy in Iran

Killough, T. Patrick, Economic and Commercial Officer, then Acting Principal Officer,
U.S. Interests Section in Baghdad, from August until October 1975

Kissinger, Henry A., Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs until No-
vember 1975; Secretary of State from September 1973 until January 1977

Korn, David A., Director of the Office of Lebanon, Jordan, Syrian Arab Republic, and
Iraq Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of State



XXXII Persons

Kosygin, Alexei, Soviet Foreign Minister
Kratzer, Myron B., Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans and International En-
vironmental and Scientific Affairs

Laird, Melvin, Secretary of Defense until January 1973

Lambrakis, George B., Political Counselor, Embassy in Iran

Lee Kuan Yew, Prime Minister of Singapore

Leigh, Monroe, Department of State Legal Adviser from December 1974 until January
1977

Lord, Winston, Director, Policy Planning Staff, Department of State from 1973 until 1977

Lowrie, Arthur L., Principal Officer of the Interests Section in Baghdad until September
1975

Lundy, Walter A., Jr., Counselor of Embassy for Economic/Commercial Affairs, Eco-
nomic/Commercial Section, Embassy in Iran

Mansoor, Salim Yusuf, Chief of the Iraqi Interests Section in Washington from February
1973

Mao Tse-tung, Chairman of the Central Committee of the Chinese Communist Party

Marshall, Andy, Director of Net Assessment, Department of Defense

Marwan, Ashraf, Adviser to Egyptian President Sadat

Maw, Carlyle E., Department of State Legal Adviser until July 1974; thereafter Under
Secretary of State for Security Assistance until September 1976

McFarlane, Robert, “Bud,” Military Assistant to the Assistant to the President for Na-
tional Security Affairs from 1973 until 1975; Executive Assistant to the Assistant to
the President for National Security Affairs from 1975 until 1976; Special Assistant to
the President for National Security Affairs from 1976

Meany, George, President of the American Federation of Labor-Congress of Industrial
Organizations

Mehran, Hassan Ali, Iranian Finance Ministry

Meir, Golda, Israeli Prime Minister from March 1969

Michaud, Michael A.G., Office of Iranian Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South
Asian Affairs, Department of State

Miklos, Jack C., Director of the Office of Iranian Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and
South Asian Affairs, Department of State, until 1974; thereafter, Deputy Chief of Mis-
sion of the Embassy in Iran

Mina, Parviz, Director of International Affairs, National Iranian Oil Company

Mirfendereski, Ahman, Iranian Deputy Foreign Minister until October 1973

Moorer, Thomas H., Admiral, USN, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

Morgan, Thomas, member, U.S. House of Representatives (D-Pennsylvania); Chairman
of the House Foreign Affairs Committee

Naas, Charles W., Director, Office of Iranian Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South
Asian Affairs, Department of State, from 1974

Nasser, Gamal Abdel, President of Egypt from 1954 until 1970

Nassiri (Nasseri), Nematollah, General, Chief of SAVAK and Assistant to the Iranian
Prime Minister

Neumann, Ronald E., Consul, U.S. Consulate in Tabriz, Iran

Niehuss, Rosemary, member, National Security Council Staff

Nixon, Richard M., President of the United States from January 1969 until August 1974

Noyes, James H., Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Af-
fairs from 1971

Oakley, Robert B., member, National Security Council Staff
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Padelford, Edward A., Office of Regional Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South
Asian Affairs, Department of State

Pahlavi, Princess Ashraf, twin sister of the Shah of Iran

Pahlavi, Farah Diba, Empress of Iran

Pahlavi, Mohammad Reza, Shah of Iran

Pearson, James B., Senator (R-Kansas)

Percy, Charles B., Senator (R-Illinois)

Pickering, Thomas R., Special Assistant to the Secretary of State and Executive Secretary,
Department of State, from July 1973 until January 1974

Poats, Rutherford M., Executive Assistant to the Deputy Secretary of State, from 1976
until 1977; member, National Security Council Staff, from 1978 until 1981

Pompidou, Georges, President of France

Porter, William J.,Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs, Department of State, from
February 1973 until February 1974

Proxmire, William, Senator (D-Wisconsin)

Qaddhafi, Muammar, Chairman of the Libyan Revolutionary Command Council and
Commander-in-Chief of the Libyan Armed Forces from September 1969
Quandt, William B., member, National Security Staff until 1974

Ratliff, Rob Roy, member, National Security Council Staff and Executive Secretary of the
40 Committee

al-Rifai, Zaid, Jordanian Foreign Minister

Robinson, Charles W., Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs from December
1974 until April 1976; thereafter Deputy Secretary of State from January 1977

Rockefeller, David, Chairman of Chase Bank and Director of the Council on Foreign
Relations

Rockefeller, Nelson A., Vice President from December 1974

Rogers, William D., Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs from October
1974 until June 1976; Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs from June until
December 1976

Rogers, William P., Secretary of State until September 1973

Rouse, John H., Office of Iranian Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Af-
fairs, Department of State

Rumsfeld, Donald R., White House Chief of Staff from October 1974 until November
1975; thereafter Secretary of Defense until January 1977

Rush, Kenneth, Deputy Secretary of State from February 1973 until May 1974; Counselor
to the President for Economic Policy until September 1974; thereafter U.S. Ambas-
sador to France

Ryan, John D., General, USAF, Chief of Staff of the Air Force

al-Sadat, Anwar, President of Egypt from September 1970

Saffar, Mohammad Hussein al-, Second Secretary of the Iraqi Interests Section
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Note on U.S. Covert Actions

In compliance with the Foreign Relations of the United States statute
that requires inclusion in the Foreign Relations series of comprehensive
documentation on major foreign policy decisions and actions, the ed-
itors have identified key documents regarding major covert actions and
intelligence activities. The following note will provide readers with
some organizational context on how covert actions and special intelli-
gence operations in support of U.S. foreign policy were planned and
approved within the U.S. Government. It describes, on the basis of
declassified documents, the changing and developing procedures dur-
ing the Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy, Johnson, Nixon, and Ford
Presidencies.

Management of Covert Actions in the Truman Presidency

The Truman administration’s concern over Soviet ““psychological
warfare” prompted the new National Security Council to authorize, in
NSC 4-A of December 1947, the launching of peacetime covert action
operations. NSC 4-A made the Director of Central Intelligence respon-
sible for psychological warfare, establishing at the same time the prin-
ciple that covert action was an exclusively Executive Branch function.
The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) certainly was a natural choice
but it was assigned this function at least in part because the Agency
controlled unvouchered funds, by which operations could be funded
with minimal risk of exposure in Washington.'

The CIA’s early use of its new covert action mandate dissatisfied
officials at the Departments of State and Defense. The Department of
State, believing this role too important to be left to the CIA alone and
concerned that the military might create a new rival covert action office
in the Pentagon, pressed to reopen the issue of where responsibility for
covert action activities should reside. Consequently, on June 18, 1948, a
new NSC directive, NSC 10/2, superseded NSC 4-A.

NSC 10/2 directed the CIA to conduct “covert” rather than merely
“psychological’” operations, defining them as all activities “which are
conducted or sponsored by this Government against hostile foreign
states or groups or in support of friendly foreign states or groups but
which are so planned and executed that any US Government responsi-
bility for them is not evident to unauthorized persons and that if un-

INSC 4-A, December 17, 1947, is printed in Foreign Relations, 1945-1950, Emer-
gence of the Intelligence Establishment, Document 257.
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covered the US Government can plausibly disclaim any responsibility
for them.”

The type of clandestine activities enumerated under the new direc-
tive included: ““propaganda; economic warfare; preventive direct ac-
tion, including sabotage, demolition and evacuation measures; subver-
sion against hostile states, including assistance to underground
resistance movements, guerrillas and refugee liberations [sic] groups,
and support of indigenous anti-Communist elements in threatened
countries of the free world. Such operations should not include armed
conflict by recognized military forces, espionage, counter-espionage,
and cover and deception for military operations.”?

The Office of Policy Coordination (OPC), newly established in the
CIA on September 1, 1948, in accordance with NSC 10/2, assumed re-
sponsibility for organizing and managing covert actions. The OPC,
which was to take its guidance from the Department of State in peace-
time and from the military in wartime, initially had direct access to the
State Department and to the military without having to proceed
through the CIA’s administrative hierarchy, provided the Director of
Central Intelligence (DCI) was informed of all important projects and
decisions.? In 1950 this arrangement was modified to ensure that policy
guidance came to the OPC through the DCL

During the Korean conflict the OPC grew quickly. Wartime com-
mitments and other missions soon made covert action the most expen-
sive and bureaucratically prominent of the CIA’s activities. Concerned
about this situation, DCI Walter Bedell Smith in early 1951 asked the
NSC for enhanced policy guidance and a ruling on the proper “scope
and magnitude” of CIA operations. The White House responded with
two initiatives. In April 1951 President Truman created the Psycholog-
ical Strategy Board (PSB) under the NSC to coordinate government-wide
psychological warfare strategy. NSC 10/5, issued in October 1951, reaf-
firmed the covert action mandate given in NSC 10/2 and expanded the
CIA’s authority over guerrilla warfare.* The PSB was soon abolished by
the incoming Eisenhower administration, but the expansion of the
CIA’s covert action writ in NSC 10/5 helped ensure that covert action
would remain a major function of the Agency.

As the Truman administration ended, the CIA was near the peak
of its independence and authority in the field of covert action. Al-
though the CIA continued to seek and receive advice on specific proj-
ects from the NSC, the PSB, and the departmental representatives origi-

2NSC 10/2, June 18, 1948, is printed ibid., Document 292.

®Memorandum of conversation by Frank G. Wisner, “Implementation of
NSC-10/2,”” August 12, 1948, is printed ibid., Document 298.

4NSC 10/5, "“Scope and Pace of Covert Operations,” October 23, 1951, is printed in
Foreign Relations, 1950-1955, The Intelligence Community, Document 90.
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nally delegated to advise the OPC, no group or officer outside of the
DCI and the President himself had authority to order, approve,
manage, or curtail operations.

NSC 5412 Special Group; 5412/2 Special Group; 303 Committee

The Eisenhower administration began narrowing the CIA’s lati-
tude in 1954. In accordance with a series of National Security Council
directives, the responsibility of the Director of Central Intelligence for
the conduct of covert operations was further clarified. President Eisen-
hower approved NSC 5412 on March 15, 1954, reaffirming the Central
Intelligence Agency’s responsibility for conducting covert actions
abroad. A definition of covert actions was set forth; the DCI was made
responsible for coordinating with designated representatives of the
Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense to ensure that covert op-
erations were planned and conducted in a manner consistent with U.S.
foreign and military policies; and the Operations Coordinating Board
was designated the normal channel for coordinating support for covert
operations among State, Defense, and the CIA. Representatives of the
Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense, and the President were to
be advised in advance of major covert action programs initiated by the
CIA under this policy and were to give policy approval for such pro-
grams and secure coordination of support among the Departments of
State and Defense and the CIA.°

A year later, on March 12, 1955, NSC 5412/1 was issued, identical
to NSC 5412 except for designating the Planning Coordination Group
as the body responsible for coordinating covert operations. NSC
5412 /2 of December 28, 1955, assigned to representatives (of the rank of
assistant secretary) of the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense,
and the President responsibility for coordinating covert actions. By the
end of the Eisenhower administration, this group, which became
known as the “NSC 5412 /2 Special Group” or simply ““Special Group,”
emerged as the executive body to review and approve covert action
programs initiated by the CIA.® The membership of the Special Group
varied depending upon the situation faced. Meetings were infrequent
until 1959 when weekly meetings began to be held. Neither the CIA nor
the Special Group adopted fixed criteria for bringing projects before the
group; initiative remained with the CIA, as members representing

® William M. Leary, editor, The Central Intelligence Agency: History and Documents
(The University of Alabama Press, 1984), p. 63; for text of NSC 5412, see Foreign Relations,
1950-1955, The Intelligence Community, Document 171.

6 Leary, The Central Intelligence Agency: History and Documents, pp. 63, 147-148; Final
Report of the Select Committee To Study Governmental Operations With Respect to Intelligence
Activities, United States Senate, Book I, Foreign and Military Intelligence (1976), pp. 50-51.
For texts of NSC 5412/1 and NSC 5412/2, see Foreign Relations, 19501955, The Intelli-
gence Community, Documents 212 and 250.
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other agencies frequently were unable to judge the feasibility of partic-
ular projects.”

After the Bay of Pigs failure in April 1961, General Maxwell Taylor
reviewed U.S. paramilitary capabilities at President Kennedy’s request
and submitted a report in June that recommended strengthening
high-level direction of covert operations. As a result of the Taylor Re-
port, the Special Group, chaired by the President’s Special Assistant for
National Security Affairs McGeorge Bundy, and including Deputy
Under Secretary of State U. Alexis Johnson, Deputy Secretary of De-
fense Roswell Gilpatric, Director of Central Intelligence Allen Dulles,
and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Lyman Lemnitzer, as-
sumed greater responsibility for planning and reviewing covert opera-
tions. Until 1963 the DCI determined whether a CIA-originated project
was submitted to the Special Group. In 1963 the Special Group devel-
oped general but informal criteria, including risk, possibility of success,
potential for exposure, political sensitivity, and cost (a threshold of
$25,000 was adopted by the CIA), for determining whether covert ac-
tion projects were submitted to the Special Group.®

From November 1961 to October 1962 a Special Group (Aug-
mented), whose membership was the same as the Special Group plus
Attorney General Robert Kennedy and General Taylor (as Chairman),
exercised responsibility for Operation Mongoose, a major covert action
program aimed at overthrowing the Castro regime in Cuba. When
President Kennedy authorized the program in November, he desig-
nated Brigadier General Edward G. Lansdale, Assistant for Special Op-
erations to the Secretary of Defense, to act as chief of operations, and
Lansdale coordinated the Mongoose activities among the CIA and the
Departments of State and Defense. The CIA units in Washington and
Miami had primary responsibility for implementing Mongoose opera-
tions, which included military, sabotage, and political propaganda
programs.”’

President Kennedy also established a Special Group (Counter-
Insurgency) on January 18, 1962, when he signed NSAM No. 124. The
Special Group (CI), set up to coordinate counter-insurgency activities
separate from the mechanism for implementing NSC 5412/2, was to
confine itself to establishing broad policies aimed at preventing and re-
sisting subversive insurgency and other forms of indirect aggression in
friendly countries. In early 1966, in NSAM No. 341, President Johnson
assigned responsibility for the direction and coordination of counter-
insurgency activities overseas to the Secretary of State, who established

7 Leary, The Central Intelligence Agency: History and Documents, p. 63.

8 Ibid., p. 82.

9 See Foreign Relations, 1961-1963, volume X, Cuba, 1961-1962, Documents 270 and
278.
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a Senior Interdepartmental Group to assist in discharging these respon-
sibilities."

NSAM No. 303, June 2, 1964, from Bundy to the Secretaries of State
and Defense and the DCI, changed the name of “Special Group 5412”
to 303 Committee”” but did not alter its composition, functions, or re-
sponsibility. Bundy was the chairman of the 303 Committee."!

The Special Group and the 303 Committee approved 163 covert ac-
tions during the Kennedy administration and 142 during the Johnson
administration through February 1967. The 1976 Final Report of the
Church Committee, however, estimated that of the several thousand
projects undertaken by the CIA since 1961, only 14 percent were con-
sidered on a case-by-case basis by the 303 Committee and its prede-
cessors (and successors). Those not reviewed by the 303 Committee
were low-risk and low-cost operations. The Final Report also cited a
February 1967 CIA memorandum that included a description of the
mode of policy arbitration of decisions on covert actions within the 303
Committee system. The CIA presentations were questioned, amended,
and even on occasion denied, despite protests from the DCI. Depart-
ment of State objections modified or nullified proposed operations, and
the 303 Committee sometimes decided that some agency other than the
CIA should undertake an operation or that CIA actions requested by
Ambassadors on the scene should be rejected.'?

The effectiveness of covert action has always been difficult for any
administration to gauge, given concerns about security and the diffi-
culty of judging the impact of U.S. initiatives on events. In October 1969
the new Nixon administration required annual 303 Committee reviews
for all covert actions that the Committee had approved and automatic
termination of any operation not reviewed after 12 months. On Febru-
ary 17,1970, President Nixon signed National Security Decision Memo-
randum 40, which superseded NSC 5412/2 and changed the name of
the covert action approval group to the 40 Committee, in part because
the 303 Committee had been named in the media. The Attorney Gen-
eral was also added to the membership of the Committee. NSDM 40
reaffirmed the DCI’s responsibility for the coordination, control, and
conduct of covert operations and directed him to obtain policy ap-
proval from the 40 Committee for all major and ““politically sensitive”

10 For text of NSAM No. 124, see ibid., volume VIII, National Security Policy, Docu-
ment 68. NSAM No. 341, March 2, 1966, is printed ibid., 1964-1968, volume XXXIII, Orga-
nization and Management of U.S. Foreign Policy; United Nations, Document 56.

1 For text of NSAM No. 303, see ibid., Document 204.

12 Final Report of the Select Committee To Study Governmental Operations With Respect
to Intelligence Activities, United States Senate, Book I, Foreign and Military Intelligence,
pp- 56-57.

13 For text of NSDM 40, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume II, Organization
and Management of U.S. Foreign Policy, 1969-1972, Document 203.
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covert operations. He was also made responsible for ensuring an an-
nual review by the 40 Committee of all approved covert operations.

The 40 Committee met regularly early in the Nixon administration,
but over time the number of formal meetings declined and business
came to be conducted via couriers and telephone votes. The Committee
actually met only for major new proposals. As required, the DCI sub-
mitted annual status reports to the 40 Committee for each approved op-
eration. According to the 1976 Church Committee Final Report, the 40
Committee considered only about 25 percent of the CIA’s individual
covert action projects, concentrating on major projects that provided
broad policy guidelines for all covert actions. Congress received
briefings on only a few proposed projects. Not all major operations,
moreover, were brought before the 40 Committee: President Nixon in
1970 instructed the DCI to promote a coup d’ etat against Chilean Presi-
dent Salvador Allende without Committee coordination or approval.'

Presidential Findings Since 1974 and the Operations Advisory Group

The Hughes-Ryan amendment to the Foreign Assistance Act of
1974 brought about a major change in the way the U.S. Government ap-
proved covert actions, requiring explicit approval by the President for
each action and expanding Congressional oversight and control of the
CIA. The CIA was authorized to spend appropriated funds on covert
actions only after the President had signed a ““finding”” and informed
Congress that the proposed operation was important to national
security.”

Executive Order 11905, issued by President Ford on February 18,
1976, in the wake of major Congressional investigations of CIA activ-
ities by the Church and Pike Committees, replaced the 40 Committee
with the Operations Advisory Group, composed of the President’s As-
sistant for National Security Affairs, the Secretaries of State and De-
fense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the DCI, who re-
tained responsibility for the planning and implementation of covert
operations. The OAG was required to hold formal meetings to develop
recommendations for the President regarding a covert action and to
conduct periodic reviews of previously-approved operations. EO 11905
also banned all U.S. Government employees from involvement in po-
litical assassinations, a prohibition that was retained in succeeding
executive orders, and prohibited involvement in domestic intelligence
activities.'®

14 Final Report of the Select Committee To Study Governmental Operations With Respect
to Intelligence Activities, United States Senate, Book I, Foreign and Military Intelligence,
pp. 54-55, 57.

15 Public Law 93-559.

16 Executive Order 11905, ““United States Foreign Intelligence Activities,” Weekly
Compilation of Presidential Documents, Vol. 12, No. 8, February 23, 1976.
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1. Airgram From the Embassy in Iran to the Department of
State'

A4 Tehran, January 9, 1973.

[Omitted here is a table of contents.]

Summary

From an inauspicious beginning two decades ago, the Shahanshah
of Iran has gradually gathered all the reins of power in his country into
his own hands. Every traditional rival for power has fallen by the way-
side and, in the ensuing era of political stability and burgeoning oil in-
come, Iran has entered on a dynamic surge of economic and social
growth. The Shah'’s vision is that his country’s internal strength will
gain for Iran recognition as the leading power in this part of the world
and one that will command respect even among the great powers.

Since the 1971 celebrations of the 2500th anniversary of the estab-
lishment of the Persian Monarchy, the Shah has pushed energetically
for worldwide recognition of Iran as a power of consequence and one
able to play an important international role. This was particularly no-
table in 1972 when President Nixon and Willy Brandt visited Tehran;
when Empress Farah visited China and the Shah himself visited
Moscow; and when a host of leaders from lesser countries paid highly
publicized official visits to Tehran. Putting muscle into Iran’s emerging
new role, the Shah has launched his country on a major military
buildup that when completed within a few years will give Iran a posi-
tion of overwhelming military superiority in the strategic Persian Gulf
and the area as a whole, the Soviet Union excepted.

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL 1 IRAN. Secret.
Drafted by Killgore, Henry L. Taylor and Henry Precht of the Political Section of the Em-
bassy, and Escudero; cleared by Killgore; and approved by Heck. Repeated to Amman,
Ankara, Athens, Beirut, Bonn, Cairo, Colombo, Dacca, Hong Kong, Islamabad, Jeru-
salem, Jidda, Kabul, Kuwait, London, Manama, Moscow, New Delhi, Nicosia, Paris,
Sanaa, Taipei, Tel Aviv, and Tripoli.
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The Shah in the coming years will remain heavily dependent on
the United States for military advice and matériel. In the long run rela-
tions between Iran and the United States are soundly based and mutual
inter-dependence is unlikely to diminish. Iran’s dramatic rise is un-
likely to be without some accompanying problems, at home perhaps
from a growing middle class anxious to share the Shah’s power and
abroad perhaps from peoples, especially among certain of the Arabs,
uneasy about Iran’s growing power position. But with good sense
problems should be manageable and the Shah will remain our best
hope to help maintain peace and stability in an area of vital strategic
concern to the United States. End Summary

I. Domestic Political Assessment

What follows is not a prediction. It represents our best guess, ad-
mittedly speculative, as to what is likely to happen in the Iranian polit-
ical milieu over the short term and, with less certainty, in the more dis-
tant future.

A. Short Term

1. Continued Stability
a. Role of the Shah

Barring unforeseen circumstances, the Shah will retain for the fore-
seeable future his predominant position; standing astride the Iranian
political scene like a colossus, with all the reins of power in his hands
and admitting of no rival. At the end of the Mossadeq era in 1953, HIM
saw that he must take personal direction of his country’s fortunes to en-
sure stable national development and the continuation of the Pahlavi
Dynasty. His total success has enhanced his prestige and underlined
his multifaceted position as stern ruler, national guide and mentor, re-
mote but omniscient father-figure and, to some, reactionary oppressor
and destroyer of individual liberties. The imperial influence, real or
imagined, now extends to virtually all levels of Iranian society.

b. Development

Regardless of how one views him, there is no denying that HIM
has been and will continue to be the prime mover in the extraordinary
saga of Iranian national resurgence through his deft use of material and
manpower resources and his unexcelled manipulation of the Iranian
political system. Even many of his critics admit that he is indispensable.
Iran’s phenomenal rate of growth, the highest of any developing
country, has been the linchpin of the Shah’s success for it is precisely
the vast and constantly increasing level of resources at his disposal
which has enabled the monarch to co-opt the disaffected, to offer mone-
tary rewards to bright ambitious young men, to provide the military
with new weapons—in short, to respond to the economic needs of most
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politically important segments of Iranian society and keep them rea-
sonably satisfied while the political course of the nation remains under
his personal control. With rising oil prices and augmented petroleum
production levels, not to mention utilization of Iran’s other resources, it
goes without saying that Iran’s rapid development will continue and
the Shah will point to it as proof of the correctness of his policies.

c. Lack of a Viable Opposition

A measure of the Shah'’s success is the absence of any group which
could conceivably pose a threat to his regime. The political parties,
Maijlis, judiciary and other organs of government and the press are
closely controlled; the growing middle class is kept reasonably satisfied
through economic rewards; the power of the conservative landlords
was shattered by the White Revolution; the traditional clergy-bazaari
alliance could cause trouble but lacks the clout to threaten the regime;
the military appears to be loyal; the tribes could cause only extremely
localized problems; and the students and terrorists lack a broad base of
support, are not well organized, and live in fear of the ruthless and effi-
cient security organization, SAVAK. So long as the Shah is alive and re-
tains both possession of his faculties and the loyalty of the military and
security organs, there is little chance that any group or individual could
threaten his reign or even substantially weaken his power.

2. Further Development of the Empress’ Image

With a view toward a stable succession, the Shah, since 1966, has
been building up the image of the Empress as a concerned and able
ruler capable of assuming the Regency. The most recent manifestation
of this carefully orchestrated program was Her Majesty’s visit to China,
which, though essentially non-substantive, cloaked her with a certain
aura of statesmanship. The Shahbanou can be expected to make similar
journeys in the future and to increase her involvement with
world-wide humanitarian causes such as the ?Red Cross in order to en-
hance her international image. At the same time, she will maintain her
well-publicized interest in charitable endeavors at home and will prob-
ably speak out more frequently on political and economic matters of
substance in hopes of building on her already widespread popularity.

B. Long Term: Pre-Succession

1. Pressures on Stability

As noted above, the chances of a credible threat to national sta-
bility arising from any quarter while the Shah is alive and in good
health are remote indeed. However, an unforeseen calamity, such as a
serious economic reversal, could increase pressures on his regime and

2 International. [Footnote in the original.]
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limit his room for maneuver. Moreover, continued economic growth
accompanied by broader education and more intimate contacts with
the West are producing more strident demands by a broad spectrum of
Iranian society for participation in the nation’s political system. Over
the long term, pressures for change will gradually build up and it
will probably be difficult for the Shah to reduce them without mak-
ing significant alterations in the conduct of political activity in Iran.
To the extent that the regime is subjected to long-term pressure,
the impetus is most likely to come from one or more of the follow-
ing areas:

a. Military

Even over the long term, there seems little reason to expect Iran’s
pampered military to threaten the rule of the present Shah. Though the
armed forces do not occupy a prestigious position in the Iranian mind,
they receive the latest in weaponry and bask in the warmth of the impe-
rial favor. (The head of the Air Force is related to the Royal Family by
marriage, while all indications are that the monarch’s nephew will one
day command the Navy.) Of course, this does not eliminate a possible
change of heart among the military brought about by an event such as
an Iranian defeat by the forces of a supposedly weaker neighbor. It is
also well to remember that the armed forces are the only organized
body in Iran with sufficient cohesion, discipline and power to replace
the present regime with one of its own choosing. Despite its potential
and occasional signs of disloyalty such as the arrest of several army of-
ficers for collaborating with the Russians, there are no indications that
the military as a whole is anything other than loyal to the person of the
Shah.

b. Corruption

A major source of voiced criticism of the regime is the extensive
corruption which seems to permeate the whole of Iranian society from
the Royal Family down to the lowest bureaucrat. The bakhsheesh
system is traditional in Iran and the average Iranian, who is every bit as
corrupt as whoever he may choose to criticize, is completely cynical
about it. But many Western-educated Iranians object to corruption on
moral grounds and regard its practice as degrading to the nation. Iran’s
growing numbers of technocrats are especially opposed to corruption
on the grounds that it is inherently inefficient and a waster of resources.
To some extent, these classes seem to transfer their resentment of cor-
ruption to the regime which permits it and, while they are not nu-
merous, their numbers are growing and they are the builders upon
whom much of Iran’s future development depends. Thus, their sup-
port is important to the regime over the long term and, though they
have no political mechanism for expressing dissatisfaction, they could
do so by leaving Iran and depriving the nation of their talents.
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Past GOI anti-corruption drives have proven futile, but the Iranian
government must one day come to grips with this problem.

c. Students and Terrorists

Perhaps the group most thoroughly opposed to the Shah and his
regime are students, inside and outside Iran, and the terrorists for
whom they provide a fertile field for recruitment. Their opposition
stems from ideological commitment from both left and right, fashion-
able student defiance of authority and, in growing numbers, an ap-
parent sense of moral outrage at the political inequalities which exist in
Iran and the draconian treatment meted out to fellow oppositionists.
The regime’s repressive policies, intended as a control measure, appear
to create as many oppositionists as it removes. Overall, however, their
numbers are few and their amateurish organizations are often pene-
trated by SAVAK.? More importantly, they lack the broad base of sup-
port among Iranians which would be necessary if they are ever to be-
come anything more than an irritant at home and an embarrassment
abroad. The effectiveness of their dissent is much reduced by the ten-
dency of the majority of graduates to sublimate their dissatisfaction
and accept the monetary rewards which Iranian society has to offer.

The students’ one real success to date has been to influence inter-
national opinion in their favor, but so long as the Shah is prepared to
ignore such opinion, and he is quite capable of doing so, it seems un-
likely that the students or the terrorists will succeed in forcing political
change on their country.

d. Conservative Resurgence

Every successful Iranian political upheaval of the Twentieth Cen-
tury has counted among its adherents a conservative alliance of the
clergy and the bazaar. As recently as the Mossadeq period, mullahs and
professional rabble rousers were used to recruit paid mobs of bazaari
types who first marched and later rampaged against the government.
This group, particularly the clergy, remains disaffected and religion
maintains a still considerable hold over the hearts and minds of less ed-
ucated Iranians. Perhaps for this reason, the Shah has refrained from a
direct confrontation with the clergy but has attempted to whittle away
their power slowly through such devices as the Religious Endowment
Organization and the so-far abortive Religious Corps. Anti-regime
mullahs are jailed or exiled, demonstrations in religious centers such as
Qom are broken up and no conceivable mob could withstand the fire-

31In telegrams 140 and 242 from Tehran, January 8 and 13, the Embassy reported
that seven accused terrorists, including some implicated in the 1972 murder of Brigadier
General Said Taheri, had been executed. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Files
1970-73, POL 23-8 IRAN) See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume E—4, Documents on
Iran and Iraq, 1969-1972, Document 218.
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power of the military if it chose to defend the Shah. Therefore, it ap-
pears that the days when a clergy/bazaari alliance could directly pre-
cipitate significant political change are over. They could support or
oppose a particular claimant for power, but would be most useful in
the period following a change at the top when their influence, espe-
cially that of the clergy, would be instrumental in urging public ac-
ceptance of a new ruler or rulers.

e. Tribal Dissent

The tribes, too, appear to be finished as a national political force in
Iran. The khans and il-khans retain a potential for localized disturb-
ances and, if they could work together and seize the right moment, the
Baluchis or the Kurds could easily disturb the stability of entire prov-
inces. However, for political control of Iran only Tehran matters and, in
the face of the armed forces no tribe or combination of tribes could put
effective pressure on the capital. The tribes might make their influence
felt in the confused period following a coup but even then they would
be likely to back different contenders and so fragment whatever power
they might have.

2. Evolution of the Iranian Governmental Structure

As all government in Iran stems from the Shah, so must any con-
sideration of possible changes in governmental structure be based on
his attitudes.

From a playboy prince, this remarkable man metamorphosed into
a determined ruler during the years between his accession to the throne
in World War II and the fall of Mossadeq in 1953. We believe that two
events contributed most to his reformation: The first was the overthrow
and exile of his tyrannical and awesome father Reza Shabh, as a result of
foreign intervention. This has left the monarch with an appreciation of
Iran’s position vis-a-vis the great powers and reinforced the natural
Persian distrust of foreign nations to a point which sometimes seems to
border on paranoia. The second event was the career of Mohammad
Mossadeq which culminated in the chaotic period of August 1953 when
the Shah was forced to flee the country only to return two weeks later
when Mossadeq was ousted.

This experience evidently convinced the Shah that the Iranian
people were not ready for democracy and that his firm hand and stern
rule were needed to direct the nation into the modern world. He may
have succeeded too well for, while he has virtually autocratic control,
he has brought the country to a point of economic development where
the basic needs of many of its citizens are satisfied and some of the
better educated and more affluent are beginning to feel the need for a
voice in the running of their own affairs. The Shah has not yet shown
himself prepared to divest himself of any significant degree of political
control and such is his power that the pressures on the monarchy may
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not become acute until after his disappearance from the scene. We be-
lieve that HIM is at least intellectually committed to democracy for Iran
and is aware of the difficulties involved in making free government
work, but his unbroken string of successes seems to have given him a
sense of infallibility which approaches megalomania and such a man
does not easily relinquish power. Moreover, even if he does decide to
give a greater voice to the people he is faced with a dilemma: how to re-
lease power at a rate at which the people can accept it—not so fast as to
generate the chaos of Mossadeq’s day which could destroy much of
what the monarch has spent his life creating, and not so slow as to ex-
cite expectations and resentment, laying the seeds of future problems
which could threaten the succession. The Shah has at least created or
maintained some of the forms of democracy though they presently
exist only as hollow shells. There are signs that he is beginning to dele-
gate a fraction of his authority to more trusted subordinates but no in-
dication that any of this is filtering down to the people. In any case,
even if His Majesty does move toward democratization, we would ex-
pect him to err on the side of caution.

The accommodation of the growing demand for meaningful polit-
ical participation by the people will probably be the most thorny, per-
sonally most difficult, and most important domestic problem facing the
Shah during the remainder of his reign. His solution will influence the
future of this very strategic nation for years to come.

C. Long Term: Post Succession

In Iran, as has traditionally been the case in dictatorships, the
problem of succession looms large. If the Shah has not made great
strides before his death toward resolution of the problems of Iranian
political development, it is a virtual certainty that pressures for change
will surface, possibly accompanied by violence, at the moment of
succession.

His Majesty has made arrangements for a smooth succession but
after he is no longer in control of events we believe that his efforts
toward political reform, if any, will be of compelling significance to his
successor, be it the Crown Prince or the Empress.

1. Crown Prince Takes Up the Sceptre

There is every reason to assume that the Shah will stay healthy and
remain in power until Crown Prince Reza Cyrus Ali assumes his ma-
jority. From that moment on the problem of succession will become
more simplified and there are those who say that the Shah may even
step aside to give his son experience while retaining the final word on
matters of importance. This would be the best of all possible worlds as a
smooth succession would minimize uncertainty and the possibilities
for internal disruption. Much would depend on the personality of the
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Prince himself, presently a twelve-year-old boy about whom, unfortu-
nately, very little is known. Therefore, any predictions as to the likely
success or failure of the Crown Prince as Shah must await a future as-
sessment when more information is available.

2. Farah Becomes Regent

In the unlikely event that the Shah should die before the Crown
Prince could assume the mantle, it is provided by the Constitution and
by imperial decree that Empress Farah shall become Regent. But just
saying it doesn’t make it so.

Especially in the early stages of her Regency, Farah will meet with
opposition at the court almost certainly headed by HIM's twin sister
Princess Ashraf, a veteran palace intriguer who has been an enemy to
all three of the Shah’s wives (we will report further on possible court in-
fighting at a later date). Ashraf has a circle of supporters at Court but
most of them are not the sort who would be brokers in a power
struggle. Moreover, she is unpopular at home and abroad and in the
end we think she would lose.

Farah, on the other hand, is genuinely popular among the people
and is the beneficiary of the carefully orchestrated program of image
making noted above. She would enjoy the support of her son the
Crown Prince and one of the imperial brothers, Prince Mahmud Reza,
would probably favor her over Ashraf, but we have no evidence that
she has established a circle of supporters at Court or that she has the in-
testinal fortitude necessary to ward off threats to her position. Addi-
tionally, despite her popularity, the fact of her sex would hamper her
with most Iranians and so she would probably seek a supporter and /or
protector. One such could be the Air Force Commander, General Kha-
tami, who is ambitious, clever and reportedly corrupt. He could well
prefer to side with the Empress thinking to find her more malleable
than Ashraf and would be likely to try to rule Iran through Farah. In the
beginning at least, we would expect Farah to rely heavily on her sup-
porters, perhaps to the point of giving up real power to one or more of
them.

Traditionally, both the press and parliament assume more active
roles in times of imperial weakness or uncertainty. In such circum-
stances, they have also shown themselves vulnerable to foreign influ-
ence. They could be expected to become so again until the question of
power at the top is settled, after which they would resume their role of
quiescence in direct proportion to the degree of control exercised by the
Palace.

II. Military Dimension

With an estimated 23 percent of the national budget, or about 12
percent of GNP, assigned to defense and a significant portion of the
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sovereign’s time devoted to military affairs, the future development of
Iran’s defense establishment will clearly play a major role in the
country’s political evolution and its relations with its neighbors and the
US. Four broad questions should be addressed in assessing that role:
(1) the impact of the military buildup on Iran’s foreign relations;
(2) public attitudes toward the military; (3) the military’s appetite for
political power; and (4) the effect of a large military establishment on
national development. In a country where dissembling is an accepted
trait and control of even semi-public expression, especially as regards
national security, is highly effective, our answers to these questions
must necessarily be speculative. Nevertheless, we have attempted to
draw the apparent implications for US policy.

The US is deeply involved in the growth of Iran’s military pro-
gram. We have had a significant and successful team of military ad-
visors in Iran since World War II and the present group of about 140
MAAG advisors will within a year be supplemented by some 900 tem-
porary military technicians. Over 11,000 Iranian military personnel
have been trained in the US. Until this fiscal year, Iran had received
$840 million in grant assistance and about another $1 billion in credit
for hardware and services. Commitments during FY 1973 to buy in the
US may reach $3 billion. Although we now treat Iran as completely
sovereign in military matters and no longer question for political
reasons the acquisition of specific items or the country’s ability to pay
for its programs, our position in Iran is clearly very closely associated
with the effectiveness, the utilization and the consequences of this
buildup.

Military Power and Foreign Relations

Pride and fear, emotions deriving from historical experience and
present rivalries, combine to shape Iran’s outlook on the world and its
military posture. Determined that the modern Persian Empire shall
command respect from even the super powers, the Shah is acquiring
the best equipped, non-nuclear military force that his considerable re-
sources will buy. In a sense, the latest supersonic jet fighters and most
advanced military technology function as the mosques and monu-
ments of past Persian dynasties. They are the marvels that are intended
to dazzle Iran’s neighbors with the power and prestige of the Pahlavi
line.

But the new armaments are not intended purely for show, for the
Shah has an ever present fear of Iran’s being encircled by hostile or po-
tentially disruptive neighbors. The USSR, Iran’s traditional antagonist,
is of course in another class militarily, but the Shah has directed that in
the event of a Soviet military intervention his forces would fight a de-
laying action (“scorched earth”) until help could come from more pow-
erful friends. Meanwhile, in a policy of limited military cooperation,
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the Shah has purchased from the USSR unsophisticated vehicles, artil-
lery and construction equipment for the Ground Forces. It seems clear
the GOI does not want to place itself in a position of dependence on the
USSR for supply of spare parts for complex equipment vital to national
defense. Also, the Iranians are acquiring equipment which will require
only a minimum of Soviet advisors to be sent here or Iranians to be sent
for training in the USSR. As a consequence of the Imperial Iranian
Ground Forces” (IIGF) limited experience with Soviet gear, mainte-
nance is becoming a serious problem.

Iran’s chief strategic concern is Soviet military supply for the rad-
ical and hostile regime in Iraq which maintains irredentist claims
against Iran’s Arab-populated and oil-rich Khuzestan Province. Skir-
mishes have flared along the remote border where local commanders
appear prone to exercise their troops after winter confinement. Yet nei-
ther side has been willing to escalate to fighting of major proportions.

Despite Iran’s overwhelming military superiority over Iraq, Iran
has thus far not sought trouble with Iraq and has generally reacted with
restraint towards Iraqi annoyances. Iran’s forces are untested in battle
and their ranks of capable leaders and skilled operators and technicians
are very thin. While Iran might best Iraq in a short engagement, a long
drawn-out conflict could prove severely damaging, particularly if the
Soviet Union or, possibly, India became actively engaged in assisting
the Baathists. Apparently owing to this uncertainty and potential limi-
tation of his freedom of action and doubts as to what aid he might ex-
pect from the US in an emergency, the Shah feels the higher wisdom is
to acquire a modern, unquestioned superiority as quickly as possible.

The tiny and anachronistic Gulf sheikhdoms and Saudi Arabia
pose no threat to Iran, but are seen in Tehran as fertile centers for the
growth of radical Arab nationalism of the Iragi or South Yemeni brand.
Should the conservative rulers be replaced by hostile adventurers, Iran
fears its strategic access through the Gulf would be threatened. Accord-
ingly, the GOl is already involved to some extent in aiding the harassed
North Yemeni and Oman governments, including furnishing some mil-
itary assistance. We would expect this pattern of assistance against rad-
ical subversion or invasion to continue. Seeing itself as the only re-
gional nation with the power to preserve stability, Iran may be ready to
render aid to those governments with common interests in maintaining
the Gulf status quo. Should the situation in the area, as seen from
Tehran, seriously deteriorate, and when the Imperial Iranian Armed
Forces are further into their buildup program, an Iranian military inter-
vention would become a possibility we should have to watch for.

Similarly, in the East, we believe the Shah might intervene mili-
tarily to protect Iran’s interests should, as he fears is a possibility, Pak-
istan break up and leave the future of Baluchistan in an uncertain
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status. With that consideration in mind, as well as his apprehensions as
to Afghanistan’s ability to continue to resist Soviet influence, the Shah
is bolstering Iran’s eastern defenses. A sea, air and land base at Chah
Bahar on the Gulf of Oman will be the key installation. From there, air
and sea patrols will be made into the Indian Ocean, which the Shah has

7

described as Iran’s “security perimeter.”

Owing to our active and close participation as advisor and sup-
plier of Iran’s new power, the US will be inevitably associated with the
direction of any future Iranian foreign initiatives. It is possible that we
might wish quietly to endorse a particular GOI military “police action”
or program of assistance. It is also possible, but more unlikely, that an
Iranian action could seriously damage other US interests in the area
and conceivable that we would seek to use our advice/supply leverage
to influence the Shah’s decisions. It would, however, be a foolish and
sterile policy to restrict our role at this time in an attempt to forestall
possibly undesirable Iranian actions or limit a possible future arms race
in the area. The Shah has shown he is willing to seek substitutes in
place of our assistance and there are others, notably the British and
French, who would not be likely to share our qualms.

Rather, we believe that we should seek affirmatively to increase
the utility of our services to the GOI so as to maintain our influence
over its policy. We should be prompt and positive in handling requests
and provide the best quality advice available. It will also be necessary
energetically to counsel the GOI to undertake the necessary measures
to improve training, management skills and systems integration, if
Iran’s massive building program is to succeed. Failure could lead to
GOl frustrations which could be attributed to the USG and possibly be
seriously damaging for the US position in this country.

Public Attitudes

Only among the small scattering of educated and liberal young
professionals have we heard criticism of the vast amounts being bud-
geted for defense. These criticisms are muted, we suspect, because the
private economy is doing so well, and because not many of the elite are
eager to prejudice their positions by seeming to oppose the Shah. Fur-
ther, as in most of the world, the Iranian public is not prone to dispute
the need for a strong military. All are aware of their sad history in the
nineteenth century and through World War II when Iran was pushed
around by stronger powers. No one wants to risk danger to the
country’s oil resources facilities. Finally, in the absence of any public
analysis of the external threat or the effectiveness of the systems de-
vised to meet it, there is no opinion-forming leadership for a critical at-
tack on the military.

This state of affairs could change, of course. Should—a remote pos-
sibility—the economy drastically slow down or—more possible—infla-
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tion become an issue of crisis proportions, the military burden might
come to be regarded by many as intolerably heavy. Or, should the mili-
tary become involved in overly harsh treatment of dissident elements
or scandals seriously offensive to the public, the respectability of the
Services could suffer. There are no grounds for predicting any of these
developments, however, and it seems probable that the military will
continue to provide a valuable, accepted support for the Shah. Conse-
quently, there are no present grounds for concern about a close US
identification with the Iranian military, but we should continue to
monitor our position carefully.

The Military in Politics

Although the Pahlavi line owes its beginnings and its salvation in
1953 to military intervention, there is no public or private evidence that
the Iranian armed forces now aspire to a political role. The Shah has
seen to that. Following purges of communists and others whose loyalty
was suspect, the Services have been heavily larded with SAVAK agents
and military personnel are subject to close scrutiny on security
grounds. Occasional trials of officers accused of espionage for the USSR
maintain the desired tension. As a consequence, at least in part,
perhaps the greatest failing of the military leadership now is the un-
willingness of subordinates to make even simple decisions. Loyalty
and obedience take precedence over proficiency, energy and initiative.

For these reasons, few officers complain to Americans about Serv-
ice conditions. But we know they are poorly paid in comparison with
contemporaries in the booming private sector. It is very difficult to ob-
tain a discharge from the regular Services. And there is considerable
inter-service rivalry and some resentment at the way officers who fail
to make the grade are summarily dismissed. While it is possible that
some Greek- or Moroccan-type colonels might wish to move against
the Government, we believe that type of action is exceedingly unlikely.
Motivation for a military conspiracy would seem to be lacking as long
as (1) the Iranian economy sustains its momentum and its benefits are
distributed with a measure of justice that feeds hope, and (2) there is no
disaster, especially a military defeat, for the Shah’s foreign policy.

In the event of a transition in the regime, following the natural
death or removal of the Shah by other means, the military is likely to be
the dominant force in controlling political developments. No other in-
stitution combines the structure, discipline and assets necessary for po-
litical direction. The probability is that the Armed Forces would act as
one unit, although it is conceivable that in a period of dire stress indi-
vidual units might pursue divergent goals. Assuming general disci-
pline, chances are that a transition could be peacefully accomplished. If
forced to choose the key military figure in a transition, we would pick
General Mohammed Khatami, as the husband of the Shah’s sister
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well-connected in the establishment, and as head of the Air Force,
leader of the most effective of the three Services. Few politicians have
his stature and following. He is extremely pro-American as is, we feel,
the majority opinion in the three Services. Under new leadership, with
the military exerting substantial influence, we would not anticipate any
major change in Iranian policy, especially as it affects US interests. On
the basis of the present relationship, we would expect that our military
supply and advisory role would be continued unchanged. Our long
and close collaboration with the military elite should pay dividends
during an uncertain period of political transition.

Military Role in Development

The military’s contribution to national development is as yet not
fully realized. In a country with 57 percent of the population rural
dwelling with few of the amenities of modern life and only 35 percent
of the population literate, military service could have an important role
as a modernizing agency. Each year between 60,000 and 80,000 men
and women are conscripted for two years military duty. Although all
are taught to read and write, few receive much technical instruction.
More could be done in the military to create the reservoir of skills
needed for industrial development.

Because of its financial resources and, compared to other gov-
ernment agencies, its useful reserve of technical and managerial com-
petence, the military has taken a significant part in the direction of key
industries. Although most are defense-oriented (aviation and ammuni-
tion) others are in the civilian sector (cement and machine tools). This
function allows the Shah to exercise greater direct control over indus-
trial development and enables him to give impetus to his desire for a
local capability for manufacturing defense-related items.

The crucial effect of the military program on the economy is the
drain of funds and skilled manpower away from civilian development
projects. With military expenditures totaling about $1.3 billion in the
current budget and actual outlay close to $1.8 billion, the ability to con-
tinue both military and development programs is hinged on the con-
tinued growth in oil income. Military loan payments abroad are ex-
pected to rise from $220 million this year to at least $400 million in FY
1976. We have the impression that little study has been given to this
problem by the GOI. Although the rise in oil revenues has made pre-
vious doubters seem unrealistic pessimists and the GOI perhaps un-
duly optimistic, it seems probable that the rising curve of military debt
repayment will ipso facto reflect on Iran’s capacity to pursue social and
development programs. In any event, we are no longer, as we once
were, in a position to help manage the Iranian economy or influence the
GOl to favor priorities of our choosing. The Iranians alone will make
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their decisions on the buildup, and if we do not sell items to them,
someone else will.

Implications for the US

The US role in the Iranian military buildup offers significant ben-
efits for our balance of payments and the maintenance of a close polit-
ical relationship with the GOIL. We have concluded that it would not be
to our advantage to seek to influence GOI buildup decisions on the
basis of possible effects on future Iranian foreign policy or economic
development decisions. Our military relationship also appears to hold
more advantages than dangers for the US in terms of public attitudes
and the likelihood of an Iranian military role in a transition
government.

Notwithstanding our solid present position, however, the future is
not apt to be problem-free. The massive investment in US military
equipment and services with deliveries scheduled over a relatively
short time span will clearly strain the absorptive capabilities of the
three Services. The Shah is obviously counting heavily on the success of
his program; serious delays or foul-ups could lead to frustration in the
GOI which would adversely affect our standing here. It is incumbent
on us to do everything possible to prevent difficulties in the buildup.
To this end we recommend that:

(1) Through military and civilian channels we should counsel the
GOI on the necessity for (a) adequate training to keep pace with ex-
panded force structures and hardware acquisitions; (b) improved man-
agement capabilities at all levels; and (c) accelerated development of
force integration and regional planning.

(2) For our part, we should continue to provide carefully picked
advisors who will have the requisite qualities to establish successful re-
lationships with their Iranian counterparts.

(3) We should respond as rapidly as possible to Iranian requests,
providing the most advanced non-nuclear equipment sought by the
GOL

III. Foreign Affairs
A. Principles of Iran’s Foreign Policy

Iran’s foreign policy has continued closely aligned to its national
progress and the Shah continues to stress that it is in harmony with the
“White Revolution.” Under the Shah’s leadership Iran has emerged as
a power in this area. The country is moving ahead to strengthen its po-
sition through increasing its military capability, maintaining close ties
with the US, augmenting its trade relations and encouraging foreign in-
vestments and technological exchanges. The Shah is seeking to fashion
an image of Iran adhering to an “independent” foreign policy built
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upon friendly bilateral relations with all nations as contrasted to a po-
larized image. In so doing he is making good use of the diplomatic tools
of economic and cultural agreements. That the Iranian sovereign has
been successful in his efforts to put his country on the political map is
evidenced by his recent visit to London in June and to Moscow in Oc-
tober, the Empress’ visit to the Peoples Republic of China and President
Nixon’s visit to Iran last May.*

Recently Prime Minister Hoveyda declared Iran is working to im-
prove the lives of its people, while offering its neighbors—both near
and far—cooperation and friendship. The Shah terms the cornerstone
of Iran’s foreign policy “peace and international understanding.”

The stated bases for the Shah'’s foreign policy in the foreseeable fu-
ture are likely to continue to be: the strengthening of bilateral relations
with all countries—especially his neighbors—couched in terms of
peaceful co-existence; support of the United Nations and world peace;
and stress on national integrity and inviolability of the principle of
non-intervention in the affairs of others. With respect to the latter, he
will continue strongly to stress above all else national independence for
his country. These tenets, coupled with the Shah’s strong advocation of
social justice, world peace through disarmament, and reduction of eco-
nomic disparity among nations, present a seeming dichotomy when
weighed against his heavy program to provide Iran’s military forces
with the latest of modern weaponry (short of the ultimate in sophisti-
cated equipment). He is quick enough to recognize this, saying that
until world peace is achieved it is necessary to have a strong military
which is capable of defending the country’s integrity should the neces-
sity arise.

During 1972 the Shah’s most outstanding accomplishments in his
policy of non-polarized bilateralism have been his improvement of
Iran’s relations with the Peoples Republic of China and the Soviet
Union while at the same time strengthening Iran’s friendly relations
with the United States, which he cherishes and overwhelmingly de-
pends upon for his military supplies and technical economic assistance
(as distinct from AID programs).

[Omitted here is Section B.]
IV. Prognosis

A. American-Iranian Relations

Relations between the two nations are about as soundly based as
can be imagined, with each side deriving valuable benefits from the

4 President Nixon made an official visit to Tehran May 30-31, 1972. See ibid., Docu-
ments 200-202.
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current happy alignment. Moreover, it is difficult to imagine any re-
shuffling of allegiances or power relationships in the area that would
lessen, at least for any length of time, the dependence of each side on
the other. We believe this would probably remain the case even in the
unlikely event that the present dynasty passed from the scene. Never-
theless, some observers believe they can detect in current trends the
genesis of possible future misunderstandings between Iran and the
United States, stemming less from any basic divergence of interests be-
tween the two countries than from the presence in the peculiarly stra-
tegic Persian Gulf area of several mutually interacting political dy-
namics in a state of potential disequilibrium.

In looking at the future, the question arises if Iran and the United
States are likely to grow less dependent on each other. Briefly listed, the
benefits we derive from the relationship are: important intelligence fa-
cilities; the only secure air corridor from Europe to Southeast Asia;
good markets, a friendly investment climate for US business, and direct
contributions to our balance of payments; a current and future reliable
source of oil to our allies, and perhaps to us; a staunch political ally in
regional and world councils; and an increasingly strong and stable ter-
ritorial entity standing in the way of Soviet ambitions in the strategic
Persian Gulf and Indian Ocean areas. For Iran, the United States is the
leading source of military equipment and technological assistance, a
friend whose political and psychological support can be relied upon
and, of overwhelming and fundamental importance, the sole power in
the world strong enough to thwart Soviet designs on Iranian territorial
integrity and independence.

Looking ahead, it is possible to imagine some of the advantages in
the relationship eventually becoming marginally less important. For
example, advancing technology might render the intelligence facilities
less important to us, while the Iranians could eventually become some-
what less dependent militarily on us as they manufacture more mili-
tary equipment themselves and bring their own military personnel to a
higher level of proficiency. However, other factors in the mutuality of
dependence formula will remain equally compelling in the future, or
even grow stronger; and it is difficult to imagine a situation either in
which Iran could dispense with its ultimate reliance on the United
States for its safety or in which we could countenance an Iran taken into
the Soviet orbit.

Moreover, these geopolitical imperatives would, in our view, be
likely to reassert themselves even if, as we consider most unlikely, this
dynasty should disappear. For we believe that whatever group eventu-
ally succeeded to power, perhaps after a period of greater or lesser in-
stability, would be of an Iranian nationalist, rather than Communist,
orientation, at least in its foreign relations. Any regime dedicated to
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promoting essentially Iranian objectives would have to look askance at
the Soviet Union just as the present one does. Thus, the felt Iranian
need for the United States to counterbalance the Soviet Union would
remain and the essential basis for our continuing cooperation would
remain.

While the foregoing might seem to paint such an essentially rosy
picture that no problems between the United States and Iran could be
expected to arise in the future, we do see the possibility, as suggested
earlier, that the natural thrust of Iran’s power and ambitions in the Per-
sian Gulf, the Arabian peninsula and vis-a-vis Iran’s Arab neighbors in
general could eventually lead to divergences between our two coun-
tries and create problems for us in the Arab world, and possibly else-
where. Since this cloud on the horizon might appear to be no bigger
than the proverbial man’s hand, and the growing strength of Iran can
properly be regarded at this time as a force for stability in the Persian
Gulf and peripheral areas of the Arabian peninsula, it may be argued
by some that it is mere carping to make such a suggestion. However,
events can often move faster than surface indications would suggest
when power relationships in an area of such strategic importance as the
Persian Gulf are in such great—and growing—imbalance as they are
today.

Perhaps one way of viewing the Gulf area is to regard it as an
arena of at least five interacting dynamics, some of which are better
known than others. Well known and often noted, for example, is the
weakness, and potential instability, of the Arab states, particularly the
mini-states, touching the Gulf, following the withdrawal of British
power. Possibly less well known but coming into growing recognition
every day is the increasing dependence of several countries of the
world, including India, on oil from Gulf countries.

The other three dynamics, and this could be of key significance, are
centered on Iran and probably still are not so well appreciated by much
of the world. These are the growing power position of Iran, vis-a-vis
the other Gulf states, especially on the military side, as Iran embarks on
a massive military buildup; the vaulting ambition and powerful sense
of mission of the Shah for himself and for Iran; and the often
ill-concealed sense of impatience and superiority that the Shah and Ira-
nians generally feel towards the Arabs. The other side of this coin is
that Arabs tend to dislike Iranians and to be fearful of Iranian power.
Not to labor the point, Iran’s already dominant power position in the
Gulf is fated to grow to overwhelming proportions in the coming years
including, particularly, its military superiority. Thus we have a situa-
tion in which the Shah—enormously ambitious, determined and
shrewd, but also the victim of certain phobias growing out of his own
family background and out of the history of the Persian monarchy it-
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self—perceives that Iran must militarily dominate the Persian Gulf in
order to assure the continued flow of Iran’s oil, on the income from
which are based all the Shah'’s hopes of bringing Iran into the era of the
“Greater Civilization.”

Being not a little self-centered and egotistical, the Shah does not
perhaps perceive with equal clarity that certain countries—Iraq and
India, for example—will be uneasy with a situation in which the Shah
has in his hands the military capability both to interdict the movement
of Iraqi oil exports and Indian imports from the Gulf. For these two
countries are almost as dependent as Iran on the uninterrupted flow of
oil in the Persian Gulf and relations between Iran on the one hand and
India and Iraq, particularly Iraq, on the other, are already under some
strain. In these circumstances, it would not be difficult to envisage
Iranian-Indian rivalry increasing as Iranian military power waxes, with
the Shah’s phobia about finding himself “surrounded” being pressed
on us more insistently than before. A possibility that comes to mind is
that India will work to strengthen its presence in the Gulf, through in-
creased technical assistance to the Arab states therein and perhaps
through stepped up military training aid to Iraq, in an effort to counter-
balance, with the weak Arab states, the power of Iran. Thus, it is pos-
sible to envisage a situation in which the great powers would have
avoided rivalry in the Gulf only to see the regional powers engage in
this activity, with possible complications for our diplomacy the result.

A more likely scenario in which Iranian-American divergencies
could occur involves the Arab states across the Gulf. The exact outlines
of a development that might create problems for us are hard to foresee,
especially in view of the constructive role Iran is presently playing in
assisting militarily and otherwise both in the Sultanate of Oman and
North Yemen. However, subversive movements, encouraged among
others by Baathist Iraq, are already present in Oman and could take
root and spread in the United Arab Emirates, or even in Saudi Arabia;
the Shah is quick (often too quick, in our view) to perceive develop-
ments affecting the Gulf as constituting a threat to Iran; and his military
capability for intervening will be increasingly overwhelming. Thus it is
possible to imagine circumstances in which Iran would feel compelled
to intervene militarily to protect its own interests, as it preceived them,
but which would be seen by the Arab states, including especially Iraq,
as constituting Iranian aggression. In such a situation, Iranian and Arab
nationalisms could find themselves in open conflict, with the United
States in an extremely awkward posture in view of our expected
growing dependence on Arab oil in this decade.

In conjuring up the foregoing ghost, we are not saying that it is
likely to happen. Nor do we intend to imply that situations affecting
the Gulf might not conceivably arise in the coming years in which we
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would actually welcome the application of Iranian military power. In
sum, what we are saying is that the Gulf is an area of growing power
imbalances, that Iran will be increasingly able to be the prime mover
and shaker of events therein and that the leader of Iran is determined to
so dominate events in the Gulf that they move in directions which will
enhance Iranian safety, as viewed by the Shah. Happily for us, the Shah
will pay greater heed to our advice than to that of any other power, but
we must not forget that he is determined to be his own man and will be
pushing Iran’s own interests as he sees them.

Having said this, the Shah and Iran remain by all odds our best
hope among the countries of the area to play a responsible role in the
Gulf of helping to assure peace and stability in an area of already great
and growing strategic interest to the US. Given our increasing de-
pendence on Gulf oil for our energy requirements, the stakes in our re-
lations with Iran are high. While we cannot overlook the possibility
that problems of Iranian-Arab relations could complicate our relations
with the Arabs—and at a time of increasing American dependence on
Arab oil—we have confidence that the Shah’s basic caution and good
sense can be relied upon.

Farland

2. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, January 19, 1973.

SUBJECT

Information Items

[Omitted here is material unrelated to Iran.]

Shah’s Views: General Burchinal (Deputy CINCEUR) recently had a
good talk with the Shah, the highlights of which were:

—They discussed Iran’s present and future military requirements
at some length. The main points that emerged were that the Shah

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 49, Presi-
dent’s Daily Briefings, January 18-31, 1973. Top Secret; Sensitive. A stamped notation on
the memorandum indicates the President saw it. The extract is based on USCINCEUR
telegram 181330Z to the JCS, January 17. (Ibid., RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, DEF 12-5
IRAN)
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clearly intends to develop a highly reactive mobile land force with heli-
copter fire support to handle border incursions in limited areas, while
his air force uses the latest model U.S. aircraft to strike across borders.
He is also intent on developing a capability to project the Iranian naval
force into the greater Indian Ocean area.

—The Shah foresees a shift in strategic interest to the Middle East,
where Iran will be the most powerful country. The U.S., he said, is
better off to have two strong friends in the area, not just Israel, since
there are certain limitations on Israel’s usefulness to the U.S., which is
not true of Iran.

—The Shah stressed that he intended to make Iran a major Indian Ocean
power. This stems from his belief that the Soviets are moving through
India, Aden, and Somalia to control the access to the vast energy re-
sources of the Persian Gulf.

—The Shah observed that there was a strong leftist and socialist
tide sweeping toward the Middle East from Japan, New Zealand, and
Australia. He is particularly concerned about Pakistan and its ties with
the PRC and feels that we should have appointed an ambassador to
Pakistan before we did for India.

The most important new element in the Shah'’s thinking is his now
apparently firm intention to play a much enlarged naval role in the In-
dian Ocean area—beyond what he seemed to be considering last May
when you visited him. To this end Iranian planning is moving ahead for a
large three-service base at Chah Bahar in southern Iran, and Iran will pur-
chase two destroyers from the U.S. and two frigates from the UK over
the next two years to add to the thirty ships it already has. The sched-
uled purchase of six P-3 aircraft will also give the Iranian Air Force a
substantial reconnaissance and ASW capability over the Indian Ocean.
Finally, Iran is providing military assistance to Oman on the opposite
side of the mouth of the Persian Gulf and apparently has expressed an
interest in port facilities and naval cooperation with Mauritius, South
Africa, and Australia.

[Omitted here is material unrelated to Iran.]
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3. Letter From the Shah of Iran to President Nixon'!

Tehran, January 20, 1973.

Dear Mr. President:

I thank you for your message of 19th January” and I greatly appre-
ciate the friendly concern which you have manifested with regard to
the outcome of the negotiations which my government is conducting
with the oil consortium. In order to elaborate on certain matters which
you have raised I would like to point out that there is no comparison
between Iran and the other countries of this region. First of all, our situ-
ation and conditions are different as we already own our resources ac-
cording to the Oil Nationalization Law of 1951. Secondly, as you, Mr.
President, are no doubt aware, my country is becoming a developed
country and, moreover, the other states in this part of the world do not
have our needs nor our possibilities. We also think that the oil com-
panies had ample time to reach an agreement with us but they spent
time doing otherwise. I am convinced that after the announcement of
our policies which are the best guarantor of the secure flow of oil sup-
plies through the companies good prices and discounts, there will still
be time for the parties concerned to meet our legitimate rights and rea-
sonable demands. I am fully aware of your many preoccupations at this
time and the very heavy schedule you have at the moment, but I
deemed it necessary to bring this matter to your attention. I am always
grateful to you for your deep interest in Iran and its role in the stability
of this vital region.?

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 755, Pres-
idential Correspondence, Iran—M.R. Pahlavi, 1969-1974. No classification marking.

2In his letter to the Shah on the negotiations between Iran and the consortium,
transmitted in telegram 11341 to Tehran, January 19, the President urged that “since a
unilateral step which does not meet the legitimate interests of both sides could have se-
rious consequences for the objectives which we are pursuing together, I do want to ex-
press the hope that you might defer any unilateral action until I can study the issue and
put my considerations before you.” (Ibid.) For more information on the negotiations, see
Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXXVI, Energy Crisis, 1969-1974, Documents 151
and 152.

3In telegram 416 from Tehran, January 22, Farland reported that Alam had con-
voked him to discuss the Shah’s reply to the President. “With considerable coolness and
complete absence usual pleasantries my meetings with him, Alam said that he felt Presi-
dent had had a one-sided briefing (from oil companies).” Downplaying the danger of
leap-frogging, Alam announced that a straightforward buyer-seller oil relationship had
become a point of principle to Iran. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
NSC Files, Box 602, Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. IV, September 1971-April
1973)
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With warm regards and best wishes,
Sincerely,

Mohammad Reza Pahlavi*

% Printed from a copy with this typed signature.

4. Telephone Conversation Between President Nixon and
Director of Central Intelligence Helms'

Washington, January 25, 1973, 6:18-6:22 p.m.

[Omitted here is discussion of when Helms would assume his po-
sition in Tehran.]

[6 lines not declassified]

[Nixon:] What I would like for you to do is this: have a talk with
John [Ehrlichman] at your, next week sometime, would you?

Helms: Yes, sir.

Nixon: The Iranian oil thing is, as you know, is in a, apparently,
one hell of a situation at the moment. Did you talk to Connally? Or
you're going to?”

Helms: I'm going to. I wanted to get myself educated a little bit be-
fore I talk to him. I thought that made more sense.

Nixon: Fine. I would say the first man to talk to is John Ehrlichman.
Helms: Right.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes,
Oval Office, Conversation 36-113. No classification marking. The editor transcribed the
portion of the tape recording published here specifically for this volume. Helms was ap-
pointed Ambassador to Iran on February 8.

2In a December 29, 1972, letter, Nixon asked Helms to meet with Connally to
discuss Connally’s recent trip to Saudi Arabia and Algeria. He also asked Helms to make
a “thorough study” of U.S. interests in the Middle East. The letter is printed in Foreign Re-
lations, 1969-1976, volume XXXVI, Energy Crisis, 1969-1974, Document 149. When the
President met with Helms on February 14, he asked Helms again to confer with Connally.
“Helms responded that he had talked to him once and would do so again, and that he
also had a first draft of the paper which the President had requested on the Persian Gulf.”
Later in the conversation, “the President asked that Helms look at Middle East problems
notjust in terms of his CIA background, but in a general sense and especially with respect
to the oil problem.” (Memorandum for the President’s File by Scowcroft; National Ar-
chives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 602, Country Files—Middle East,
Iran, Vol. IV, September 1971-April 1973)
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Nixon: And then Flanigan, who has made a study.’ Read the whole
thing.

Helms: Right.

Nixon: And what I want to do is, if you're not going till March,
maybe we could find a way to expedite it so you could even take a
trip—you could take a trip even now, couldn’t you?

Helms: Oh, I could travel out there, certainly.

Nixon: Well, what we have—what I have in mind, I've talked to,
and everybody here thinks it’s a great idea, and I've just been talking to
Henry about this. What I really have in mind is for you basically to be
sort of the, without downgrading the other Ambassadors, the Ambas-
sador in charge of that sort of area, you know what I mean?

Helms: Yes, sir.

Nixon: Particularly with [unclear]. So you could go down to those
[Sheikdoms?] and these other places, and pull this thing together, and
then give us the recommendation, you know? In charge of the area not
only in charge of oil and so forth, but in terms of the stability of the gov-
ernments, what we can do, frankly covertly and the rest, and so forth
and so on. You see what I mean?

Helms: I've got it.

Nixon: I think a trip of that sort would be very worthwhile. Let me
suggest this: You come in to, you have a talk with John Ehrlichman at
the earliest possible time.

Helms: Right.

Nixon: Have a talk with—the Connally thing is a little sensitive be-
cause he represents some [unclear—clients?]. But on the other hand,
you should talk with him.

Helms: Right.

Nixon: And then sometime next week, perhaps Wednesday or
Thursday or so, maybe toward the end of the week because I'm going
to be tied up the first of the week, we can, we’ll try to go over the thing.*

Helms: All right, sir.

Nixon: But my view is that you ought to take a trip fairly soon. In
other words, you know the Shah well, right?

Helms: Yes, sir.

Nixon: If you could do that, I don’t think there’s any problem with
Farland. You better think about that. But if you think it’s too sensitive to

3 See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXXVI, Energy Crisis, 1969-1974, Docu-
ment 153.

% They did not meet until February 14. See footnote 2 above.
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go out there or anything like that. But you're still the Director of the
CIA, right?

Helms: Yes, sir.

Nixon: Well that's—

Helms: Well, why don’t I talk to these gentlemen and see what the
score is.

Nixon: Right.

Helms: Maybe I can come up with a recommendation then.

Nixon: All right, fine. You talk and we’ll work something out. Be-
cause I don’t want—I'd like to get it, since you're going to be in charge
of the thing, I'd like to get you in the deal now, frankly, before it blows.

Helms: Right, sir.

Nixon: Then when it blows we can blame you.

Helms: [Laughter]

Nixon: Yeah, you've been through that before.”

5 Helms submitted his report to Nixon on February 22. Noting the Shah'’s unreal-
istic view of Iran’s capabilities, Helms wrote: “It will be essential, in the years immedi-
ately ahead, that the U.S. maintain a continuing estimate of (a) the threat to Iran and its
neighbors, (b) the viability of a regional approach to common security and defense
problems, (c) the viability of the Shah’s plans for the rapid modernization and industriali-
zation of Iran and (d) the viability of the Shah’s defense program in terms of cost, the
threat, the demonstrated abilities of the Iranian armed forces, the health of Iran’s
economy and whatever regional arrangements may be developing.” (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Special Files, Staff Member and Office Files,
President’s Office Files, Box 20, President’s Handwriting, February 16-28, 1973) Helms's
report is printed in part in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXXVI, Energy Crisis,
1969-1974, Document 166.
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5. Memorandum From Acting Secretary of State Irwin to
President Nixon'

Washington, January 26, 1973.

SUBJECT

Iran’s Negotiations with the Oil Companies: Where we Stand

The Shah'’s speech of January 23 announcing the two options for
settlement he had presented to the oil companies® reduces his nego-
tiating flexibility. It does not yet amount to a unilaterally imposed re-
sult. The announcement reflects the importance the Shah attaches to a
uniquely Iranian solution at least as favorable and nationalistic as other
recent oil arrangements.’ It has connected the Shah’s prestige with set-
tlement along the lines of his options and he can no longer be expected
to retreat from them entirely.

Nonetheless, we believe that reasonable prospects for a negotiated
settlement remain. Substantial room for adjustment appears to exist
within the frame and spirit of the options which could accommodate
essential company interests while meeting the Shah’s needs. Negotia-
tion around his terms has not yet taken place.

The companies are now studying the Shah’s proposals, and we un-
derstand their chief executives will meet on January 29 to agree on a
joint position. They undoubtedly will let us know their position as soon
as framed and almost certainly will renew their request for USG
support.*

We have been keeping in touch with company officials. Our
studies indicate the companies’ legal position is not iron clad. The
present Iranian agreement is quite unusual. Title to all oil and oper-

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, PET 6 IRAN. Secret.
Drafted by Rouse and cleared by Miklos, Sisco, and Armstrong and in L/NEA and
EB/ORF/FSE.

2 In telegram 427 from Tehran, January 23, the Embassy reported that the Shah had
announced the oil companies’ options to the Iranian Congress of Free Men and Women.
According to the Shah, the consortium could either continue operations under the cur-
rent contract terms until 1979, after which the oil companies would lose preferential
access, or return all responsibility for consortium oil operations to NIOC and receive
long-term contracts at favorable prices. (Ibid., RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, PET 6 IRAN)

% In telegram 546 from Tehran, January 29, the Embassy noted that the “Shah’s mo-
tives for his new position appear to be based on his misconception that companies capitu-
lated to Yamani thus enhancing his image to point of danger to Shah'’s oil leadership posi-
tion plus feeling that participation so established as Arab in world opinion that any form
partnership with companies would appear to be following Arab lead.” (Ibid.)

* Exxon Chairman L. Kenneth Jamieson met with Rogers on January 29 and asked
for U.S. diplomatic intervention with Iran. See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume
XXXVI, Energy Crisis, 1969-1974, Document 157, footnote 2.
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ating facilities is vested in Iran, and the companies’ rights are essen-
tially limited to contract expectations. The Shah has also raised ques-
tions of company failures to perform properly. The companies are
anxious to reach a negotiated settlement and appear to recognize that
reasonable concessions or a new approach may be in order. We have
reason to hope that their response can bring the parties back to earnest
negotiations.

I'see no value in taking additional action vis-a-vis the Government
of Iran before the companies have reached an agreed position. The
Shah is not now planning new action but is waiting to hear from the
companies. They plan to respond to him before February 15. When we
consider next steps we will bear in mind the important interests we
want to serve:

—That the property and contract rights of the American com-
panies in Iran are respected in accordance with international law and
our bilateral agreements.

—That the Iranian settlement disturbs the oil industry and other
country agreements as little as possible.

—That our political, economic and security relations with Iran are
not impaired.

—That our actions are in concert with those of Great Britain which
is equally affected.

We will present specific recommendations for action as soon as we
have had a chance to study the companies’ position, which will be
available next week. While we should move ahead promptly, time is
not yet a crucial factor.

The Iranian Foreign Minister came in to see me yesterday as a
courtesy. We discussed the oil situation and I took the opportunity to
stress our concern with respect to the long-range oil picture in the
Middle East and the need in both our countries for stability of oil
supply.

John N. Irwin II
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6. Memorandum From Harold H. Saunders of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, January 26, 1973.

SUBJECT

“Blue-suiters” for Iran

You will recall the President’s promise to the Shah last May” to
provide uniformed US military personnel (“blue-suiters”) to work in
training capacities with the Iranian military forces, principally the air
force to help shorten the time needed to make new US-made aircraft
operational.

Since then, our respective military have held extensive exchanges
to identify the specific tasks the Iranian military felt had to be per-
formed. They ended up with a list of about 900. This is over and above
uniformed training teams already in Iran.

Secretary Laird, attempting to meet the Iranian need while coping
with Congressional insistence that we reduce military personnel
abroad, approved the following program: 500 uniformed personnel;
100 Defense Department civilian personnel; meeting the needs of the
large helicopter program at Isfahan with civilian contract personnel
(about 300) under the supervision of uniformed personnel. This last
would suggest patterning the new Iranian helicopter training facility
after ours, using civilian teachers under military supervision. The De-
fense Department people say that this package would cover all the po-
sitions they have discussed with the Iranian military.

There are two possible factors which will figure in the Shah’s
reaction:

—He does prefer uniformed to civilian contract personnel. He may
question the inclusion of Defense and contract civilians. The question is
whether Farland can have a straightforward conversation explaining
our determination to be responsive and our problems and exploring
with the Shah whether civilian contract people would not be acceptable
in the one large helicopter training school if under uniformed supervi-
sion the way we do it here.

1'Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 602,
Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. IV, September 1971-April 1973. Secret. Sent for ac-
tion. Concurred in by Richard Kennedy.

2 For a list of Nixon’s commitments to the Shah based on their May talks, see Foreign
Relations, 1969-1976, volume E—4, Documents on Iran and Iraq, 1969-1972, Document
205.
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—The other factor is a more general one. You may recall that the
Shah originally mentioned a figure of around 3000, including opera-
tional personnel like pilots to fly in Iranian squadrons. After the impli-
cations of this were discussed with him, he agreed that it would not be
a good idea, either for Iran or for the US, to have US uniformed per-
sonnel in Iranian units. Since then, their military and ours have exam-
ined in detail the jobs to be done and have come up with the list which
Secretary Laird approved. We do not know how close the Shah himself
has been to the figures developed, so it is possible that our offer will ini-
tially seem to him on the low side even though it meets the require-
ments his military have identified.

The basic point is that we have a package which has been worked
out with the Iranian military to cover the Shah’s present military needs;
the only innovation is introducing some civilians under military super-
vision. This is not to say he won’t suggest some modifications or won't
want more later. For the moment, this seems fully responsive, and a
telegram has been sent to Farland asking him to present it to the Shah.?
He should be able to do this in a way that would be positive, responsive
and in the spirit of the President’s general desire to be helpful.

Farland feels he can do this but has asked exactly how he should
answer if the Shah asks whether this has the President’s approval.* The
attached State Department cable as revised by us, is intended to answer
this question.

Recommendations:®

1. That you approve the telegram at Tab A.° Farland must see the
Shah tomorrow before he leaves on vacation Sunday, so we should
clear today if at all possible.

2. That you approve the back-channel message from you to Far-
land at Tab B.”

E Telegram 11840 to Tehran, January 19. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Files
1970-73, DEF 19-9 US-IRAN)

4 Farland conveyed his query in telegram 447 from Tehran, January 24. (Ibid.)
5 Kissinger initialed approval of both recommendations.

6 Attached but not printed. It was sent as telegram 16072 to Tehran, January 27,
which informed the Embassy that the package for military technicians had the “approval
of all appropriate elements of the USG including the White House” and met the Shah’s
personal requirements. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box
1295, Harold H. Saunders Files, Iran Military)

7 Attached but not printed. Sent as backchannel message WH30201 to Tehran, Jan-
uary 26, in which Kissinger told Farland: “As we understand it from Defense, most of the
jobs Iranians want done would be covered by proposed package.” (Ibid., Box 425, Back-
channel Files, 1973, Middle East and Africa) The Embassy reported in telegram 614 from
Tehran, January 31, that the Shah approved the program and expressed understanding of
U.S. difficulties and appreciation for its efforts. (Ibid., RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, DEF
19-9 US-IRAN)
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7. Memorandum From Samuel M. Hoskinson of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Deputy Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Scowcroft)'

Washington, February 2, 1973.

SUBJECT

Iranian QOil Situation

The following traces the evolution of the Iranian oil problem over
the past year and delineates the more important implications of the
present situation.

Background: Last Summer’s Agreement

The story begins last spring when the Shah and the consortium of
Western oil companies operating in Iran reached an agreement on a
long term “package” settlement of their relationship.” The basic agree-
ment was that the Shah would extend the consortium’s operating conces-
sion to 1994 and approve its construction of a new refinery in return for
a substantial increase in crude oil production, the turning over to the
National Iranian Oil Company (NIOC) of the consortium’s old refinery
in Iran, agreement to buy that refinery’s output at an “advantageous”
price and the tying of Iranian taxes on the consortium to foreign ex-
change expenditures.

From our perspective this was a favorable outcome. There were
substantially increased revenues for the Shah, the companies had secured a
stable long-term relationship and, of equal importance, a responsible alter-
native to the “participation” approach being simultaneously pushed by the
Arabs had been established. With this in mind, the President sent the Shah
a message commending the responsible way in which the negotiations
had been carried out.®

During the course of the summer, while the technical finishing
touches were being put on the agreement, the Shah became increas-
ingly concerned about the continuing OPEC “participation” negotiations
led by the Saudis. Finally, when the companies agreed to sell the Arabs a
25% participation in their operations now and 51% by 1982, the Shah
reopened his negotiations with the consortium. The thrust of the con-
sortium’s approach was to sweeten the basic “package” settlement so

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 137, Country Files—Middle East, Iran Oil. Secret. Sent for information.

2For information on the agreement signed in June 1972, see Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume XXXVI, Energy Crisis, 1969-1974, Document 124.

3 See ibid., volume E—-4, Documents on Iran and Iraq, 1969-1972, Document 208.
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that Iran would receive at least as much revenue as it would under a
“participation” settlement. The Shah, motivated as much if not more by
a strong desire to maintain his leadership position in the international
oil world—turned down the consortium offer and demanded what
amounts to complete participation (really nationalization) by 1979.

Present Situation

At this point, the Shah’s demands have narrowed to a single one.
The consortium must sell to Iran all its assets and consortium-Iran rela-
tions will be governed by a sales contract with either (1) immediate ef-
fect, or (2) effect upon the expiration of the basic 1954 operating agree-
ment in 1979.* More precisely:

—Under Option 1, the basic agreement would be set aside immedi-
ately and replaced by a long-term sales contract with the Consortium
members under which the latter would have access to Iranian oil on a
preferential basis. The contract could be for 20 to 25 years and would
give Iran and the Consortium about the same revenues per barrel as
those provided for in the participation agreements arrived at with
other Persian Gulf states.

—Under Option 2, the basic 1954 agreement would continue in
force until expiration near the end of 1979, but would be adjusted now
to provide benefits to Iran equal to those under existing participation
agreements. Should member companies take this option, benefits to
Iran would accrue, retroactive to January 1, 1973. In October 1979 these
arrangements would be replaced by a non-preferential sales contract
under which consortium members would be on the same footing as all
other prospective purchasers of Iranian oil.

In the sellers market likely to prevail for at least the next ten years,
this non-preferential sales contract relationship is the one which ap-
pears to offer the most to a producing country and is presumably the
one all producing countries have as their goal in disposing of crude not
needed in any of their downstream operations at home or abroad.
Under both these options increased producing country revenues under
the participation agreements with the other Gulf states, which the Shah
is demanding for Iran, will have an adverse effect on the US balance of
payments, by reducing company profits unless the increased cost of
crude is passed on to consumers (the overwhelming bulk of which are
presently outside the United States), or by increasing the per barrel cost
of crude to refiners, or both.

4 An August 5, 1954, statement by the Government of Iran and the representatives
of the oil consortium describing the oil agreement is in the Department of State Bulletin,
August 16, 1954, p. 232.
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The relative advantages of these two options are detailed in the
attached.”

There is one final important foreign policy element that should be
noted. Because of the almost complete loss of confidence on both sides
between the Shah and the consortium, there may be a tendency for the
companies to band together and reduce their offtake in favor of what
they may perceive to be more secure sources in the Arab world. If they
do, the Shah will react sharply and because of our government’s identi-
fication with the consortium position, we might rapidly move into a
difficult period in our bilateral relations with Iran.

5 Attached but not printed is a report entitled “Implications of Iranian Demands,”
which outlined the effect of the Shah’s two options on both the United States and the oil
companies.

8. Editorial Note

On February 2, 1973, the President’s Assistant for National Secu-
rity Affairs Henry Kissinger sent President Nixon a memorandum that
includes an analysis of the Iranian oil issue. It reads: “The Shah has told
Ambassador Farland that his publicly announced decision to take over com-
plete control and operation of oil production is his final and absolute last word,
which will not be changed under any circumstances.” After outlining the
consortium’s options, Kissinger continued: “Ambassador Farland is
convinced that the Shah is a victim of poor advice from his advisers and
that our (and the consortium’s) arguments either are not getting
through to the Shah or are being distorted. Moreover, he fears that be-
cause of the mutual loss of confidence between the Shah and the con-
sortium, the companies will, in any event, cut back on their purchase of
Iranian oil and compensate with Arab oil, thus drawing further sharp
reaction from the Shah and possibly contributing to a general deteriora-
tion of our bilateral relations. The Ambassador feels that prior to further ne-
gotiations, it would be useful to send a special emissary to try to renew the con-
fidence necessary to make either option work and avoid possibly more serious
problems in the future. This proposal will be considered along with other
possibilities now being studied before recommendations are prepared
for you.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
Box 49, President’s Daily Briefings, February 1-15, 1973)

In a February 7 memorandum to Secretary of State William Rogers,
Ambassador-designate to Iran Richard Helms passed on similar infor-
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mation regarding Iran’s position on oil. According to the memo-
randum: “The Shah said that there was one point which he wished me
[Helms], as Ambassador-designate, to understand very clearly: that he
would not discuss his essential position on what would be done with
Iran’s oil with me or any other representative of the United States Gov-
ernment whose objective was to influence him to modify it. He said
that this is not the proper role of government as has been recognized by
the United Nations. The U.N. has also made clear that the way in which
a nation handles and disposes of its natural resources is its business
alone.” When asked if his position was non-negotiable, “the Shah re-
plied affirmatively, adding that he was entirely unable to understand
why both the companies and the United States Government did not
recognize that the arrangement which he offered was one which would
fulfill the major United States objective of insuring a free and predict-
able flow of oil to the West at reasonable prices and at the same time re-
lieve the oil companies of the need to make substantial investments in
physical plant and exploration.” Helms’s memorandum to Rogers is
printed in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXXVI, Energy Crisis,
1969-1974, Document 162.

9. Editorial Note

On February 22, 1973, The New York Times published an article enti-
tled “Iran Will Buy $2-Billion in U.S. Arms Over the Next Several
Years,” which set off an international reaction. Responding to the con-
cerns of the Indian Government, for example, Assistant Secretary of
State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs Joseph J. Sisco wrote in
telegram 37015 to New Delhi, February 28, that “Iranian arms sales are
part of continuing USG program and not, as suggested in press reports,
new package.” He noted that over the past 3 years Iranian orders to-
taled over $2.5 billion, many placed after President Nixon’s discussions
with the Shah in May 1972. The Shah’s primary motive, he concluded,
was to improve Iran’s defensive capability against the potential threats
that he perceived to his country’s integrity from the Soviets and others
and to protect Iranian interests in the Indian Ocean. (National Ar-
chives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 1295, Harold H.
Saunders Files, Iran Military)

In telegram 1384 from Tehran, March 5, the Embassy concurred in
this explanation of the Shah’s rationale and noted that it had received
queries from the Soviet, British, and French Embassies regarding the
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news reports. The queries reflected puzzlement “and speculation over
what recent events may have prompted Shah to make this purchase, as-
sumption being that $2 billion purchase was new, sudden decision by
Shah. In reply we have used same points set forth reftel [telegram
37015] and stressed that Iran’s military acquisition decisions are made
by Shah and we are not rpt not party to them, but as appropriate we
have urged restraint on Iranians.” The Embassy also noted that the
Shah was paying for all that he acquired. (Ibid., Box 602, Country
Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. IV, September 1971-April 1973)

To pay for the arms build-up, the Iranian Government had turned
to deficit spending. In a March 10 letter to John Rouse of the Office of
Iranian Affairs, First Secretary of the Embassy Alexander Rattray wrote
about the Iranian calendar year 1352 budget (March 21, 1972-March 20,
1973): “The GOI's budget approach understates actual spending by
some 7 per cent and effectively obfuscates the size of the deficit.” He
added: “Please note the staggering size of scheduled debt repayments
and the substantial military expenditures which have been buried in
the development side of the new National Budget.” Hiding military ex-
penditures in other categories “in my view, accounts for the substantial
1352 increase in ‘General” expenditures and is probably in part respon-
sible for the 38 per cent rise in social expenditures.” He concluded that
the full impact of military spending on Iranian fiscal plans had yet to be
fully calculated, and estimated that defense spending for the next plan
period was likely to reach the $16-18 billion range, requiring a third or
more of all Iranian borrowings and revenues. (Ibid., RG 84, Tehran Em-
bassy Files, Box 8, Iran, 1973, National Budget)

In a March 13 letter to Director of the Office of Iranian Affairs Jack
C. Miklos, Deputy Chief of Mission of the Embassy L. Douglas Heck ex-
plained that while the leak of the Iranian arms build-up story did not
bother the Shah, it encouraged “those in the society who are troubled
about the Shah’s attitudes and the military hardware he is acquiring.”
Due to considerable student unrest and anti-regime incidents, almost
all of the universities were closed down, and he noted that “the stu-
dents are mad because the Shah has billions for defense but not enough
for education, as they see it.” (Ibid., RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, DEF
12-5 IRAN)



34 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XXVII

10. Memorandum From Acting Secretary of State Rush to
President Nixon'

Washington, March 1, 1973.

SUBJECT

Shah of Iran and Oil Consortium Reach Agreement

Meetings in St. Moritz last week between the Shah and a negotiat-
ing team from the consortium of international oil companies in Iran
produced agreement in principle on the general terms of a new
long-term contractual relationship. The main points of this agreement,
which will replace the 1954 agreement but retain many of its provi-
sions,” are as follows:

—The Iranians will be owners and operators of assets and activ-
ities in the oil concession area. They will contract to sell oil to the con-
sortium for a twenty year period beginning March 21, 1973.

—The consortium will form an Iranian-chartered company to pro-
duce, process, and transport Iranian oil under a service contract with
the National Iranian Oil Company (NIOC). The programs and budget
of this company will be subject to NIOC approval.

—The companies will purchase oil at the wellhead, on a cost plus
fee basis designed to give Iran the financial equivalent of the participa-
tion agreement recently signed with Arab producers of the Persian
Gulf.

—NIOC will be responsible for securing necessary investment
funds, but the consortium will have the option to provide these funds
as advance payment on oil purchases.

—NIOC will receive oil to market directly increasing from 200,000
barrels per day this year to 1.5 million barrels a day in 1981.

At first blush both sides seem to have achieved their principal ob-
jectives under the new settlement. The companies retain assured access
to Iranian offtake, management initiative if not control, and investment
rights in an overall formula which lends hope that participation agree-
ments with Arab oil producers will not have to be renegotiated as a re-
sult of the Iranian agreement as the companies have feared. For his
part, the Shah has achieved increased revenue and management con-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 602,
Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. IV, September 1971-April 1973. Confidential.

2 See footnote 4, Document 7. Among other provisions, the 1954 agreement recog-
nized the National Iranian Oil Company’s ownership of oil land and assets while
granting control of oil field and refinery operation to the consortium.
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trol and direct access to oil in a format which ends the concessionary
agreement of 1954 in favor of a sales contract such as he publicly had
insisted upon. The Shah’s overriding political objectives have been met.
He can now proclaim that Iran is again second to none in protecting its
sovereign interests and attaining its national aspirations.’

Some difficult issues, such as the means and timing of periodic
price renegotiations, appear to remain unresolved. Nevertheless, with
the outlines of the new arrangement agreed to, prospects for a fully sat-
isfactory settlement are promising.* The need for USG intervention
seems to have passed.

Kenneth Rush

3 Telegram 1829 from Tehran, March 21, reported that the Iranian Government and
media were treating the takeover that day of the management and operation of the oil in-
dustry as an Iranian victory over the consortium and an Iranian New Year’s gift from the
Shah to the people. Helms observed that “Iranian crowing might create pressure among
Arab oil producers for further revision of their arrangements with oil companies” but ex-
pected that the Iranian campaign would subside after March 21. (National Archives, RG
59, Central Foreign Policy Files, [no film number])

4In telegram 3612 from Tehran, May 26, the Embassy reported that the Iranian
Government had signed an additional agreement with the consortium on May 24 and
that “Iran received some advantages over Arabs but these not repeat not expected pro-
voke new round of leapfrogging from Arab producers.” (Ibid., Nixon Presidential Mate-
rials, NSC Files, Box 1295, Harold H. Saunders Files, Iran, 5/16/73-12/31/73) A detailed
summary of the agreement is in INR Report RECS-20, “Iran: Pace-Setter in Oil,” Sep-
tember 19. (Ibid., RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, PET 6 IRAN)

11. Telegram From the Embassy in Iran to the Department of
State'

Tehran, March 19, 1973, 0438Z.

1726. Subj: Continuing Widespread Student Unrest. Ref: Tehran
1353.2

Summary: During last three week period student unrest and dem-
onstrations, sometimes accompanied by violence on part of students

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files, [no film number].
Confidential.

2In telegram 1353 from Tehran, March 3, the Embassy reported that several stu-
dents were arrested during demonstrations at local universities, reportedly for protesting
Iranian purchases of U.S. arms. (Ibid., Central Files 1970-73, POL 13-2 IRAN)
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and police, has spread across Iran and virtually every major college,
university or technical training school in the country is affected. Stu-
dent motives are difficult to define but throughout their protests runs
an anti-regime theme which often focuses on high tuition costs and is
sometimes expressed in terms of attacks on GOI expenditures, particu-
larly for US weapons. End summary.

1. Beginnings of current period of student unrest’ can be found as
long ago as January 21 celebrations of tenth anniversary of White Revo-
lution.* Campus demonstrations at various universities continued from
that time in off again—on again fashion until about three weeks ago
when student dissident activities became more widespread and have
finally resulted in the closure, to one degree or another, of nearly all of
Iran’s major centers of higher education.

2. Most recent series of demonstrations seem to have begun at
Jondi Shapour University in Ahwaz but riots have also taken place at
Karaj Training College, Pahlavi University in Shiraz, Aryamehr Uni-
versity in Isfahan and its related campus in Tehran, National Univer-
sity in Tehran (where college cafeteria was reportedly wrecked),
Tehran University (twice) and Tabriz University among others.

3. Upon learning that riot was in progress on Tehran University
campus, EmbOff drove to scene to observe but found that three truck-
loads of riot police wearing plastic face shields and carrying hardwood
truncheons had put an end to incident. Campus was practically de-
serted with most gates locked and campus police bolstered by riot po-
lice were carefully controlling entry and exit. It later developed that
students registering for new term at science faculty were protesting re-
ported arrest on previous day of 30 students at Aryamehr Tehran
campus who had been demonstrating reputedly to mark anniversary of
Siakal incident. (1971 attack by guerilla group on isolated Gendar-

% In a February 28 letter to Escudero, Crocker wrote from Khorramshahr that the vi-
olence at Jondi Shahpur University started when special police killed several student
demonstrators, either for protesting SAVAK surveillance of a Vice Chancellor who re-
fused to give an anniversary speech, or for opposing the use of university resources for
White Revolution propaganda. Protests at other universities were either ongoing or fol-
lowed quickly. (Ibid., NEA/IRN Files: Lot 76D169, Box 9, 1973, POL 1)

‘Ina February 3 letter to Escudero, Charles Mast, Consul in Tabriz, wrote that the
anniversary festivities were purely for the elite, marked by “an almost total lack of
socio-political ideology.” Mast concluded that the “Imperial Roman Circus” was ignored
by most Iranians, particularly the bazaari and religious, who were focused on the New
Year’s and Moharram celebrations. (Ibid.) Carl Clement, Consul in Khorramshahr,
disagreed in a February 7 letter to Escudero: the festivities were not entirely
government-organized, and the people “are not fools, and they realized that the impor-
tant thing was not the show, not the celebration, but rather the real changes that they
symbolized.” In a surprising number of cases, Clement argued, people sincerely paid
homage to the Shah’s leadership. (Ibid.)
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mérie post in Gilan Province).” Dr. (FNU) Zirakhzadeh, Director of Re-
search at the Ministry of Science and Higher Education, later confirmed
that additional arrests were made at Tehran University although he
could not supply figures.

4. Largest and bloodiest encounter to date took place in Tabriz
where students began demonstration over tuition costs and other local
issues. Police intervened and confrontation escalated into three-day
melee with reports of over 200 students injured, some seriously.
Figures for students killed range from three to eleven but precise
number of casualties is impossible to confirm. Police and SAVAK
eventually raided all campus dormitories, including those of girls,
drove all students from campus and closed the university down for re-
mainder of term. Tabriz Consulate will report on this incident in detail.

5. Motivations for present spate of unrest are not entirely clear.
This is due in part to the efficiency of the security forces who tend to
break up demonstrations before motives and goals are made known; in
part to the tendency of students to disguise dissatisfaction over polit-
ical issues with a local grievance of one kind or another in order to
avoid more severe punishment if caught; and to lack of publicity—no
word of the various disturbances has appeared in the local papers.

Some riots have evidently been sparked by heavy-handed police
action against other demonstrators as in the instance noted in para 3
above and in the case of a riot which, according to Isfahan IAS Director
Lonnie Del Rae, took place at Aryamehr University over a rumor (ap-
parently false) that seven students were arrested at Tehran University
by SAVAK, taken to Kermanshah and shot. However, a definite
anti-Shah theme is discernible throughout the student protests. Occa-
sionally the monarch himself has been criticized, sometimes in vitriolic
terms, and at other times his programs and policies are castigated. Such
discontents are often channeled into criticism of high tuitions at Iranian
colleges and universities, a strategem which, according to Dr. Parviz
Asadi of National University, is a cover for dissatisfaction with ex-
penditures on US arms and other GOI fiscal policies as unveiled by
Prime Minister Hoveyda in his new ten billion dollar budget.

Comment: Security authorities have maintained control of the stu-
dent situation but only by closing down Iran’s system of higher educa-
tion. However, the widespread and continuing nature of these demon-
strations is yet another indication of the depth of anti-regime feeling

50n February 8, 1971, a large band of student dissidents known as the Iranian Lib-
eration Organization, operating in the mountains, attacked a police station in the village
of Siahkal in the northern province of Gilan. Government forces subsequently broke up
the group, and several members were executed. See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume
E—4, Documents on Iran and Iraq, 1969-1972, Document 126.
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among the students, particularly considering that protesting students
not only run the risk of physical injury in confrontations with police but
they could also be expelled, jailed or drafted into the armed forces.

Helms

12. Telegram From the Embassy in Iran to the Department of
State'

Tehran, April 7, 1973, 1000Z.

2166. Subject: Audience with Shah.

Summary: After presenting credentials to Shah April 5> we had pri-
vate conversation on developments in area lasting about hour. Topics
raised by Shah included recent Kosygin visit to Iran, Irag-Iran rela-
tions, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and its recent troubles with Iraq, oil negoti-
ations, family planning. Shah concluded there were no problems be-
tween our countries to raise. Action requested: Any information
Department or Jidda can provide on Saudi intentions and extent of sup-
port for Kuwait in its current difficulties with Iraq (see para five below).
End summary.

1. After presentation of credentials on 5 April, I had private con-
versation with Shah, Foreign Minister Khalatbari being only other
person present.

2. After brief amenities, Shah said his Foreign Minister would brief
me on Kosygin’s visit to Iran in mid-March.? Shah then said he wanted
to make a couple of points about visit: “I told Kosygin that I would not
stand for any subversion in Persian Gulf and that I would not stand for
disintegration of what is left of Pakistan. On this latter Kosygin agreed

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 1294, Ha-
rold H. Saunders Files, Iran, 1/1/73-5/15/73. Secret; Exdis. Repeated to Moscow and
Jidda.

2 Nixon introduced Helms with a March 7 letter, assuring the Shah that Helms
knew of the importance the President attached to U.S. relations with Iran, to the Shah’s
leadership, and to the Iranian role in regional and world affairs. (Ibid., Box 755, Presiden-
tial Correspondence, Iran, M.R. Pahlavi, 1969-1974)

3 In backchannel message 62 to Kissinger, April 6, Helms transmitted the Shah’s re-
port that Kosygin had offered him MIG-25s and T-65s, which he had declined. In the
Shah'’s judgment, “the significance of the offer is that if he [Kosygin] could sell MIG-23's
to Iran, then he would have no difficulty introducing them into the Arab states of the re-
gion. I can only assume that this is what the Soviets want to do.” (Ibid., Box 425, Back-
channel Files, 1973, Middle East/ Africa)
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that Pakistan as presently constituted should remain a political entity.”
As for Gulf area, Shah noted that Kosygin suggested he talk with the
people “down there.” Shah said his reaction to this was “Who do I talk
to? I cannot talk to the PFLOAG.” Shah then stated that he and Kosygin
discussed Iraq. Kosygin asked him why he was building up his military
forces. According to Shah, his rejoinder was “You are doing the same
thing in Iraq.” Shah said he pointed out to Kosygin that he could
“crush” Iraq any time he wanted to but that a strong Iran would be a
responsible power not an adventurous one. During course of talks with
Kosygin, Shah had feeling that Soviet Union was most anxious for
good relations to be developed between Iraq and Iran. Shah believes
that Soviet interest in this development is due to their recognition that
this would bring about a stronger Iraq since Iran would be stopped
from playing its Kurdish card. Shah took attitude he would be glad to
talk with Iraq and will be ready to work things out with Iraq if that
country were prepared to meet his terms. It is clear that Shah has no rpt
no intention of making deal with any government like present Ba’athist
one in Baghdad. He said he is prepared to put up with nuisance which
Iraq causes him (i.e., border raids, killing of border guards, etc.) since
these things affect him little. At this juncture Shah repeated that Khalat-
bari would fill me in on other aspects of Kosygin visit.*

3. This suddenly seemed to remind Shah of that part of Soviet/
Iranian communiqué which referred to Asian collective security
system. He said that this matter had first come up in passing during his
trip to Moscow last fall and that it had not been mentioned by Kosygin
during recent visit but had been put forward by Russian side during
drafting of communiqué. He stated that he did not see how he could
object to the language since his only interest was to insure that Commu-
nist China participated in any such Asian security system. At this junc-
ture Khalatbari pointed out that language of communiqué did not
specifically mention Communist China. Shah bridled and stated “If
communiqué said all nations of Asia, it obviously includes Communist
China.” It seems clear that Shah has become a bit touchy and defensive
about inclusion of this item in communiqué.

4. Shah then mentioned his concern about stability of Saudi
Arabia, concern which I understand he has voiced many times in past.

% The Embassy conveyed the substance of the April 11 Khalatbari-Helms conversa-
tion in telegram 2367 from Tehran, April 12. (Ibid., RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files) In
an April 13 memorandum to Miklos and Rouse, Michaud speculated that “the Shah was
not as tough with Kosygin as he would have us believe,” adding: “I suggest that we take
the Shah’s statements on Iran’s attitude toward the Soviet Union with a considerable
grain of salt. He continues to make anti-Soviet noises to us to reassure us at the same time
that he continues to improve relations with the USSR.” (Ibid., NEA/IRN Files: Lot
76D169, Box 8, 1973, POL)
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He clearly feels that King Faisal is inflexible and that cooperative rela-
tions between Saudi Arabia and Iran are not possible under these cir-
cumstances. He insists that King Faisal is supporting Sheikh of Ras
al-Khaimir in making difficulties over Abu Musa.” Shah reiterated his
oft-repeated contention that Abu Musa was stolen from Iran by British.
(“Even on Russian charts Iran was written in next to that island.”) Shah
then mentioned King Faisal’s unwillingness to permit designation of
strong successor or to bring about social reforms which are required in
his country. Shah indicated he thought at one time that Prince Fahd
might emerge as strong figure but he doubts now that this is coming to
pass. He mused that Saudi Arabia is “really not a country but only a
couple of cities” and that its lack of social progress makes it ripe for
some type of radical takeover.

5. Shah then touched on difficulties between Kuwait and Iraq. In
response to a query, he admitted that he had encouraged King Hussein
to volunteer troops to Kuwait in case of hostility but indicated his
doubt that Jordanian troops could fight effectively that far from
Amman. He also indicated he had encouraged King Faisal to support
Kuwait but had begun to wonder in recent days whether there were not
signs that Saudi Arabia was cooling in its support for Kuwaiti position.
He said he would appreciate any information we could provide indi-
cating whether or not this [garble—was the?] case.

6. In discussing change in arrangements with oil consortium to a
sales-purchase agreement, Shah stated that US would obviously ben-
efit from additional revenues which Iran would acquire. He said “Most
of this money will obviously go back to the United States.” [garble]
with recent dollar devaluation American heavy equipment “which is
best in world” would again become competitive and Iran would un-
doubtedly buy it from United States rather than Japan. He then
branched off into a disquisition on merits of sales-purchase arrange-
ment as against joint ownership, i.e., participation arrangements with
Saudi Arabia and other OPEC countries. One of his points, which did
not come through too clearly, was that joint ownership would be
hazard to United States if any of these countries, e.g., Saudi Arabia,
were to get a radical Arab-type government. He emphasized again his
view that Iran was far-sighted in taking over total control of her natural
resources since her people could never again say that foreigners owned
any part of them. He reminisced about offer he had made to United
States ten years ago to buy oil from Iran and store it in salt caves or

5 Iran’s occupation of the Gulf island of Abu Musa was contested by the Sheikh of
Ras al-Khaimah and other Arab leaders. For information on the Gulf islands dispute, see
Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume E—4, Documents on Iran and Iraq, 1969-1972, Docu-
ments 68 and 153.
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wherever else we wanted to. United States turned him down, he
pointed out, and since he was head of a weak country, he saw no point
in pursuing matter. He commented with a smile, “I will never make
you that offer again.”

7. The Shah then turned to economic development of Iran and his
concern to see to it that its population does not outstrip its growth pos-
sibilities. He stated “I intend to hold eventual population growth to 50
million. We should then be able to have 50 million happy and pros-
perous people.” He indicated his birth control program was working
and interestingly enough he had had “not one whisper of complaint
from Mullahs about it.” He then veered off to discussion of agriculture
and benefits being derived from new systems of irrigation. He indi-
cated his determination to stop grazing of nomadic tribes across coun-
tryside, pointing out that it is destructive and actually counterproduc-
tive. He obviously wants to force nomads into stabling their cattle and
goats so that individual animals can be fattened to a degree which has
never before been possible in this country. He quoted figures to illus-
trate that nomadic cattle and goats remain skinny and far below their
potential as food animals.

8. The Shah indicated that he would be discussing his Air Force
with General Ryan next week and situation in Middle East with Secre-
tary Rush and Assistant Secretary Sisco during their visit here later this
month.® At end of audience he looked up quite seriously and said “I
really can think of no problems between our countries that I need to
raise with you.”

9. As an addendum would like to point out that John McCone’s
testimony before Congress on ITT-Chile affair obviously jarred Shah.”
He is clearly becoming convinced that United States Government
seems incapable of guarding its secrets. There no need for me to de-
velop this theme as he did, but it behooves us to be scrupulously
careful about information and views which Shah shares with United
States Government.

Helms

® Rush and Sisco visited Tehran for the NEA Chiefs of Mission Conference April
23-24. See Document 14. The report of the conference is in the National Archives, RG 59,
Central Files 1970-73, ORG 3-2 IRAN.

7 Both Houses of Congress were investigating charges against the International
Telephone and Telegraph Company, including the allegation that it had attempted to
block the 1970 election of Chilean President Salvador Allende in cooperation with the
U.S. Government.
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13. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, April 26, 1973.

SUBJECT
The Shah on Sadat’s Situation

Ambassador Helms has sent through our private channel a brief
report on his chat with the Shah after he presented credentials April 5.2
In part of that conversation, the Shah asked him to inform you that
Egyptian Foreign Minister Zayyat during a recent visit to Tehran asked
the Shah to urge you to arrange some kind of settlement between Egypt
and Israel. According to the Shah, Zayyat made these points:

—Egypt will accept the Rogers Plan.’ [Comment: This is not new.]

—Sadat is in a precarious domestic situation; new leaders might
take over the Egyptian army at almost any time. [Comment: When the
Shah pressed, Zayyat was vague about the exact source of the threat.
Nevertheless the Shah was struck by Zayyat’s pleading tone.]

The Shah sympathizes with Egypt’s plight, although he realizes
that “if Egypt can ever reassert herself, she will go right back to trying
to organize the leadership of the Arab world.”

The Shah hinted that if we wanted his help as a go-between—he
also has a relationship with Mrs. Meir—he could be persuaded.

The Shah said he sensed in Zayyat’s attitude almost irresistible do-
mestic pressure in Egypt to resume some type of hostilities against Is-
rael. With a large army on active duty plus the costs of maintaining it,
the Egyptian leadership is feeling increasingly impelled to “do some-
thing.” The Shah advised emphatically against trying to cross the
Canal, although he did not argue strongly against some kind of
demonstration.

1Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 602,
Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. IV, September 1971-April 1973. Secret. Sent for in-
formation. A stamped notation on the memorandum indicates the President saw it. All
brackets are in the original.

2 Helms sent the report in backchannel message 61 to Kissinger, April 6. (Ibid., Box
425, Backchannel Files, 1973, Middle East/Africa) See also Document 12.

3 On December 9, 1969, Secretary of State Rogers outlined what became known as
the Rogers Plan for Arab-Israeli peace in an address before the 1969 Galaxy Conference
on Adult Education. Among its provisions, the plan called for a peace agreement be-
tween the parties, the establishment of demilitarized zones, and Israeli withdrawal from
Arab territories occupied in the 1967 war. The text of Rogers’s address is in the Depart-
ment of State Bulletin, January 5, 1970, pp. 7-11.
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Once again, it is difficult to distinguish the degree of genuine pres-
sure on Sadat from the degree of showmanship put on for our benefit.
We are now getting this same message through a number of side
channels. At the very least, this is a well orchestrated campaign. There
seems little question that Sadat is disappointed that he did not in his
view improve his position through Ismail’s visit, but he also seems to
recognize the disadvantages of military action.

We shall keep in mind the thought of a possible role for the Shah.

14. Telegram From the Deputy Secretary of State (Rush) to the
Department of State'

Geneva, April 27, 1973, 1356Z.

Depto 95/1942. Subject: Conversation with Shah.

1. Deputy Secretary accompanied by Sisco and Helms had
ninety-minute audience with Shah, who was in particularly good form
as he, in an expansive mood, articulated well-integrated and balanced
tour d’horizon of current developments on world scene and in his own
region. This preceded by lengthy and impressive exposition by Shah of
internal Iranian progress. Throughout Shah made frequent references
to his high regard for President Nixon personally and to his policies.
Secretary Rush lauded Iran’s efforts and at invitation of Shah outlined
in some detail President Nixon's efforts to move away from era of con-
frontation to era of negotiation. Secretary Rush underscored warm and
friendly relations which existed between Iran and US, our reliance on
Iran as major element of stability in the Persian Gulf area, our contin-
uing hope Shah will play leading role in developing broad regional co-
operation among nations of the area, and our intention to continue to
enhance Shah'’s strength in order to deter possible Soviet designs and
assure that any discussions and negotiations in the future will be from a
position of strength.

2. After normal amenities and photographs, Shah spoke at some
length on internal developments. He pointed out with obvious pride to
14.4 GNP growth last year and developments in both industry and ag-
riculture. He touched on projected increases of steel looking to a goal of
15 million tons within the next 10 years, focusing on the province of

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, ORG 7 D. Secret; Priority;
Exdis.
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Khuzestan. He is convinced that in the next decade modern technology
will bring Iran to the level of advanced European countries, that the ap-
plication of new irrigation methods which conserve water and the sci-
entific use of fertilizers will produce double and triple crops. He fo-
cused in particular on the extraordinary production of alfalfa, sugar
cane, and other farm products resulting from a happy combination of
sun-ray angles and adequate water supply resulting from dam con-
struction in recent years. He stressed that development of infrastruc-
ture will provide Iran with the means and institutions to help assure its
stability. He is organizing local village councils along with labor associ-
ations to build democracy from the grassroot. Throughout, he stressed
his own personal involvement and his hope that he will live at least an-
other ten years to see his present goals achieved. He stressed his dedi-
cation to developing a modern Iran based on an ethic of hard work,
meaningful rewards for work done in a society based on differences in
capacities of individuals. He sees the two year compulsory military
service as an essential training to inculcate principles of discipline in his
people. He pointed up the “uniqueness” of the Iranian effort, taking the
best from a variety of systems, citing for example that the collectiviza-
tion of agriculture works in Iran (not in the USSR) because leadership
motivates hardworking Iranians living in a climate devoid of the op-
pression characteristic of the Communist regime.

3. From this the Shah switched into a discussion of Soviet inten-
tions in the area, identifying Iraq and India as two countries with which
the Soviet Union has treaties of friendship and which could provide di-
rect avenues in the traditional Russian thrust for access to the Persian
Gulf and Indian Ocean. In this context, the Shah spoke of his frank talks
with Kosygin during visit last month. The Shah reported he told “Ko-
sygin that I could not stand for subversion in the Persian Gulf and that I
could not stand for the disintegration of Pakistan.” He pointed out that
the Persian Gulf is his life-line and that it must remain free for the unin-
terrupted passage of his ships and those of the littoral states. The Shah
explained that the breakup of Pakistan could well tempt the Soviets
into some deal with Afghanistan which would permit a direct thrust to
the Indian Ocean. He stated that trouble in Pakistan would lead to a
“Vietnam” near Russian borders, a development which Kosygin con-
ceded the Soviets would not want to see. The Shah also emphasized his
concern that there be no efforts in Baluchistan or Pushtunistan which
could lead to their becoming separate entities.” As for Iraq, the Shah

2 The Baluchis and Pushtuns of Pakistan’s frontier regions both had separatist fac-
tions which demanded independence or, in the latter case, union with the Pushtuns of
Afghanistan. Under the rule of Mohammed Daoud, Afghanistan contested the existing
Pakistan-Afghanistan border for denying self-determination to Pakistani Pushtuns and
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stated that he would react positively to Iraqi peaceful overtures but
then he would insist on a total end of Iraqi incursions across the Iranian
border and other evidences of hostility before he would make any set-
tlement which deprived him of his Kurdish card. He indicated that
there had been some feelers from Iraq in recent days but did not be-
come specific as to the form they took. At this point, the Shah spoke of
India, its sanctimonious attitude toward the outside world, and his be-
lief that this country employs a double standard in judging its actions
as against those of other countries.

4. Deputy Secretary Rush lauded Shah'’s internal efforts stressing
that Iran’s military strength as well as its internal strength were a major
element of stability in the Gulf. In some detail, he commented on
various aspects of the internal developments described by the Shah,
drawing various analogies to our experiences in agriculture. After reit-
erating the warm personal and official relations that exist between
President and Shah, Rush outlined specifics of President’s policies in
opening dialogue with Communist China, concrete agreements with
Soviet Union, moves toward détente and the positive impact of these
moves on the Persian Gulf and Arabian Peninsula area.> We have more
to gain than the Russians from these moves, Rush said. Deputy Secre-
tary made clear our assessment parallels in very large measure that of
the Shah’s on the significance of worldwide and regional develop-
ments. Shah was much interested in rundown which Secretary Rush
gave of trip to the Subcontinent, the Simla process, the recent India—
Bangladesh proposals, Mrs. Gandhi’s current outlook, our intention to
maintain strong bond of friendship with Pakistan and Iran while trying
to improve, if possible, our relations with India. Rush assured Shah that
US would view with concern any move which could threaten the po-
litical independence and territorial integrity of Pakistan. He stressed
Iran must be strong. Secretary Rush agreed with Shah’s efforts to try to
improve relations with all of its neighbors, including Iraq since Iran
would be doing so from a position of strength.

5. In response to a question from Secretary Rush about Saudi
Arabia, the Shah replied that his relations with King Faisal personally

also supported the insurrection of the Pakistani Baluchis, which threatened to spread to
Iran’s Baluchi population.

% Rush and Sisco met on April 24 with Hoveyda, who stated that Iran welcomed
détente but feared that it might release Soviet energies for the Middle East. Hoveyda
stated: “As for this area, Iran is far too vital to United States” interest for the U.S. to make
any deals behind Iran’s back. At the same time Iran cannot expect the U.S. to come to its
assistance and Iran must stand on its own feet. This costs a lot but there is no alternative.
Pakistan thought it could rely on its membership in CENTO and SEATO and on its spe-
cial relationship with the U.S. to help ensure its security. However, look what happened
in 1965 and 1971. Pakistan stood alone and lost.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Files
1970-73, ORG 7 D)
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were good and that he regarded him “almost as a brother.” On the
other hand, he pointed out the Saudis were difficult to make ongoing
arrangements with and he realized more work would have to be done
to make a reality out of Iranian-Saudi collaboration. Turning to Sheikh
Yamani’s intimation in Washington that Saudi Arabia may be more
disposed than in the past to use oil as a political weapon in bringing
about a settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict, the Shah said that he
could conceive that a beginning to improve the “political atmosphere”
might be based on the Rogers Plan. He stated that when Egyptian For-
eign Minister Zayyat visited Iran in March, he told the Shah, “Egypt
will accept the Rogers Plan.” If negotiations in terms of Res 242* were
not feasible under Jarring, perhaps they could be put in the Four Power
context. Since the Four Powers divided three to one against the U.S., the
Shah stated, perhaps the forum could be expanded by the addition of
certain littoral states of the Mediterranean, such as Italy, Greece, Spain,
etc. In any event, the Shah emphasized something should be done to
ease the situation between Israel and the Arabs if for no other reason
than to keep President Sadat from embarking on some “suicidal” mili-
tary venture.

6. At this juncture in the audience, the Shah switched to the current
oil negotiations between Iran and the consortium. He expressed the
hope that these negotiations could be promptly concluded since in his
opinion the consortium has nothing to gain by prolonging them. He
stated that he had made up his mind not to push up the price of crude
oil beyond what he felt was fair, i.e., we wanted adjustment made to
compensate for the dollar devaluation, and he wants to obtain revenues
comparable with those which will go to the Arab OPEC states as a re-
sult of the participation agreements. In explaining his interest in con-
trolling the rise in price of crude oil, he pointed out that an excessive
rise would cause increases in the price of goods and commodities in
Europe and the U.S. which Iran had to buy and import. Such an in-
crease in these prices he did not feel would be to Iran’s advantage at
this juncture. The Shah also indicated that he was against leapfrogging
and did not want to see it occur.

7. The Shah pointed out that Iran has recognized most of the Com-
munist countries with the notable exception of North Vietnam. He said
the North Vietnamese had not reacted to his overture and that as a re-
sult it will be a long time before there would be an opening of diplo-
matic relations.

4UN Security Council Resolution 242, adopted November 22, 1967, called for Is-
raeli withdrawal from territories occupied during the 1967 war and “acknowledgement
of the sovereignty, territorial integrity, and political independence of every state in the
area.”
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8. The Shah and Secretary Rush had an exchange about Iranian
procurement of American aircraft during which the Shah presented his
well-known views about the development of his Air Force. He reiter-
ated his desire to have the new Chief of Staff of the U.S. Air Force come
to Iran at the beginning of his term of office rather than at the end as
General Ryan had done. The Shah said, “I want to start right off with
the new man so that we can do joint planning together during his
tenure.” Rush agreed and discussed with the Shah the role of the heli-
copter in a close support tactical capacity.’

10. Picking up the theme of worldwide developments, Secretary
Rush gave a detailed explanation of the U.S. position on MBFR, CSCE,
and the SALT negotiations. With a view to assuring the Shah that he
could continue to rely on us in the future, Deputy Secretary Rush out-
lined in detail our defense posture, our plans to go ahead on the Trident
and B-1. He explained that the disparity in the number of ICBMs and
LCBMs in the SALT agreement was more than compensated by our
qualitative advantages derived from MIRVing our missiles, our B-52,
our bases, etc. In short, Secretary Rush stressed that we intend in the fu-
ture to remain the number one military power in the world, and that
we can be relied upon. This met with a very affirmative nod from the
Shah. Rush said we will continue our diplomatic efforts to get the
parties to the Arab-Israeli dispute negotiating.

11. Secretary Rush concluded the audience by again extending the
President’s good wishes and noting his great pleasure at the prospect of
the July visit of the Shah and Empress.® The Shah indicated how
pleased he was that he will be exchanging views with President Nixon
in July.

Rush

°In an April 27 memorandum to Kissinger, Saunders and Appelbaum conveyed
the Shah’s additional request to transfer U.S.-origin aircraft and other equipment to Pak-
istan. Kissinger instructed the Department of State to advise Iran that the administration
was prepared to consider this request favorably, pending a formal review. (National Ar-
chives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 602, Country Files—Middle East,
Iran, Vol. IV, September 1971-April 1973) Telegram 98355 to Tehran, May 22, informed
the Embassy that this case-by-case approach to Iranian transfers to Pakistan was de-
signed to limit their negative impact on U.S.-Indian relations as well as assure that each
request complied with statutory and policy requirements. (Ibid., RG 59, Central Foreign
Policy Files, [no film number])

6 Backchannel message WH30729 to Tehran, March 12, transmitted Nixon's invita-
tion to the Shah for a State visit: “I am most eager, as I begin my second term, to review
with you the international situation, particularly in the area of the Middle East and the
Indian Ocean.” (Ibid., Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 425, Backchannel
Files, 1973, Middle East/ Africa) In backchannel message 63 to Kissinger, April 6, Helms
reported that the Shah had chosen July 24 for a visit. (Ibid.)
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15. Memorandum From Harold H. Saunders of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, May 11, 1973.

SUBJECT
Message from Ambassador Helms and Reply

In the back-channel message at Tab B> Ambassador Helms raises
the point below:

1. He noted that the Shah raised with Secretary Rush as he had
with Helms earlier his concern that Sadat might resume hostilities
against Israel. He hinted at the possibility of Iran’s becoming involved
in some sort of Arab-Israeli mediation. [Comment: It may be desirable to
keep the Shah’s offer in the background, but it is difficult to conceive
anything that he could do except as a supplement to movement in a
more direct channel.]

2. The Shah indicated his desire to see prompt agreement reached
in the oil negotiations. He seems not to want to drive crude oil prices
too high because that would be reflected in the cost of goods that he
must buy from the US, Europe and Japan. [Comment: These negotia-
tions for the time being seem to be moving slowly along the track, and
there is no call at present for USG involvement.]

3. Helms says he recommended to Secretary Rush that US diplo-
matic representation in the Persian Gulf be up-graded. [Comment: The
present situation is that our ambassador in Kuwait is accredited to
Oman, the Union of Arab Emirates, Bahrain and Qatar. Upgrading our
representation down the Gulf is surely one of the issues that will be
dealt with in the study you have just requested on the Arabian Penin-
sula and Gulf. I have mentioned that in your reply to Helms.]

I see no other action that needs to be taken on the basis of this
telegram.

Recommendation: That you approve the reply to Ambassador
Helms at Tab A.>

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 603,
Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. V, May 1973-December 1973. Top Secret; Outside
System. Sent for action. All brackets are in the original.

2Tab B, not attached, is backchannel message 69 from Helms to Kissinger, April 25.
(Ibid., Box 425, Backchannel Files, 1973, Middle East/ Africa)

% Kissinger initialed his approval of the recommendation.
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Tab A*

FROM

The White House, Washington
Henry A. Kissinger

TO

Tehran
Ambassador Helms/Eyes Only

1. Thank you for Tehran 069.

2. We, of course, would welcome any advice the Iranians could
give to Sadat against initiating hostilities against Israel. Sadat talks as if
a resumption of fighting would lead to diplomatic progress. I see no
reason to believe that another round of fighting would be any more
likely to produce negotiations than the 1967 and 1970 rounds. What we
need now at a minimum is the basis for making a credible argument
that Sadat wants peace and is prepared to negotiate realistically.

3. On the other hand, I find it difficult at this stage to see exactly
what concrete role the Shah could play in Arab-Israeli negotiations. He
might have a role at some later point in providing supplementary en-
couragement or pressure. But it seems to me that there will have to be
some specific framework established by others before an Iranian role
could emerge.

4.1 am inclined to agree with you about the need to upgrade our
diplomatic representation in the Persian Gulf. We have just sent out a
NSSM asking for a study of the Peninsula and the Gulf area.’ This issue
will certainly be addressed.

5. Again, thank you for your continuing reports and suggestions.

Warmest regards,

4 Sent as backchannel message WH31209 to Helms, May 16.

5NSSM 181, “U.S. Policy in the Arabian Peninsula and the Persian Gulf,” May 10.
See Document 22.
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16. Telegram From the Embassy in Iran to the Department of
State'

Tehran, May 23, 1973, 1310Z.

3581. Subject: Nasser Afshar “Ghotli”. Ref: A. Tehran 3263; B. Teh-
ran 3286; C. State 98076.>

1. Chargé was summoned to MFA this morning May 23 by Secre-
tariat Director General Nadim, who referred to discussions outlined in
Ref A and B regarding Nasser Afshar,® and then under instructions
from him raised question of April/May 1973 issue of Iran Free Press
which Shah had just seen. Nadim said Shah was shocked over scur-
rilous contents of this issue and disturbed that country with which Iran
has such close relations could permit publication of this type of yellow
journalism which full of libelous, irresponsible and inaccurate
statements.

2. In reply Chargé said that he fully agreed with Nadim’s descrip-
tion of this publication with its disgraceful contents, that we have been
exploring with Washington for some time whether action could be
taken against Iran Free Press, but without success so far, and that Shah’s
views as reported by Nadim would be promptly relayed to Wash-
ington. He suggested MFA might wish instruct Ambassador Zahedi to
make same points to Department to underscore Shah’s concern. Mean-
while we expected momentarily reply to questions regarding Nasser
Afshar which MFA had put to us as reported in Ref A and B. (Ref C ar-
rived after this meeting.)

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files, [no film number].
Confidential.

% In telegram 3263 from Tehran, May 11, the Embassy reported the Iranian Govern-
ment’s demand for an explanation of why the U.S. Government in 1970 granted a pass-
port to Nasser Afshar, an anti-Shah activist and alleged criminal. (Ibid.) Telegram 3286
from Tehran, May 12, conveyed the Foreign Minister’s question: “How can USG permit
U.S. citizen undertake political activities against friendly country like Iran and allow this
citizen to establish organizations in U.S. aimed at undermining legally established Gov-
ernment of Iran?” (Ibid., Central Files 1970-73, POL 30-2 IRAN) In telegram 98076 to
Tehran, May 22, the Department explained that there was no basis under law for denying
Afshar a passport. (Ibid., Central Foreign Policy Files, [no film number])

30n June 12, the Counselor of the Iranian Embassy, Dr. Hassan Izadi, met with
Deputy Assistant Secretary Davies. Observing that the Iran Free Press advocated a repub-
lican Iran, insulted Iranian authorities, and printed baseless stories, Izadi expressed his
government’s wish that the administration prevent Afshar from publishing the paper.
Davies agreed that the paper was scurrilous and noted that the Department had cor-
rected the paper’s version of events for various Congressmen, but regretted that the U.S.
Government could not act unless the paper violated Federal law. (Ibid., Central Files
1970-73, POL 13-3 US) For more information on Nasser Afshar, see Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume E-4, Documents on Iran and Iraq, 1969-1972, Documents 179 and 225.
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3. Comment: Sheltered as he is by local conventions and practices
from any criticism, Shah has always been sensitive to critical comments
directed against him or his regime. As he gains in stature and
self-confidence he is increasingly sensitive and finds it more and more
difficult to understand democratic practices in countries like US and
Germany which he sees as overly permissive and which appear to tol-
erate and condone anti-Iranian activities and personal attacks on Shah.
Relations between Iran and Germany in recent years have several times
been strained because of such developments, but during same period
we have been spared Imperial unhappiness over occasional anti-
Iranian demonstration in US or activities of persons like Nasser Afshar
and his Iran Free Press. As suggested in Ref A Shah has apparently de-
cided not to ignore any further anti-Shah elements in US and, given
close relations between two countries, he apparently hopes we can do
something about people like Afshar before his forthcoming visit to US.

4. In this context Ref C is helpful in answering specific questions
about Afshar but we believe we also need more general message which
will massage Shah’s sensitivities and put Iran Free Press and Afshar in
proper perspective. In responding to MFA queries we will draw on Ref
C but we would also like to be able to say that matter has been consid-
ered on several occasions at high levels of USG and that USG deeply
deplores yellow journalism represented by Iran Free Press and totally
disassociates itself from this publication. Further, because of our close
relations with Iran and regard for him, we have examined carefully
what steps could be taken against Afshar and his publication but under
our system of government, traditional freedom accorded press under
Constitution and other relevant laws, we have regrettably come to con-
clusion that there are no legal steps that we can take and in our judg-
ment resort to courts against this publication would not be productive.

5. Unless Department believes there is something we can do about
Afshar and his publication Embassy recommends we be authorized to
respond to MFA along foregoing lines. It is important that we be able to
say we are speaking on behalf of high levels within USG.*

Heck

% Telegram 103917 to Tehran, May 30, sent the requested authority to respond to the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files, [no
film number])
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17. Memorandum From the Directors of the Office of Iranian
Affairs (Miklos), the Office of Regional Affairs (Schiff), and
the Office of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Yemen, and Aden
Affairs (Dickman) to the Assistant Secretary of State for Near
Eastern and South Asian Affairs (Sisco)'

Washington, May 25, 1973.

SUBJECT

Redeye Missile for Iran

The attached draft memorandum from PM to the Secretary which
recommends release of the Redeye missile to Iran,? has been sent to
NEA for concurrence. Rationale for the sale is based primarily on two
factors: 1) Iran’s strong interest in the missile and 2) the July 1972 Kiss-
inger memorandum stating the President’s decision that we should
generally be as responsive as possible to Iranian arms requests.’ The
memo finds no good reason to decline. ACDA has concurred in it.

IRN strongly favors release. ARP and RA oppose it (as does Chris
Chapman in PM).* This memo outlines the two positions and requests
your decision.

The Case for Release

The Shah believes the President has agreed to sell Iran virtually
any non-nuclear weapon in our arsenal. Our policy may not go quite
that far, but a refusal of a specific request will have to have persuasive
policy justification or be badly misunderstood. Iran has expressed a
strong and persistent interest in the Redeye missile. We have deflected
repeated Iranian requests for over six months to complete:

a) an approach to the Soviets for joint restraint in the Middle East.
This failed.

b) a review of Iranian security practices. They passed with flying
colors.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, NEA /IRN Files: Lot 76D169, Box 8, DEF 12. Se-
cret. Drafted by Rouse and approved by Schiff and Padelford. Sent through Davies.

2 The memorandum is not attached. A copy is in the Washington National Records
Center, OASD Files: FRC 330-78-0011, Box 69, Iran 1973. The Redeye was a man-
portable, heat-seeking, anti-aircraft missile.

3 See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume E-4, Documents on Iran and Iraq,
1969-1972, Document 214.

*In a January 29 memorandum to Padelford, Rouse wrote that Laird had declined
to allow Iran to obtain Redeye missile data at present, fearing the missile’s proliferation
in the Middle East. Rouse noted, however, that the Soviet version was already in Egypt
and perhaps Syria. (National Archives, RG 59, NEA/IRN Files: Lot 76D169, Box 8, 1973,
DEF 12)
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¢) a policy review of the implications by PM. This produced the at-
tached memo recommending release.

We are now asked to turn the Shah down because release to Iran
would reawaken requests for the Redeye from Israel, Saudi Arabia and
Lebanon. But there is no clear [evidence?] showing that release to Iran
will spark other requests or that denial will deny the capability to the
other applicants. Release to Iran would be classified and actual deliv-
eries some time off. Israel may well have developed the simple tech-
nology itself. Other sources—the British Blowpipe and Soviet Strella
missiles—are available. The Strella is already in Egypt and Syria and
may be in Iraq. The Redeye has been released to Australia, Sweden,
NATO countries. How can we persuasively justify refusal to the Shah
in this permissive and uncertain context? He will certainly not be per-
suaded and almost certainly raise the issue with the President in July. It
is recommended that we brief the Shah fully on the missile including its
drawbacks and leave the decision on acquisition to him. This approach
is consistent with the arms policy for Iran laid down by the President.
We followed this policy when we had doubts about the Shrike missile
which the Shah wanted, and the Shah changed his mind.

The Case Against

Saudi Arabia and Israel have previously expressed interest in this
weapon. The Saudis had communicated their interest prior to Prince
Sultan’s June 1972 visit to Washington. Briefing papers prepared at that
time recommended that Secretary Laird discourage the Saudis on
grounds that 1) the weapon could be used indiscriminately and 2) we
were not selling it elsewhere in the Middle East. So far as we know, the
Saudis did not pursue the matter further.

Israel has a request pending with DOD, but it has not pressed it.
(There is also a request pending since 1972 from Lebanon.)

The sale to Iran may very well rekindle Saudi (and Israeli) interest.
And the salient point is that the Saudis are not Iranians. This is tech-
nically not a reliable weapon. Moreover it requires strict command and
control and tight security measures. Such a weapon in potentially unre-
liable or uncontrolled hands could be dangerous. Saudi command and
control measures are less effective than Iran’s. To be prepared to con-
sent to a sale to the Saudis would entail serious risks. To deny it to the
Saudis could produce political problems with the Saudis, who, as we
know, are showing sensitivity to receiving equal treatment in arms
sales matters with Iran and Israel.

The President’s decision on military supply policy requires us not
to cavil with Iranian requests. But it does not mean that we abandon all
discretion. In this particular instance, given the nature of the weapon
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and its possible repercussions in the area, we should politely turn the
Iranians down—or at least so recommend to the Secretary.

Action Requested:

That you indicate whether NEA should:

A) Concur in the recommendation to release the weapon, pro-
viding that we give the GOI a full briefing on its capabilities/
drawbacks including our reservations about its potential misuse.’

B) Non-concur in the PM memo and recommend to the Secretary
that we not authorize release of the weapon to Iran.

5 Sisco indicated his concurrence in recommendation A. Confirmation that the sale
of the Redeye missile to Iran had been approved was transmitted in telegram 140399 to
Tehran, July 17. (Ibid., Central Foreign Policy Files, [no film number])

18. Telegram From the Embassy in Iran to the Department of
State'

Tehran, June 5, 1973, 1310Z.

3878. Subject: Murder of MAAG Officer.” Ref: A) Tehran 3719;
B) Tehran 3794; C) Tehran 3855; D) State 106960.°

Summary: Although known facts in case are very few, murder of
Lt. Col. Hawkins seems not motivated by personal considerations, but
rather a political act by unidentified terrorists. We have no reason to be-

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, DEF 9 US. Confidential;
Priority. Repeated Priority to the Secretary of Defense and USCINCEUR.

2 Lieutenant Colonel Lewis L. Hawkins was shot and killed as he walked from his
home to work at the Directorate of Financial Management, ARMISH/MAAG Head-
quarters. According to telegram 4249 from Tehran, June 16, a militant named Reza Reza'i
was the alleged mastermind of the plot. Killed in a gun battle with police, Reza’i was the
brother of a “religious fanatic” executed the previous year for killing a policeman, sup-
porting a “widely held theory in Tehran that Hawkins was killed by a right-wing group.”
(Ibid., Central Foreign Policy Files, [no film number])

3In telegram 3719 from Tehran, May 30, the Embassy described the resumption of
terrorism coverage in the Iranian press, which highlighted the government’s
anti-terrorist campaign. (Ibid., Central Files 1970-73, POL 23-8 IRAN) Telegram 3794
from Tehran, June 2, contains the initial report of Hawkins’s murder. (Ibid., DEF 9 US)
Telegram 3855 from Tehran, June 5, outlined the steps taken by the Embassy and by the
Iranian Government to improve security in the wake of Hawkins’s murder. (Ibid.) Tele-
gram 106960 to Tehran, June 4, requested an assessment of the murder and the security
situation for the consideration of the Committee to Combat Terrorism. (Ibid.)
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lieve situation affecting security of Americans in Iran has been dras-
tically altered. GOl is providing increased coverage for all Americans
through roving patrols and Ambassador has written to all members of
American community offering security guidance. End summary

1. Although there were two witnesses to murder of Lt. Col.
Hawgkins, assassins were wearing motorcycle helmets and could not be
identified. To our knowledge Iranian police have no repeat no impor-
tant leads on this crime. Therefore addressees should bear in mind that
any analysis or suggested background for murder is based only on rea-
sonable assumption or speculation.

2. We have looked carefully into character and background of Lt.
Col. Hawkins and find absolutely no reason to believe murder may
have been motivated for personal reasons. Hawkins enjoyed excellent
reputation in American community. Active in his church, he was se-
rious, hardworking, kind and conscientious officer. His work in finan-
cial management at MAAG Headquarters included no controversial or
sensitive material. He led a very regular, well ordered life. Iranian au-
thorities agree that Hawkins was not targeted for any personal or pro-
fessional reasons.

3. Our best opinion is that Hawkins was picked as victim because
he wore US Army uniform and early each workday waited for MAAG
transportation on corner of fairly well-travelled street where he was
easily noticed. To reach that corner he had to walk two blocks past va-
cant lot where murderers attacked him.

4. It seems reasonable to conclude that Hawkins was picked as a
target symbolic of US-Iranian ties, [garble] US military support for Ira-
nian Armed Forces, considered one of main bulwarks of Shah’s gov-
ernment. By assassination, terrorists hoped to embarrass regime, dem-
onstrate its inability to suppress opposition, frighten Americans in Iran
and create problems in USG-GOI relations.

5. Iranian security officers have linked murder to three events:

(A) First anniversary (plus two non-work days) of bomb attack on
General Price and other bomb blasts at time of President’s visit.* Some
Iranian officers believe same group conducted attacks on Price and
Hawkins.

(B) Three recent, unreported shootings of terrorists by police in
streets of Tehran.

(C) Execution of eight saboteurs in Ahwaz and announced public
trial of seven guerillas (Tehran 3719). FBIS reported that clandestine

* Militants set off three bombs on May 31, 1972, during President Nixon’s trip to
Iran, one of which detonated under the car of an American adviser to the Imperial Iranian
Air Force, Brigadier General Harold L. Price. (“Nixon’s Departure from Iran Marred by
Terrorist Explosions,”The Washington Post, June 1, 1972)
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broadcast of Voice of the United Front of Nationalities in Iran on May
30 threatened to “revenge the blood of these martyrs” and in same text
castigated support for “fascist regime” by “US and British imperi-
alists.” Press June 5 reported two more saboteurs executed at Ahwaz
on preceding day. Same trial gave life and lesser sentences to five other
men. Clearly, GOI has been cracking down hard on anti-regime groups
in recent weeks.

6. As to affiliation of assassins, some GOl officials believe group is
left-wing, Irag-supported, while others, including PriMin’s staff, sus-
pect Mujahedin-e-Khalg, a right wing religious organization, also with
ties to Iraq, which has recently distributed anti-regime leaflets.” We
note from FBIS that clandestine radio Iran Courier on June 4 disavowed
on behalf Tudeh Party Hawkins murder as “individual terrorism” and
advocated mass action in violently attacking Shah’s military buildup.
We naturally have no way of knowing at this point which group, or
possibly isolated individuals, should be held responsible for murder.

7. Thus, though GOI will continue to press relentlessly on groups
and individuals suspected of terrorism, experience demonstrates that
there is little hope that this danger can be entirely eliminated. One de-
termined individual can threaten American security in Iran through
series of incidents. However, although there may be other incidents, we
do [garble—not] believe there is any cause for undue alarm as to future
security of official and private Americans in Tehran. While we have
had periodic, unevaluated threats to Embassy and other US installa-
tions, there have been no other attacks on Americans since President’s
visit. There is, of course, possibility that CENTO meetings will, like
Presidential visit, provide occasion for guerillas to embarrass GOI by
terrorist attacks.® On other hand, security will be so heavy during that
period as possibly to discourage guerillas from risking confrontation.

8. As noted Tehran 3855, GOI is doing everything possible to
strengthen local security for Americans. Even before Security Com-
mittee formed by PriMin, General Toufanian had been directed by
Shah to organize committee to assure security for official and private
Americans arriving to assist in Iranian military buildup. Despite

5 In telegram 3922 from Tehran, June 7, the Embassy forwarded Iraqi news reports
linking Baathists to Hawkins’s murder. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73,
DEF 9 US) Telegram 4393 from Tehran, June 21, reported that Iranian police had broken
up another terrorist group, describing them as followers of an Islamic-Marxist philos-
ophy. The telegram noted: “GOI has in past categorized many of its more violent oppo-
nents as leftists of one stripe or other and has been reluctant to admit that base of opposi-
tion exists among religious bazaari class. While government description of group’s
philosophy could be correct, it may well signal campaign on part of authorities designed
to de-emphasize undoubted religious orientation of some terrorist groups.” (Ibid., POL
13-10 IRAN)

6 The CENTO Ministerial meeting was scheduled to be held in Tehran June 8-11.



Iran, January—August 1973 57

problem of protecting almost 7000 private and 2856 official Americans
in Tehran, GOl is producing map showing residences of all Americans
and organizing roving patrols in those areas. Homes of senior official
Americans have had police protection for some time. MAAG is rein-
forcing security at Evin Hotel where, under arrangement with Iranian
armed forces, new military personnel are lodged.

9. Security Watch Committee met day of assassination to review
measures in effect and consider additional precautions. Recently tight-
ened security procedures for installations and individuals were judged
adequate for the present circumstances. Ambassador has dispatched
letter to all members of American community counseling reasonable
reaction to murder and caution and alertness for future. Letter trans-
mits common sense security guidelines and list of police stations.
(Copy of letter pouched NEA /IRN)

10. We shall continue to watch situation closely and are, of course,
maintaining close contact with Iranian security forces through several
channels. We will communicate immediately, should it seem appro-
priate to request additional security support from Washington
agencies.

Helms

19. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Iran'

Washington, June 18, 1973, 2015Z.

118336. Subj: Secretary’s Audience with Shah of Iran. Ref: Tehran
4063.

Following is approved summary of Secretary’s June 9 meeting
with Shah of Iran in Tehran:

1'Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 603,
Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. V, May-December 1973. Secret; Exdis. Drafted by
Helms on June 13 and approved by Sisco and in S. Repeated to Belgrade, Islamabad, New
Delhi, Jidda, Kuwait, Ankara, London, Moscow, Tel Aviv, and Cairo.

2 Not found. According to telegram 1304 from Copenhagen, June 13, telegram 4063
from Tehran transmitted a preliminary draft of the record of this conversation. (Ibid., RG
59, Central Files 1970-73, ORG 7 S) Secretary Rogers was in Tehran to attend the CENTO
Ministerial meeting June 8-11.
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Summary: The Secretary, accompanied by Sisco and Helms, had
hour and forty minutes audience with Shah on 9 June. Subjects covered
ranged widely to include Shah’s recent trip, détente in Europe, oil and
gas, Pakistan and the Subcontinent, Iran-Iraq relations, US arms to
Saudi Arabia and Kuwait, Arab-Israeli impasse, and CENTO and its re-
lationship to Indian Ocean. Greece was not discussed.

1. After photographs and normal amenities, Shah touched on his
recent trip, devoting some minutes to Yugoslavia which he believes has
the possibility of becoming an important European country in the next
five years or so. He remarked on how “fit” Tito appeared and referred
to his energy as “amazing” in man of his age. He and Secretary ex-
changed views about Romania and its leadership after which Shah
mentioned that Bulgaria appears most tightly tied to Soviet Union of
East Bloc countries he has visited. He noted Bulgaria’s development of
a reasonably sophisticated electronics industry.

2. After touching on the necessity of family planning in Iran with a
current population of 31 million, 50 percent of which is 15 years of age
or under, Shah passed on to a discussion of détente in Europe between
the United States and the Soviet Union. He noted that the risk the US
runs is in being obliged to bring American troops home. The Secretary
pointed out that the danger for the Soviets lay in opening up their so-
ciety to the extent which was required by this détente. He also ex-
pressed his concerns about Congressional attitudes with respect to the
maintenance of American troops in Western Europe. The Shah noted
his opinion that once the United States gets out of Europe, it will never
send military forces back there whereas the Soviets can always be back
in Central and Western Europe within 24 hours. He then mentioned his
talks with Heath and Brandt along the lines that peace in Europe is di-
rectly linked with the situation in the Middle East. As he puts it, if a reg-
ular supply of oil does not flow to Europe from the Middle East, Eu-
rope could collapse without firing a shot. He feels that both Heath and
Brandt have got the message, i.e., that something must be done to bring
about a resolution of the Arab-Israeli stalemate.

3. At this juncture the Secretary congratulated the Shah on the
signing of the oil agreement on May 24.° The Shah expressed his
pleasure at the outcome and noted that Iran and West Germany are
negotiating an arrangement whereby 500,000 barrels per day of Iranian
refined products will be sold to Western Germany. He then spoke of
Iran’s gas resources stating “Iran has twice as much gas as all of the
Arab states combined.” Thought is being given to building a pipeline to
the Turkish border and on to Iskenderun. A more ambitious project

3 See footnote 4, Document 10.
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would have this gas pipeline continue on to Europe through Yugo-
slavia, Trieste and branching out from there to Western Europe. He
noted certain conversations with Jamieson of Exxon about the possi-
bility of piping Saudi Arabian gas to Iran and hitching it into such a
pipeline. There is no doubt that the Shah is more pleased about his ar-
rangements on gas in the new agreement with the consortium than on
any other aspect. He is pushing the sale of LNG to Japan and the United
States.

4. After expressing his well-known views about subversion in the
Persian Gulf and the maintenance of Pakistan integrity, the Shah re-
ferred to a recent conversation between Marshal Grechko and the Ira-
nian War Minister during which Grechko’s queries about Iran’s pur-
chase of arms from the United States were greeted with the comment
that one may only pursue a policy of peace from a position of strength.
To this Marshal Grechko was obliged to agree. The Shah pointed out
that the stronger his country becomes, the wiser his policies are per-
mitted to be. He noted to the Secretary that he told Kosygin that Iran
could “crush Iraq in a few hours,” a fact of life which kept Iraq from ad-
ventures against Iran. He feels that the only thing which keeps Iraq
from shelling the Abadan refinery or other depredations is the knowl-
edge of what Iran could do in retaliation. He alluded to a point which
he had covered in greater detail in an earlier conversation with the Am-
bassador, that is, Iran can afford arms purchases on the scale envis-
aged, because it is spending as much money as makes sense on do-
mestic development. As an example, the Shah pointed out that if he
were to take money from the military to build hospitals, he could not
find or train the doctors and nurses to man the hospitals. He said that
there are 1200 Iranian doctors presently in West Germany who have
been trained there and who like the bright lights and blond girls. He
feels that they will gradually come back to Iran, but there is no way of
forcing them at the moment. In addition, there are 4,000 Iranian nurses
in New York City alone, and he points out there is no country known to
him which has enough nurses at present, therefore he would not be
able to import them if he wanted to. Put another way, the Shah believes
that two years of military training either on direct military work or in
the health and literacy corps inculcates a kind of discipline which the
young people of his country need.

5. The Secretary and the Shah discussed military aid to Pakistan.
They agreed that the Pakistan Armed Forces were a “Russian salad”
made up of US, British, French, Chinese, and Russian equipment. The
Shah expressed the hope that the US would send arms directly to Pak-
istan, the Secretary commenting that this was better than sending them
through third countries like Iran. FYI: Secretary was referring to
present limited policy. End FYI. The Shah assumed that Pakistan re-
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quires spare parts, transport in the form of C-130’s, and assistance in
retrofitting its tanks which can be done in Iran. The Secretary men-
tioned that USG had approved the sale of Iranian C-130’s to Pakistan.
The Shah replied that he had so informed Bhutto on his recent visit to
Tehran but had had no reply about this sale from him as yet. The Shah
then stated that he was doing his best to make a bridge between Pak-
istan and India. He pointed out that he had told Bhutto that there was
no point in the Pakistanis attempting a revengeful war against India.
The Secretary and he discussed the possibility of POW trial and the bad
blood which this would engender. Although Iran will not recognize
Bangladesh until Pakistan does, the Shah feels that a tripartite meeting
without preconditions is the best way to proceed towards sorting out
the subcontinent. Both he and the Secretary noted that it would be
useful if the British would reassure the Pakistanis by some gesture
which would dull the impression that Britain is only behind India.

6. The conversation turned to the Persian Gulf. The Shah queried
as to how Iran can help Kuwait if Kuwait does not request it. After reit-
erating his relief that the superpowers should stay out of the Gulf, he
turned to the dispute between Saudi Arabia and Abu Dhabi and indi-
cated it was the last serious one in that part of the area. He opined that
the Saudis should do more to be helpful to North Yemen, Oman and
Kuwait. The Secretary and he discussed the sale of F-4’s to Saudi
Arabia and to Kuwait, the Shah repeating his position that he had no
objection to this development. Both the Secretary and he agreed that
Saudi Arabia was very slow at reaching decisions. The US offer of a
month ago to sell Phantoms being evidence of this since no firm reply
has as yet been received from the Saudis. Sisco described his hearing
before the HFAC during which he explained the Iranian military
buildup.*

7. The Shah then asked the Secretary what could be done to keep
Sadat from “committing suicide” i.e. going to war. The Shah stressed
his oft-made recommendation that the Rogers Plan be reactivated in
some form since Zayyat had told him “Egypt will accept the Rogers
Plan.” The Secretary pointed out that the Egyptians sometimes do not
seem to understand what the Rogers Plan entails. He indicated that
nothing could now be done until after the Security Council debate on
the Middle East. He stressed that the United States was prepared to do
anything it could to bring about direct or indirect talks between Egypt

* On June 6, Sisco testified before the House Foreign Affairs Committee, which was
holding hearings on U.S. interests in and policy toward the Persian Gulf, U.S. arms sales
to Persian Gulf countries, and the current status of Israeli-Arab relations. For Sisco’s testi-
mony, see New Perspectives on the Persian Gulf: Hearings Before the House Subcommittee on
the Near East and South Asia of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 93rd Congress, pp. 1-34
(1973).
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and Israel. The Shah agreed but stated again that some proposal must
be brought forward which does not seem one-sided in favor of the Is-
raelis. He expressed the hope that the United States would pursue a
more even-handed policy in the area. The Secretary pointed out that
this was what the United States was trying to do and indicated that the
United States has good relations these days with Lebanon, Jordan, the
Sudan, and even with Algeria. It is doing everything it can to create a
real impression of even-handedness including maintaining regular
contacts with the Egyptians. The Shah indicated that there is no other
way. The Secretary further pointed out that both Israel and Egypt trust
the United States and that we still have hopes of being able to accom-
plish something. The Shah indicated that he would be glad to have
Amb. Hoveyda at the UN get in touch with Amb. Scali to see if there is
any way in which Iran can be helpful in New York at getting talks
going.

8. The Secretary then queried whether the Shah would agree that
CENTO is now a more useful vehicle than ever. Noting that the Paki-
stanis want CENTO to help against India the Secretary indicated that
this was not possible but that CENTO could be used to strengthen and
provide support to Pakistan. The Shah expressed agreement, then
stated that CENTO will become important in the Indian Ocean area as
Iran becomes a naval power of increasing size. This in his view should
establish a deterrent in the Indian Ocean particularly when Iran has
long-legged Phantoms, air to surface missiles on her planes, and a re-
fueling capability to cover the area almost as far as Diego Garcia. The
Shah then noted that Iran has relations with South Africa and that Gen-
eral Frazer, former Chief of Staff, is coming to Iran as South African
Consul General. He concluded by again agreeing with the Secretary
that CENTO has an increasingly important role to play.

9. Shah did not raise Greece as anticipated. We assume this was be-
cause he had commented on this matter in his talks with Amb. Helms
earlier in week.

Rogers
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20. Telegram From the Embassy in Iran to the Department of
State'

Tehran, July 2, 1973, 1283Z.

4639. Subject: Shah’s Visit to U.S. Ref: A. State 122217, B. State
128324, C. State 118336, D. Geneva 1942.2

Summary: This is first of two messages on Shah’s forthcoming visit
to U.S. This message seeks to describe current status of U.S.-Iranian re-
lations and Shah’s perceptions of these relations. Second message will
deal with topics Shah may raise with President.® End summary.

1. When President visited Iran just over year ago, Shah character-
ized U.S.-Iranian relations as never having been better. We feel confi-
dent in saying Shah will be arriving in U.S. at time when relations are
even better and more solidly based than ever before. Further, President
will be receiving a friendly and seasoned Chief of State, who is at height
of his power, fully confident about wisdom of his policies and direction
he is taking his country and justifiably proud of Iran’s and his remark-
able achievements. Shah values his friendship and meeting with Presi-
dent, and looks forward to comparing notes and further developing
close relationship and cooperation between U.S. and Iran which are im-
portant to Shah and which help him guide his country into assuming
greater role and responsibilities in this troubled part of the world—in
best tradition of Nixon Doctrine.

2. During year since President’s visit here, Shah and Iran have
moved from strength to strength domestically; country remains politi-
cally stable and economy continues to develop vigorously. Massive
new Fifth Plan has just been launched over three times size of Fourth
Plan calling for $36 billion investment in country’s future. However,
dynamism of Iranian economy and of Shah’s outlook are such that
Shah has started talking about overhauling Plan as already too modest
for his goals. Attracted by Iran’s political stability and economic pros-
pects, American, British, French, German, Japanese, and other busi-
nessmen are beating paths to Tehran to negotiate vast variety of eco-
nomic and business arrangements which will further move this

1Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 603,
Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. V, May-December 1973. Confidential; Exdis.

2 Telegram 122217 to Tehran, June 22, provided itinerary details of the Shah’s up-
coming visit. (Ibid., RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL 7 IRAN) Telegram 128324 to
Tehran, June 29, included a memorandum of conversation between Sisco and Zahedi dis-
cussing the recent U.S.-Soviet summit in Washington. (Ibid., Central Foreign Policy Files,
[no film number]) Telegram 118336 to Tehran and telegram 1942 from Geneva are Docu-
ments 19 and 14, respectively.

3 Document 21.
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country forward and provide more balanced economy against day
when Iran’s oil reserves will be depleted. Lengthy and complex negoti-
ations with oil consortium have been successfully completed and new
oil arrangements have been established which Shah believes to be mu-
tually advantageous to Iran and consortium and which should ensure
secure supplies to consumers and substantial income to Iran. Typically,
Shah is looking forward to new areas of development such as Iran’s ex-
tensive gas reserves.

3. On international front, Shah is moving ahead energetically to
gain further recognition and respect for Iran as stable and responsible
member of international community. In last year he has received world
figures and has visited several important capitals. He is embarked on
what he calls “independent” foreign policy involving friendship with
all and good relations with major powers (US, USSR, PRC and Britain).
Last year also marked by strengthening of ties with Eastern Bloc and
establishment of relations with East Germany, North Korea and several
African countries. Shah does not aspire to major power status but he
believes these initiatives enhance Iran’s prestige and role in world as
country with friends in all camps which can make positive contribution
to settlement of international problems. Shah has also sought to im-
prove relations with PRC and this policy is paying off handsomely, as
evidenced by forthright endorsement of Iran’s foreign and defense pol-
icies by Foreign Minister Chi during recent visit to Tehran.

4. Iran’s relations with the U.S. continue to prosper. In spite of
Iran’s efforts to improve its relations with USSR, and to establish or ex-
pand relations with Communist nations, Shah continues to look on U.S.
as Iran’s closest and most trustworthy friend. Progress has been
achieved on several fronts. U.S. has moved ahead of Germany in the
last year to become Iran’s largest trading partner. Arms build-up based
largely on purchases from U.S. and on assignment of American mili-
tary and civilian technicians to advise Iranians on build-up are progres-
sing satisfactorily. There are no important problems between our two
countries and both of us continue to benefit significantly from this de-
sirable state of affairs.

5. Perhaps even more important is new texture which has been in-
troduced into our relations in last year and which gives them even
greater substance. This is sense of greater equality by Iran in its cooper-
ative dealing with U.S. This comes about because we have mastered
tendency in recent years to second-guess Shah about his policies while
Iran in turn has recovered from its client status attitude. Turning point
occurred when President came to Iran last May. Important agreements
were reached at that time regarding our willingness to assist Iran in its
arms build-up, but even more significant and lasting result of visit was
acknowledgment that henceforth we would accord Iran right and
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wisdom to make decisions regarding its national security and other
policies and stop questioning their merit. Several events during year
contributed to cement further this new cooperative relationship. Shah’s
prompt agreement to President’s request for transfer last fall of Iranian
aircraft to Vietnam was one such example.* While transaction posed
some problems for Shah, we surmise its net effect was to add another
important and positive bond to our relations in that after many years of
being on the receiving end of assistance, Shah could now come to help
of U.S. in significant way. When all of returns were in, we believe Shah
stood a little taller and our relations with Iran acquired even healthier
basis.

6. In summary, Shah will be coming to Washington as a close and
good friend of U.S. and as enlightened, successful and confident Chief
of State. He will be accompanied by beautiful, intelligent, and popular
Queen. It is relevant in this regard to note Shah’s visit will be brief. He
will, of course, be pleased with honors and ceremonies accorded him,
but his principal business will be talks with President. Once this has
been accomplished he will forego tours and sightseeing that custom-
arily associated with such visits and return home.

Helms

4See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume E-4, Documents on Iran and Iraq,
1969-1972, Documents 224 and 226.

21. Telegram From the Embassy in Iran to the Department of
State'

Tehran, July 3, 1973, 0913Z.

4661. Subject: Shah’s Visit to U.S. Ref: A. State 122217, B. State
128324, C. Tehran 4639.2

Summary: This is second of two messages dealing with Shah'’s visit
to U.S. This message lists subjects which Shah may raise with President
and high USG officials he will be meeting during visit.

1'Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 603,
Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. V, May-December 1973. Confidential; Priority;
Exdis.

2See Document 20 and footnote 2 thereto.
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1. Summit Meeting and Détente: Shah is uneasy about implications
for Iran and this general area of détente between Soviet Union
and West, particularly United States. In spite of surface cordiality of
Iranian-Soviet relations, Shah harbors deep distrust of USSR and
reasons that détente with West will release energies and resources for
Soviet machinations in Middle East and especially in vital Persian Gulf,
Arabian Peninsula, and Iraq. Recurrent theme in Iran these days is that
détente should be worldwide and if achieved in one part of the world,
it should not be at expense of security of nations in other areas. More-
over, Shah feels that in atmosphere of détente U.S. may take more tol-
erant view of Soviet effort to enhance its position in this region than
would otherwise be the case. He is concerned that we may let down our
psychological guard to ultimate detriment of Iranian interests. He has
on several occasions recently expressed to ranking USG officials his
concern over agreements which may have been reached between Presi-
dent and Brezhnev that might have bearing on Iran’s vital interests.
Secretary’s assurances to him on 9 June were noted, but he will want to
be reassured (State 118336).%

2. Accordingly, Shah will be most interested in hearing from Presi-
dent about summit meeting, including not only any discussions or un-
derstandings reached concerning Persian Gulf and Middle East, but
also more generally such subjects as prospects for détente in Europe,
progress of SALT, CSCE and MBER talks, etc. Shah will also look for-
ward to President’s view on how U.S. regards Soviet activities in the
Middle East aimed at securing dominant position in Gulf and Indian
Ocean area.

He undoubtedly hopes U.S. is prepared publicly as well as pri-
vately to take firm position with Soviets that U.S. will stand firm on So-
viet effort to expand its influence in Middle East, Persian Gulf and In-
dian Ocean regions and he may tell President that if we are steadfast in
these areas USG can count on Iran to cooperate fully with us.

3. Relations with China: Iran has been pushing hard to improve its
relations with Peking and its success can be measured by reassuring
support which PRC is giving to Iranian position on rearmament and
Persian Gulf. At present Iran welcomes what appears to be growing
Chinese interest in this region both as a force to check Soviet ambitions,
and also to shore up Pakistan, about which Shah is deeply concerned.
Accordingly, improving relations between Peking and Washington are
seen here in highly favorable light. Shah will be greatly interested in
current status and direction of our Chinese relations. He will welcome
anything we can say on this subject as well as status and trends as we
see them of Peking-Moscow relations.

3 Document 19.
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4. Persian Gulf, Arabian Peninsula, Iraq, Arab-Israeli Dispute and En-
ergy Crisis: This complex of subjects is increasingly interrelated in
Shah’s mind. He may advance, but in low key, his well known thesis
that peace and stability within the Persian Gulf should be the sole re-
sponsibility of the littoral states. This thesis is consistent with public
and private statements we have made to effect that Gulf states should
cooperate for their own security. At same time Shah would like reas-
surance on how we see our interests and commitments in the Gulf. He
has not urged U.S. to involve itself directly in problems of area, but he
welcomes U.S. willingness to provide Saudi Arabia and Kuwait with
sophisticated weapons. However, he remains worried about insurrec-
tion at Dhofar, trouble between the two Yemens, fragility of UAE, and
what he considers relative weakness and fecklessness of Saudi Arabia
under King Faisal. In this context it would be useful to suggest to Shah
that in his commendable efforts to improve relations between Iran and
Arab states on other side of Gulf, it is incumbent on Iran as by far
strongest power, to reassure Saudi Arabia of Iranian intentions and to
take lead in seeking closer cooperation, particularly between Iran and
Saudi Arabia. Foreign Minister Khalatbari’s trip to Jidda is welcome
step in this direction.

5. Iraq and Soviet Union: Shah continues to be uneasy about subver-
sive activities of Iraq allied with Soviet Union. We have passed to GOI
substance of various reports suggesting that honeymoon between So-
viet Union and Iraq is over but he has countered with information sug-
gesting Soviet influence in Iraq is increasing (Tehran 4475).° Shah will
be interested in any assessments we have of status and direction of
Soviet-Iraq relations.

6. Arab-Israeli Dispute: Shah will express his concern that current
impasse may lead Arabs to desperate acts and play into hands of So-
viets. He can be expected to urge more even-handed U.S. policy in area
and reactivation of Rogers Plan in some form.

7. Pakistan: In year since President’s visit here Shah has become in-
creasingly concerned about Pakistan and maintenance of its integrity.
Shah feels that we are not doing enough for Pakistan and will probably
urge that we be more responsive to Pakistan’s requests for military as-
sistance. Shah will, of course, be interested in having President’s
views on Pakistan and its future in the wake of Bhutto’s visit to
Washington.

4 A description of Khalatbari’s trip to Jidda, which was intended to deepen
Saudi-Iranian cooperation in the Gulf, is in telegrams 4400 from Tehran, June 21, and
2619 from Jidda, June 24. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL 33 PER-
SIAN GULF)

5 Document 218.
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8. Oil: Shah will almost certainly raise subject of oil. He is pleased
at outcome of oil negotiations with consortium and is embarked on ne-
gotiations with several countries for Iranian refined products. In addi-
tion, NIOC is in last stages of negotiating with Ashland Oil Company
of Kentucky (public knowledge) and with Apco Oil Company of New
York (still confidential) for equity participation in existing oil refineries
in the U.S. to be bought with guaranteed crude supplies. Shah is also
very, perhaps even excessively, optimistic about future of Iranian gas
and we have a long lead here with U.S. company (International System
and Control of Houston) having formed Kalingas which will almost
certainly be producing Iran’s first LNG exports. He will push for fur-
ther such projects. On hardy perennial question of increased oil exports
to U.S. we can at last be completely forthcoming following President’s
energy message.® Shah will be interested in evolving US-USSR rela-
tions on gas and oil and may wish compare notes on how to obtain
hard currency payments from Soviets in such transactions.

Helms
® President Nixon delivered a special message to Congress on energy on April 18.

The text of the President’s message and his remarks on transmitting the message to
Congress are in Public Papers: Nixon, 1973, pages 301-319.

22. Editorial Note

On April 24, 1973, the President’s Assistant for National Security
Affairs, Henry Kissinger, forwarded a summary of a report submitted
by Ambassador to Iran Richard Helms on the prospects for stability in
the Persian Gulf. Kissinger passed along Helms’s view that Iran could
undermine the regional order: “Arabs feel that Iranians in general and
the Shah in particular are so contemptuous of them and are so arrogant
in their dealings with them that true cooperation probably is not pos-
sible. The Arabs generally fear Iranian colonialism in the Gulf.” To ease
the tensions between the Arabs and Iran, the United States should as-
sume a mediating role. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Mate-
rials, NSC Files, Box 602, Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. IV,
September 1971-April 1973) Helms's report, March 31, is scheduled for
publication in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume E-9, Documents on
Middle East Region; Arabian Peninsula; North Africa, 1973-1976.

On May 10, Kissinger issued National Security Study Memo-
randum 181, which ordered a review of U.S. policy in the Arabian Pe-
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ninsula and the Persian Gulf. Among other questions, the study was to
consider how to improve Saudi-Iranian cooperation and strengthen
U.S. bilateral relations with Saudi Arabia and Iran. NSSM 181 is sched-
uled for publication ibid. As National Security Council Staff members
Harold H. Saunders and William B. Quandt observed in a memo-
randum to Kissinger on April 25: “The U.S. has no interest in being
faced with a choice between Persians and Arabs, and our policy has
been to promote their cooperation. That cooperation, however, is weak
now and not at all to be taken for granted, partly because the Shah does
not see Saudi Arabia as an effective partner. Without in any way
working against Iran, the US has an interest in helping the Saudis play
a more effective role.” Saudi Arabia might be granted a place in U.S. re-
gional policy comparable to that of Israel, Iran, and Jordan. (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional
Files (H-Files), Box H-200, NSSM 181)

On July 19, Quandt sent Kissinger an Analytical Summary of the
Department of State’s response to NSSM 181. In part, it reads: “The
Shah is determined to make Iran the predominant military power in the
region. In pursuit of this goal, the Shah is often overbearing and
heavy-handed in dealing with his Arab neighbors, and the prospects
for serious Iranian-Arab rivalry are considerable in the future. This
could be accentuated when Iran’s oil production begins to peak out in
the 1980s, while Saudi Arabia, Iraq and the UAE continue to increase
oil production and earn revenues far in excess of Iran’s. It is this future
imbalance between military power on one side of the Gulf and eco-
nomic power on the other that poses dilemmas for the United States.”

Quandt summarized the paper’s two policy approaches for Iran.
One was to press Iran toward policy coordination with the Arabs. Be-
cause it entailed restraining the Shah and propping up King Faisal of
Saudi Arabia, this policy could put bilateral U.S.-Iranian relations at
risk. The other alternative was to support Iran as the major regional
power, which “could encourage the Shah’s more imperial fancies, re-
sulting at worst in an over-extension of Iranian power and serious con-
flicts with Iran’s neighbors, perhaps including the Soviet Union. It is
virtually certain that this policy would make Saudi-Iranian cooperation
difficult to achieve.” The administration had already recognized Iran’s
growing power and status; the question now became, “Would it make
sense to begin trying to direct the Iranian armed forces toward a more
sensible and less costly force structure designed more for Iran’s gen-
uine defense needs than for prestige purposes? If not, how far are we
willing to support the Shah if he begins to use his forces across the Gulf
in ways that are bound to alienate Saudi Arabia and perhaps accelerate
the radicalization of the Arab oil-producing states?” (Ibid., Box H-68,
NSSM 181)
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Also on July 19, in a memorandum to Kissinger briefing him for a
Senior Review Group meeting on NSSM 181, Saunders acknowledged
that the second of the two policy alternatives for Iran was becoming de
facto U.S. policy: “The basic issue to be discussed is the assumption
which has been at the base of our policy to date—that Iranian-Saudi co-
operation is the best guarantee of stability in the Gulf. The issues are
whether the Saudis are showing the capacity to hold up their end of the
cooperation and whether the relationship between Iran and Saudi
Arabia is good enough so that it is realistic to think in terms of such co-
operation. The alternative into which we are drifting is to assume that
the Iranians will take care of stability in the Gulf.” (Ibid., Box 1227, Har-
old H. Saunders Files, Chronological Files, Folder 1) For minutes of the
Senior Review Group meeting, see Document 23. The National Intelli-
gence Estimate on related Persian Gulf themes, NIE 30-1-73,
“Problems in the Persian Gulf,” June 7, is scheduled for publication in
Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume E-9, Documents on Middle East
Region; Arabian Peninsula; North Africa, 1973-1976.
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23.  Minutes of Senior Review Group Meeting'
Washington, July 20, 1973, 3:11-4:06 p.m.

SUBJECT
Regional Strategy and the Arabian Peninsula/Persian Gulf NSSM 181-182

PARTICIPANTS
Chairman: CIA:
Henry A. Kissinger Lt. Gen. Vernon Walters
State: Sa}rlnuel Iﬁoskinson
Kenneth Rush John Waller
Joseph Sisco Treasury:
Alfred Atherton, Jr. Gerald Nensel
Thomas Thornton NSC Staff:
DOD: Brig. Gen. Brent Scowcroft
William Clements Harold Saunders
Robert C. Hill Harold Horan
James H. Noyes Col. T. C. Pinckney
JCS: Mrs. Jeanne W. Davis

Adm. Thomas H. Moorer
Vice Adm. John P. Weinel

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS
It was agreed that:

—the Working Group would prepare a paper spelling out in more
detail what we might actually do under the different approaches to the
problem, both in terms of an overall U.S. strategy in the area and in a
contingency sense, both in Saudi Arabia and in the Emirates;

—Defense and the JCS would consider the role of a naval presence;

—State would do what it could to upgrade U.S. representation in
the area.

Mr. Clements: The Shah wants to ride in an F-14 while he is here.
It’s operational now, and he has indicated he wants to buy a squadron
of F-14s and F-15s at some point.

Mr. Kissinger: Do you not want him to fly? I'll call their Ambas-
sador and tell him that we would feel better if he did not fly in a U.S.
Government aircraft while he is in the U.S.

Mr. Clements: No, I don’t want you to. He really wants to fly it. He
is a professional—he’s no kid.

1 Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, TS SCI, Box
SCI 18, SRG, February 1971-July 1973. Top Secret; Sensitive; Codeword. The meeting was
held in the White House Situation Room.
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Mr. Kissinger: Ken (Rush), what do you think?

Mr. Rush: I don’t think he should fly in any U.S. military plane
while he is here.

Mr. Kissinger: Dick (Walters)?
Gen. Walters: The Crown Prince is only 13 years old.

Mr. Kissinger: If he wants the aircraft he will buy it whether he
flies it or not. He’s not a child; he’s a highly intelligent, cold-blooded,
calculating, tough man. I can call his Ambassador and say the President
is worried about his flying in this plane. It can be done so that it flatters
him.

Mr. Sisco: I agree that it should be done as you describe. I recom-
mend you make the call.

Mr. Hill: What if he comes back and says he still wants to fly it?

Mr. Kissinger: Of course, we can say that if he has his heart set on
it, okay. But the President would feel easier if he did not have that one
worry in 10,000. The Shah will be flattered.

Adm. Moorer: And then he will fly it. That way we get the best of
both worlds.

Mr. Clements: You have to consider his motivation. Not only is he
interested in the weapon, but this is also a great image builder for him.
A demonstration of his virility.

Mr. Kissinger: We won’t stop him, but we’ll just say our minds
would be easier if he didn’t do it.

I thought we might have a follow-on today of last week’s discus-
sion, focussing on the Arabian Peninsula and the Persian Gulf, and on
the Saudi Arabian contingency paper which I want to discuss briefly.?
Dick (Walters), do you have a briefing for us?

Gen. Walters briefed from the attached text.?

Mr. Kissinger: Joe (Sisco), do you want to discuss the State Depart-
ment paper on a basic approach?

Mr. Sisco: This paper tries to analyze how we believe Moscow
looks at the region as a whole. It outlines two approaches from our
point of view: 1) as a Soviet-American issue which includes the element
of détente in Europe; and 2) the area viewed as a whole but also as
sub-regions in which we should consider the various indigenous

2 The SRG met on July 13 to discuss NSSM 182, May 10, “Implication for U.S. Policy
of Probable Lines of Soviet Strategy and Policy in the Eastern Mediterranean, Near East,
Arabian Peninsula, and South Asia.” The minutes of the meeting and the contingency
paper prepared in the Department of State in response to NSSM 182 are scheduled for
publication in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume E-9, Documents on Middle East Re-
gion; Arabian Peninsula; North Africa, 1973-1976.

% Attached but not printed.



72 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XXVII

forces. We come out with an inevitable mixing of the two strategies.
There is no easy, simplistic, one-course response. Our strategy could
manifest itself in bilateral state-by-state relations. The two strategies are
not mutual exclusive. But we would like to explore whether you (Mr.
Kissinger) feel, given our evolving relationships with the Soviet Union
and the PRC, that there is any new kind of leverage to move from a
policy of détente in Europe and non-confrontation in this region—to
move to active cooperation to stabilize the area. We have serious
doubts if the Soviets want to go beyond the avoidance of war and con-
frontation. This situation gives them an opportunity to probe for soft
spots and exploit any opportunity.

Mr. Kissinger: I'm not astonished by PRC activities in this area.
This will sort itself out—we can handle it. With regard to the active co-
operation of the Soviets, it would be difficult to obtain in Moscow and it
might bring the Chinese in in a more active way. I believe the Soviets
would go along with non-confrontation, but it depends on the defini-
tion of non-confrontation. The problem is whether the objectives of So-
viet policy can work adversely to our interests. If there should be a suc-
cessful Iraqi association with the Soviet Union, we could get the
evolution General Walters described at the meeting last week (SRG
meeting on NSSM 182, July 13, 1973). If non-confrontation makes the
friends of the Soviet Union pay a heavy price for that friendship and
strengthens the countries which are supporting stability in the area,
then it is in our interest.

Mr. Sisco: We have some real assets in various places.

Mr. Kissinger: We should be careful not to draw the Israelis in. We
don’t have to pay any additional price for their being strong.

Mr. Sisco: That makes a great deal of sense. We can continue our
support to Iran and Jordan but keep the door open to Iraq and Syria.

Mr. Kissinger: But make them pay a price. Keeping the Kurds ac-
tive in Iraq would not be contrary to our interest.

Mr. Sisco: Not at all—it would be helpful. With regard to the Aden
regime in South Yemen, Saudi Arabian equipment is now going into
North Yemen, and we hope Jordan will help too. Jordan, Iran and
others are involved in Oman, where there is a Dofar rebellion sup-
ported by the Soviets. They’re paying a price. We're doing it by stimu-
lating our regional partners. Of course, there is an incremental element.
We have to do something to sweeten the pot to get them to move. I was
struck by the statement of an Iraqi leader three days ago in which he
said he would welcome an opportunity to talk to us.* Our man in
Baghdad has been very limited in his contacts.

4See Document 223 and footnote 5 thereto.
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Adm. Moorer: We have intelligence reports indicating that the
Iraqis are easing back some on their involvement with the Soviets.

Mr. Sisco: We're recommending a quiet chat with the Iragi man
here.

Mr. Kissinger: I got in trouble when I used the word “expel” in
1969, but if we could get the Soviets to suffer a mis-adventure in Iraq it
could curb the Soviet appetite in the Middle East.

Mr. Sisco: I wouldn’t be so modest in using the word “expel”.
There are signs that Iraq, as a minimum, is trying to keep the door open
to the West. As a maximum, they’re trying to loosen their link with the
Soviets. I don’t want to overdraw this situation, though.

Mr. Kissinger: If that happens, what?

Gen. Walters: The Iraqi Government has just agreed to work more
closely with the Iragi Communists.

Mr. Sisco: They added two members to the Government, but they
also talked about adding Kurdish members—a tripartite arrangement.

Mr. Clements: There are 2% million Iranians in Southern Iraq. The
Shah should be encouraged to stimulate them.

Mr. Kissinger: Every time he has tried it the Iraqis have known
about it.

Mr. Clements: You can’t do it without some risk. He should stir the

pot.

Mr. Rush: We hope to stir the pot in our direction.

Mr. Kissinger: What should we discuss with the Shah when he is
here? What do we want from him?

Mr. Sisco: We may find him concerned that we’re preoccupied
with détente in Europe and not sufficiently vigorous in recognizing
and countering Soviet machinations in his area. Any assurances we
could give him in this regard would be very desirable. We should em-
phasize that the Shah is a primary element of stability. We can under-
stand his exasperation and irritation with King Faisal, who is dragging
his feet, and we’re relying on the Shah to draw out Faisal and move him
toward greater cooperation. But, remember, power both attracts and
repels. Faisal doesn’t mind a strengthened Iran but is worried about
Persian power; but the Shah can deal with this.

Mr. Clements: This Shah-Saudi relationship is overplayed. Faisal is
looking for signals from the U.S. He is worried that his direct communi-
cation with us is not as strong as Iran’s. It’s improving and he hopes in
time it will be equally good. But he has serious misgivings about an Ira-
nian battalion in Oman. These cables talking about how the Shah and
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Jordan could take over Saudi Arabia in case of a rebellion are bad
business.’

Mr. Kissinger: Why is it bad business?

Mr. Clements: We can get in an awful jam.

Mr. Sisco: The point is to stress to the Shah that he should do ev-
erything he can to strengthen cooperation with Saudi Arabia.

Mr. Rush: The Shah wants an alliance with Faisal. Faisal is torn be-
tween the dangers of a leftist rebellion and being swallowed by the
Shah. The Shah thinks he and Saudi Arabia would be a powerful base if
they could get together. We could talk to the Shah in a low key about
his concern that we and the Soviets are doing something that might af-
fect him.

Mr. Kissinger: Like what?

Mr. Rush: Something on the Persian Gulf, oil in the Middle East,
Pakistan. We could assure him that our dealings with the Russians
have nothing to do with him.

Mr. Sisco: And that we are alive to the Soviet threat in the area.

Mr. Rush: He thinks India and the Soviet Union are anxious to fo-
ment difficulties on Baluchistan and Pushtunistan.

Mr. Kissinger: Particularly now with the change in Afghanistan.

Mr. Rush: Yes. He thinks India and the Soviet Union want to break
up Pakistan.

Mr. Kissinger: Iran can play a regional role. You could argue that it
would not be in Saudi interest to get it involved in this kind of foreign
policy issue. It might undermine the monarchy if we pushed too much.
They are interested in South Yemen and Oman. In the general scheme
of things, maybe the best thing Saudi Arabia can do is to stay alive in its
present structure.

Mr. Clements: Absolutely. They have all the fish they can fry at
home.

Mr. Kissinger: But as a concept, what’s wrong with the cable? If a
version of Quadhafi takes over in Saudi Arabia, what do we do? Do we
negotiate with him? This should be prevented. As Saudi Arabia mod-
ernizes, with our help, the probability of revolution increases. If a
Quadhafi takes over, what course should we take?

Mr. Rush: We don’t consider the Saudi Arabian situation so
precarious.

Mr. Kissinger: Fine. But what’s wrong with the contingency plan-
ning in the cable? We're not promoting or advocating the contingency.

5 Not further identified.
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We should try to prevent the contingency, but what do we do if Radio
Jidda announces a take-over by a group of left-leaning Colonels?

Mr. Rush: We should give careful attention to the various
contingencies.

Gen. Walters: History doesn’t wait.
Mr. Clements: It’s not our place to make history.
Mr. Kissinger: What does that mean?

Mr. Clements: The Shah has got the big eye on the whole area. He
would like nothing better than for us to include him in U.S. contin-
gency plans in a hiatus. He will make the hiatus.

Mr. Kissinger: Suppose he doesn’t, and it occurs. What do we do?

Mr. Clements: We should be giving more attention to Saudi Arabia
itself. There are many things we could do to strengthen its position. The
Shah is telling everyone how unstable Saudi Arabia is. He’s been fore-
casting doom for the last five years.

Mr. Kissinger: The problem is to get our government ready for a
contingency when it arises. We shouldn’t make it or encourage the
Shah to make it.° But we want to get some basic thinking on our
choices, should it happen. This is a good paper.

Mr. Sisco: We tried to develop honest choices. It wasn’t easy.
Mr. Kissinger: What are the basic types of approach?

Mr. Sisco: We see three contingencies: 1) gradual deterioration,
2) civil war, and 3) a successful coup.’

Mr. Kissinger: Would we know the nature of the coup? Could we
identify the possible effect on U.S. interests in a short time?

Mr. Sisco: I'm not sure.

® In a July 23 briefing memorandum for Kissinger’s meeting with Helms (see Docu-
ment 24), Saunders noted the “general feeling” at the SRG meeting that “Jordanian and
Iranian involvement should not be encouraged and that this subject should not be dis-
cussed with the Shah, lest it encourage him to assume an Iranian role in the Peninsula
that would not necessarily improve prospects for stability.” Saunders continued that de-
spite Saudi limitations, “we do want Faisal to play an active role in contributing to sta-
bility in his own Peninsula.” Although circumstances could produce conflict between the
two, “it does seem important to do what we can, if anything, to encourage a closer personal
relationship between the Shah and Faisal.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
NSC Files, Box 603, Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. V, May-December 1973)

7 In backchannel message 100 from Tehran, October 11, Helms wrote of his two ses-
sions with the Shah on contingency planning for a potential crisis in Saudi Arabia,
whether a military coup, a succession crisis following Faisal’s death, or a civil war be-
tween army elements and supporters of the Royal family. Although the Shah had “no in-
tention of putting anything on paper until he sees what USG is prepared to do,” he was
clear on U.S. responsibilities: identifying a Saudi political group willing to request Ira-
nian military help; providing Iran with a heavy airlift capability, air refueling capacity,
and the F-14; and dealing with any possible Soviet involvement. (Ibid., Box 425, Back-
channel Files, 1973, Middle East/ Africa)
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Mr. Kissinger: We really wouldn’t know?

Mr. Sisco: If you ask me the worst thing that could happen, it
would be a take-over by radical elements without any prior knowl-
edge. Our options would be 1) American intervention, where the diffi-
culties are obvious; 2) consultations with the Shah on the contingencies:
if it occurred, what would you be willing to do? what is your capacity?
what prior preparation would be required? and 3) involvement of
Jordan in the discussions. But how would we prevent it from leaking?
It would be compared to the 1956 French-British-Israel collusion. There
would be charges of a U.S.-Iranian-Jordanian scheme to dismember
Saudi Arabia.

Mr. Kissinger: We can do contingency planning in two ways:
1) what do we want to promote and what assets do we have, without
discussing it with others; and 2) planning which includes others. If
Jordan might play a role, we should keep this in mind in our arms
policy, without telling the King of Jordan about it. He’s no fool.

Mr. Clements: I agree. If we start on that track he’ll be three jumps
ahead of us.

Mr. Kissinger: The King of Jordan couldn’t take on Saudi Arabia
without overwhelming problems.

Mr. Sisco: Syria and Iraq would jump in. Then Israel might. How
could we contain such intervention without it’s spreading and in-
volving all of the Middle East.

Mr. Kissinger: We wouldn’t give a damn about Saudi Arabia if it
didn’t have most of the oil in the region. The question is what we
should do if two years from now we find ourselves dealing with a
Quadhafi.

Mr. Rush: Could we really consider a military option?

Mr. Kissinger: This is damned serious. Some problems are so es-
sential to our survival that we have to consider it seriously.

Mr. Clements: I agree, we have to consider it seriously. But I
haven’t even seen the paper yet.

Mr. Sisco: You have had the paper since it was finished. But we
had a very short fuse on this.

Mr. Noyes: (to Mr. Clements) It's the paper I showed you yes-
terday. I put it in your briefing book.

Mr. Kissinger: It’s our fault for the short fuse on this. But we
wanted to have something if it were raised by the Shah. I see a problem
about discussing it with the Shah—it might whet his appetite.

With regard to the general strategy, the paper lays out not so much
alternative directions but alternative emphasis. We could do anything
under either alternative. Assuming we don’t want a confrontation with
the Soviets but that we want to make things difficult for them and help



Iran, January—August 1973 77

our friends, what should we do? Bill Clements has spelled out what he
wants to do for Saudi Arabia. What should we do if one of the key
countries, like Saudi Arabia, starts collapsing? The three alternatives
are good, but can we spell them out in more detail? What would we do?

Gen. Walters: Plus preventive measures.

Mr. Sisco: We can do a little better.

Mr. Kissinger: There is enough here to prepare the President for
his talks with the Shah. We should not discuss this with the Shah. But
we should get this spelled out both in terms of overall strategy and in
the contingency sense. Let’s do the same thing for the Emirates. What
would we do in a contingency, if anything?

Mr. Clements: We should consider their vulnerability. The Shah
wants an unstable situation here. If there were trouble, he’d be in in five
minutes. There are strained relations between some of these rulers and
Iran.

Gen. Walters: Iranian military intervention in the Peninsula would
arouse the Arab world.

Mr. Kissinger: Could Admiral Moorer and Defense include some
thinking on the role of a naval presence as we evolve a strategy.

Adm. Moorer: We might beef it up some.

Mr. Kissinger: Dick (Walters), you have a look of doubt?

Gen. Walters: In any paper on the United Arab Emirates, you have
such a disparity of conditions, dynastic rivalries, their childish displays
with Saudi Arabia over infinitesimal areas of territory.

Mr. Kissinger: But what developments there might threaten our in-
terests? Let’s try to identify them and know what we would do.

On another matter, I've heard complaints about our representation
there.

Mr. Rush: Dick Helms says our representation is too low; that
we’re hurt by not having Ambassadors there.

Mr. Kissinger: How about the quality?

Mr. Rush: It’s both titles and quality.

Mr. Sisco: We've recommended upgrading our representation, but
it's a Congressional problem. Fulbright is against it.®

Mr. Kissinger: Are we short in Saudi Arabia too?

Mr. Clements: We're short of people and quality—State [less than 1
line not declassified] and the military are in the same boat. We're short of
budget and equipment.

8 Senator J. William Fulbright (D-Arkansas) was Chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee.
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Mr. Sisco: I agree.

Mr. Kissinger: Let’s include considerations such as these.

Mr. Clements: Can State transfer people from one area to another
with a higher priority?

Mr. Rush: Yes, we do it all the time.

Mr. Sisco: The response to NSSM 181 makes a concrete recommen-
dation for upgrading our personnel.’

9 See Document 22.

24. Memorandum of Conversation!

Washington, July 23, 1973.

PARTICIPANTS

Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President
Richard Helms, US Ambassador to Iran
Harold H. Saunders, NSC Staff

The conversation had been going on for some 20 minutes when
Mr. Saunders was invited to join and began taking the notes below.

Helms: You asked for my recommendation on Bahrain. Here is a
paper analyzing the situation and covering my recommendations [At-
tachment A].> My recommendation is to leave the naval force there as it
is.

You also asked for my views on Chinese support for PFLOAG.
Here is a paper on that subject, too [Attachment B].? The Chinese have
indeed slowed their support for the rebels in South Yemen.

Kissinger: I am glad to hear that. I discussed this when I went to
China in February. The Chinese have the same assessment as we do.
They agree that Iran should be the pillar of a Middle East policy. I told

! Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS-28,
Geopolitical File, Iran Chronological File, Memcons, Notebook, 23 July-15 September
1973. Top Secret; Exclusively Eyes Only. The meeting was held in Kissinger’s office. All
brackets are in the original.

2 Attached but not printed is a July 15 paper entitled “The U.S. Naval Presence in
Bahrain.”

3 Attached but not printed is a July 15 paper entitled “Chinese Support for
PFLOAG.”
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them it would not work if they continued to support subversive ele-
ments which would drain Iranian strength. They said they would limit
their support to subversive elements.*

Helms: They have done that. Cubans and Soviets have taken their
place.

[1 paragraph (6 lines) not declassified]

In any case, it would be useful just to remind Chou En-lai that we
expect to see a declining scale of Chinese support for the rebels con-
tinue. They probably can’t cut off their aid entirely.

Kissinger: Would you go to Peking sometime?

Helms: Yes. I am going to Pakistan in mid-October. You suggested
it. Now Bhutto has invited me.

Kissinger: Yes, I mentioned it to Aziz Ahmad.

I want to talk to the Shah about Pakistan and about our general
view of the area. If we share his judgment that Soviet activity adds up
to a sort of geo-political pincers—whether it is planned or whether it
comes about through the cumulative effect of general conflict—what
can we do?

In Pakistan, we want to prevent a disequilibrium so the Indians
will not be tempted to dismember Pakistan. We have no interest in pro-
moting an arms race, and we would like to improve our relations with
India. But we do not want India to be the dominant country in the Ara-
bian Peninsula as well as in Southeast Asia. What concretely do you
think the Shah has in mind?

Helms: First, he has to do more work on his armed forces. He feels
that Iran cannot allow Pakistan to disintegrate. He wants to get the Chi-
nese lined up. When the Chinese Foreign Minister came to Tehran and
endorsed Iranian policy, the Iranians were dumbfounded. At the
dinner where this happened, the Chinese Foreign Minister was not
even scheduled to speak. He got up and delivered his remarks. The Ira-
nian Foreign Minister had egg on his face; he did not even have any
prepared remarks with which to respond.

The Shah will be concerned about what the Afghans will do on the
Pushtunistan issue. He feels that Afghanistan is so backward that it is
difficult to deal with them.

As far as arms for Pakistan are concerned, he sees the Pakistani
armed forces as a “Russian salad.” They have a wide mixture of equip-
ment from a number of sources. He does not know what can be done
for them. He wants the US to do what it can.

4 For the records of Kissinger’s meetings during his visit to Beijing, see Foreign Rela-
tions, 1969-1976, volume XVIII, China, 1973-1976.
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Kissinger: It is almost impossible for us to do anything for Pakistan
in the way of military equipment that makes a difference.

Helms: During the visit, we should tell the Shah very explicitly
what we can and what we cannot do. He should not live in a wonder-
land thinking that the US can do things it cannot do.

Kissinger: What do you think we can and cannot do?

Helms: My own judgment is that the policy now reflects about all
Pakistan can handle at this point anyway. They cannot pay for more
military equipment. They have to get their military house in order. The
problem Bhutto faces is a political one not just a military one; the
problem is how to hold the country together.

Kissinger: It is also important to give the army confidence in its
support of Bhutto.

Helms: Can’t you do that with ammunition and spare parts? I am
all for modernizing the Pakistani forces at some point, but that is not
the biggest thing on our platter in 1973. The Shah is very cautious about
his own involvement. He is proud of what his military has achieved,
but privately he worries a lot about how his troops would perform in
battle. If one is confident, one does not ask the kinds of questions that
he asks. For instance, he asked General Goodpaster how one inculcates
the kind of discipline in pilots that our pilots showed over North Viet-
nam when they went back again and again over targets where there
was real danger that they would be shot down. He has a fine air force
headed by the best man he has. It is all American equipped. It is a good
show. But our policy ought to be not to put it to the test. Just to have it
there is an asset. If we play our cards with good sense and give him
what he wants including our moral support, others will not want to put
it to the test.

Kissinger: Are we through talking about Pakistan?
Helms: I would simply tell him what we can and cannot do.
Kissinger: Should we talk about the Kurds now?

Helms: I would continue doing what we have been doing. We
have some new proposals from the Kurds. I don’t want to get into the
details of this. I would simply have Saunders, Kennedy and CIA work
out a program on how much money to give them.

Barzani [the Kurdish leader] came to Tehran and saw the Shah.’
He asked to see me. I would not see him, but  had my Station Chief see
him.

All of those arms which were in the program last year have been
delivered. It was done with complete security. Also, Barzani has played

5See Document 225.
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his hand well. His recent public request for US support was a useful
cover.®

I still do not think we should give Barzani an offensive capability.
The Kurds cannot win against all of those Soviet weapons.

Kissinger: They ought to have enough money so that they can re-
main a thorn in the side of the government.

Helms: We ought to have a judgment now on what the arms have
achieved. We now have new requests from Barzani. They should be re-
viewed along with what position the Kurds are in as the result of the
arms shipments over the last year.

Kissinger: We want to be sure that the Soviets consider the Middle
East too expensive an area to play around in.

Helms: I think the Kurds ought to keep after Kuwaiti and Saudi
money. The Kuwaitis and Saudis have been reluctant to contribute so
far. But I think the Kurds ought to keep pressing them.

I think we could give a little more. But I would do this by in-
creasing their subvention, not their hardware. I think they have the
arms they asked for to defend against Iraqi attacks. So I would provide
money not equipment for the time being.

Kissinger: What I want is for the Politburo in Moscow to be in a
frame of mind not to want to get involved in further adventures in the
Middle East. I want them to recall that they were run out of Egypt and
that Iraq turned out to be a bottomless pit. I want them to tell anyone
who comes with a recommendation for renewed activity in the Middle
East to go away.

I want the Shah to help in this strategy. We do not want to push the
USSR against the wall. We just want them in a frame of mind where
they judge that the costs for activity in the Middle East seem excessive.
We also want the Arabs in the area to feel that they cannot get a free
ride by linking up with the Soviet Union. We want the Kurds to have
enough strength to be an open wound in Iraq.

Helms: Up to now, the Kurdish operation has been first class.

Kissinger: What are they doing with the aid we have given them?

Helms: Nothing yet. You will recall that the purpose of the pro-
gram was to put them in a position to defend themselves if they are at-
tacked. They have not been attacked so far. The big crunch will come in
early 1974 when the current truce agreement runs out.

Kissinger: [1 line not declassified]

Helms: [7 lines not declassified]

Kissinger: What should we say about the Persian Gulf?

6 See footnote 2, Document 220.
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Helms: The problem there is how Iran and Saudi Arabia can coop-
erate. These are two stubborn monarchs. The Shah recently sent a note
to King Faisal about the islands in the Gulf. It was calculated to make
Faisal hopping mad. The Iranians think Faisal is crazy.

Kissinger: [less than 1 line not declassified] I've only seen him once.

Helms: [less than 1 line not declassified] When Foreign Minister Kha-
latbari visited Saudi Arabia recently, King Faisal told him that Iran
should do two things: Give the Persian Gulf islands back to the Arabs
and get all the Jews out of Iran.

Kissinger: Khalatbari is a nothing, isn’t he?

Helms: I would say that Khalatbari is a quiet and loyal servant of
His Majesty.

Those Gulf islands are not Faisal’s issue, but he has made them his
issue. The only solution to that problem that I can see is for the Shah to
deal directly with the Union of Arab Emirates or the Sheikh of Ras
al-Khaima and give them enough money to satisfy them. If they were
satisfied about the claim, they might take the issue out of Faisal’s
hands. The problem is that those Saudis who would suggest something
like this can’t vote Faisal’s stock. They could tell you what a rational so-
lution to the problem would be, but when it gets to Faisal, that is a dif-
ferent story. Anyway, we might try something like this. It’s the only
formula I have found. I've talked with a lot of people about it.

Kissinger: If Faisal were overthrown, what would the Shah do?

Helms: Why don’t you ask the Shah that question? He won’t mind.
He’ll answer you.

Kissinger: Can we afford a Qadhafi in Saudi Arabia?

Helms: I would simply point out that the Saudi oil is entirely the
operation of an American company, whereas in Iran Americans are
only one part of the operation. I would also point out that Saudi Arabia
has three times the oil reserves of Iran. I rest my case. We can’t afford to
let Saudi Arabia go down the drain. Can we get an Ambassador in
Saudi Arabia who will have “RN” branded on his forehead? Thacher is
a fine man, and I don’t want to run him down. But we need somebody
who has the White House stamp on him. I don’t think Frank Lincoln is
the person. We need a new face.

Kissinger: Maybe we should send that mad man Clements. I'm just
kidding.

Helms: He created my first diplomatic crisis. He used the phrase
“Persian/Arab Gulf.” I found myself called from a dinner party to the
residence of the Foreign Minister after the Shah learned about that. He
told me that although the Secretary of State was already in the air on his
way to the CENTO meeting in Tehran, the Shah would not receive him
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if that phrase was left to stand. Iran, he said, could not refuse to host the
CENTO meeting at this late date, but it would not participate.

Kissinger: Clements, at an SRG meeting last week [on the Arabian
Peninsula and Persian Gulf, NSSM 181], warned against Iranian de-
signs on Saudi Arabia.” He thinks in terms of settling the Arab-Israeli
dispute in order to improve our relations with Saudi Arabia. I am all for
moving on the Arab-Israeli issue if that’s possible, but I don’t want the
Saudis to make that their primary objective in life. King Faisal looks to
me as if he would be pretty intransigent on that subject. We should not
get them involved.

Helms: Madness.

Kissinger: Clements wants to pour arms into Saudi Arabia. I
would like to get the Saudis involved in South Yemen. We also ought to
get an Ambassador of ours out there.

What other areas do we need to cover?

Helms: Jordan. I have not talked with the Shah about what Jordan
could do in Kuwait.

Kissinger: What do we need in Jordan?

Helms: I talked with King Hussein in Iran. He was completely un-
done by the message from Golda Meir that she had had her friends in
the United States restore the Senate’s cut of $30 million from the Sup-
porting Assistance budget for Jordan.

Let’s see, the Shah will want to talk about Pakistan, Afghanistan,
Saudi Arabia, the Gulf, the Kurds and Brezhnev. That will cover the
ground.

I just want to bring up one other issue. I have a fellow working
with me who used to have very close contacts with Fatah. After the
1970 troubles in Jordan, he knocked off his contact. The contact recently
turned up again, however, and wanted to see my fellow. I told him to
go ahead and re-establish the contact once on my authority. No one
here in Washington knows of this. I do not even know who the contact
is; I do not want to know. But I can guarantee you that he is one of Ar-
afat’s right hand men. Here is a memo that I prepared on this meeting
[Attachment C].® The issue is whether you want to have policy talks
with the fedayeen or not.

Kissinger: I will think about it. [To Saunders] Look at this with an
eye to what we can put into this channel.

At this point the note-taker left and the conversation continued for
another ten minutes.

7 See Document 23.

8 Attached but not printed is a July 18 memorandum on the subject of “Contacts
with the Fatah Leadership.”
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Ambassador Helms also left a memo on some miscellaneous items
[Attachment D].°

Harold H. Saunders'’

9 Attached but not printed is a July 18 memorandum on “Miscellaneous Policy
Items.”

10 Saunders initialed “H.S.” above this typed signature.

25. Memorandum for the President’s File by the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, undated.

SUBJECT

Meeting with His Imperial Majesty Mohammad Reza Shah Pahlavi, Shahanshah
of Iran on Tuesday, the 24th of July, 1973 at 10:43 a.m.—12:35 p.m., in the Oval
Office

PARTICIPANTS

The President
The Shah of Iran
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger

The Shah: The French have changed. There is no longer the “folie
de grandeur.” They are afraid that the U.S. will leave Europe.

The President: De Gaulle is what the French needed at the time.
But no one wants the United States to leave.

The Shah: The Soviets always want to blackmail. The Germans are
scared by Brezhnev’s shock tactics. The Russians tried it on us, but I

1 Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS-28,
Geopolitical File, Iran Chronological File, Memcons, Notebook, 30 May '72-15 Sept. '73.
Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only. The Shah and Empress of Iran were in
Washington for a State visit July 24-27. According to a July 23 briefing memorandum
from Kissinger to Nixon: “We are generally satisfied with the way our relations with Iran,
and Iran’s perception of its role in the Persian Gulf area, have been evolving. A strong
Iran can be a useful counter to the spread of radical and Soviet influence, especially if the
Shah can help strengthen Jordan and Saudi Arabia. We want the Shah to be convinced
that we have a coherent strategy in his area and regard Iran as playing a pivotal role.”
(National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 920, VIP Visits, Visit of
the Shah of Iran, July 17, 1973)
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told them, “If you use a situation-of-strength policy, we will use it too.”
The Soviets must know that we have decided to remain independent.

The President: And that you are willing to die for it. Not many are.

The Shah: The Pakistanis are. We will not let the Pakistanis disinte-
grate. I told Singh we would restrain the Pakistanis. India has no right
to tell us what to arm any more than we will tell them what to arm. I
told Singh that we would consult before we did anything.

The Soviets’ strategy has succeeded in Afghanistan. Even if it was
not a Russian coup, they must have known about it. It was done by 50
young officers who will use Daud as a figurehead. Then they will push
to the Indian Ocean. It is the same problem in Iraq. You are helpful in
Iraq. It is important for psychological reasons that the Kurds know that
the great United States is behind them. [less than 1 line not declassified]
Turkey is a little reluctant to cooperate. Turkey has always had a
weakness for Iraq and a fear of the Kurds. We are preventing a coalition
of the Baaths, the Kurds, and the Communists. We are preventing this.
On the other side is Afghanistan—why have they done this? Because
the Afghans were becoming truly neutral. They had refused the Soviet
call for an Asian security conference when Podgorny visited there.
Why did they proclaim a Republic? Because they know they must have
a leftist coloration. If they push Pushtoon agitation, we know they will
try for the Indian Ocean. Is this to isolate China or crush us? The objec-
tive may be both. We have recognized Afghanistan in order to remove
any pretext for Soviet action.

In the South they are helping the Sultan of Oman. Chinese activity
has dropped and the Soviets have replaced them. The Chinese Foreign
Minister made a strong statement in Tehran last month supporting
Iran’s foreign policy. I tried to talk to the Saudi king. He is impossible.
Nothing stands in the way of the collapse of the Saudis and Kuwait ex-
cept the poor little Kingdom of Jordan.

I can assure you we will never accept anything from the Russians
incompatible with our independence and progress. To resist we must
have progress in our own country. The farmers and workers must have
a sense of participation. With a society in which there is a sense of par-
ticipation, we will be immune to sabotage.

We shall work for peace as much as we can. We think America
should find some formula to get things moving in the Arab-Israeli dis-
pute. We should not leave the Arabs in complete despair or else Sadat
will lose control. We are not interested in the opening of the Suez Canal
but Israel should make concessions. Israel should be given guarantees.

We are looking for a navy. I hope you will help us. I have invited
Hughes and Westinghouse to establish an electronics industry. But our
navy and armed forces are not a good enough customer. Couldn’t we
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start co-production? We can control prices and do better by you than
Japan. We have a large shopping list.

Dr. Kissinger: India has already protested!

The Shah: But I have pulled their teeth by accepting consultation. I
have given some Communist countries access to our refineries because
I must prevent a ganging up of the entire Communist world against us.

I'am having a pipeline built to Europe so that they feel our security
is inseparable from European security. The only viable oil-producing
country for Europe is Iran. If I can link my country to Europe by a gas
line, they have to pay attention to us. Thus Russia can’t use détente
with Europe and toughness with us; they must link détente with us to
détente in Europe. They can’t take our country intact. That is my best
weapon in the absence of atomic weapons.

I am building up our agriculture. I hope we can buy your produce
in the interval.

Iran soon will produce 15 million tons of steel, 11 million by a new
method. This way we can produce steel much more cheaply than even
India. We are building an auto industry—we are even exporting buses.
We can make Mercedes trucks better than in Germany. They have the
problem of foreign workers in Germany. The better solution for them is
to produce abroad. We can sell these products in the Middle East better
than Germany.

The Japanese are very clever.

We are also getting into Africa, for altruistic motives. Africa is in
terrible shape. There are no governments, only tribes. We are im-

proving our relations with South Africa. We are sending our former
Chief of Staff there as a Consul.

Our relations with Egypt are okay. With Tunisia, they are better
than okay. Algeria practices moderation but preaches extremism. Their
government, though, is working. The Turkish government is stronger
and our relations are better. I hope the election in the fall will give them
strength.

We have good relations with Britain. Pompidou stopping in
Tehran on his way back from Peking.

The President: How about Jordan?

The Shah: We must preserve it. I can’t understand that Kuwait and
the Saudis are increasing their aid to Arafat. It is insane. The United
States should help in the Middle East. This defuses the Arab-Israeli dis-
pute and it reduces Soviet influence. Thirdly, Egypt is moving towards
the Saudis who can moderate the Egyptians by using oil policy.

Oil policy is sufficiently crucial. We have asked for atomic stations
even for Iran. The normal trend will be that oil will rise in price until
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shale or gasification of coal becomes profitable. We have produced sta-
bility in the oil negotiations. No other country can do this.

The President: It has been very helpful to get your survey of the sit-
uation. Your analysis convinces me that it is indispensable that we have
a policy of total cooperation. I want Dr. Kissinger to follow through on
naval forces, breeder reactors, etc.

I see the world and the part Iran plays pretty much as you do. As
you know, we had highly publicized and very lengthy talks with
Brezhnev. Much of it was protestations of peace. The rest was tough.
Why do the Soviets want détente? With respect to SALT, it was a long
and tortuous process, though the Soviets may have concluded that the
arms race is unwinnable. We have no illusions. We are not fooled by
good personal relations. Cooperative ventures between us and the So-
viets may not help much—but it doesn’t hurt much either. We are not
taken in by rhetoric. We know that their goals are different from ours.
The Soviets are betting on the possibility that the impression of con-
dominium will undermine our alliance. On the European front, the So-
viets in the arms control talks want us to weaken our European forces.
We are cooperating with the French nuclear program. The Germans are
the weakest country psychologically.

Their most difficult problem is China. The USSR is pathological
about China. They are looking ahead 20 years. They see the ominous
character of China and our relationship as a threat. They will do any-
thing to isolate the Chinese. What game will we play? I call it an even-
handed game. If the Soviet Union can crush China, the world will not
be safe.

The Shah: That’s the irony of it all.

The President: On our relations with China: We can’t arm them.
But we can do anything short of it. China is no longer pressing for the
expulsion of the U.S. from Japan or for the disintegration of NATO.
Look at problem of India. We played a role in the India—Pakistan crisis
to keep China from being isolated. The Soviets want to wreck Iran be-
cause once that is destroyed they have only the minor squabbling prin-
cipalities to deal with. We must checkmate them everywhere.

Let’s turn to the Middle East. We recognize that the UN can’t
work. You understand the Israelis despite your natural tendency
towards the Arabs.

The Shah: No, our natural tendency is towards Israel.

The President: I want you to know that we will do something. The
Russians are obsessed with the question. Why? Because they don’t
want to be on the losing side, and, secondly, because they feel frus-
trated. I have a great personal concern on the issue. It summarizes my
attitude to say that you can be very helpful.
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AsTlook back on the first time we met, the big change since then is
China and the big problem is your neighbor to the north. That's my
problem.

The Shah: That’s exactly my view. I don’t have any other view. The
whole world situation depends on the Soviet-Chinese confrontation. In
25 years the evolution is hard to predict. They may play the opposite
game. Russia has its own internal problems.

The integrity of what remains of Pakistan is essential. We have to
defuse the danger of the Middle East. India has never respected any
agreement. I told Kosygin that we can destroy Iraq in a few hours. If we
have the power you can afford to be wise. We must have the deterrent
power of the Air Force.

26. Memorandum of Conversation!

Washington, July 24, 1973, 4 p.m.

SUBJECT
Meeting between the Shah of Iran and the Secretary of Defense

PARTICIPANTS

Iranian Side
The Shah
Ambassador Ardeshir Zahedi

United States Side

DoD

Secretary of Defense—James R. Schlesinger

Deputy Secretary of Defense—William P. Clements
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff—Admiral Thomas H. Moorer
Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA)—Robert C. Hill

Chief, ARMISH/MAAG Iran, Major General Brett, USAF

State
Ambassador Richard Helms, U.S. Ambassador to Iran

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL 7 IRAN. Secret; Sen-
sitive; Exdis. Prepared by Brett and approved by Hill. The meeting was held at Blair
House. In his briefing memorandum to Schlesinger, July 24, Hill reminded the Secretary:
“Following President Nixon’s visit in Tehran in May 1972, the Shah told our MAAG chief
that he had received a major understanding from the President to the effect that Iran
could get all available sophisticated weapons short of atomic bombs.” (Washington Na-
tional Records Center, OASD Files: FRC 330-78-001, Box 69, Iran 091.112, 1973)
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Summary

The meeting, lasting slightly over one hour, was conducted in an
informal and cordial atmosphere with the Shah leading the discussion
which covered a wide range of subjects. The Shah opened the discus-
sion by stating his pleasure at having a U.S. Air Force officer assigned
as MAAG Chief since his current emphasis is on air power, with Navy
modernization also to be given special consideration. He expressed
Iran’s continued willingness to sell oil to the U.S. but stated that it must
be at comparable prices to what Iran pays for U.S. commodities before
U.S. inflation. In this context, he said that the settlement between Iran
and the oil companies was a “brilliant breakthrough” and good for
twenty years.

The Shah discussed the situations to his West and to his East. The
situation in the West is unchanged and still threatening but the coup in
Afghanistan will force him to provide a deterrent force in that area as
well. He also expressed his concern for the viability of Saudi Arabia
since, if Afghanistan could fall, so could Saudi Arabia. And if it did,
Saudi Arabia would become extremist like Libya. He discussed at some
length the encroachment of the Russians throughout the Horn of Africa
and within South Yemen, as well as the distinct possibility of Russian
influence in Afghanistan which would allow the Soviets to achieve a
base in the Indian Ocean. The implication of his statement seemed to be
that this would be achieved at the expense of Pakistan.

In consideration of these events, the Shah firmly believes he must
have sufficient air power (F-14’s, F-15’s and possibly A-10’s) to deter
his enemies (“Russian puppets”) and, if necessary, strike them on their
own territory. He also believes Iran must go into the Indian Ocean with
a capable Navy, if it is to be a viable power within the region and as-
sume the proper responsibilities of a country having Iran’s capabilities.

The meeting ended on the note that further discussions of a similar
nature would take place at the meeting on Thursday, 26 July.

Discussion

The meeting began slightly after 1600 and lasted for approximately
one hour. It was conducted in an informal and friendly manner with
the majority of the comments being made by the Shah, either at his own
initiative or in response to questions by Secretary Schlesinger or
Deputy Secretary Clements.

After the initial greetings, during which General Brett was intro-
duced as the new Chief ARMISH/MAAG, the Shah stated his pleasure
at having an Air Force officer as the new Chief. His reason for this is
that the current emphasis in Iran is on the Air Force, although the Navy
will also receive increased consideration. The Navy must receive atten-
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tion in the immediate future, as there is a need for Iran to go into the In-
dian Ocean.

The Shah then shifted to the question of oil. He emphasized Iran
can not sit on it, but must move it into the world’s markets. However,
Iran expects to trade oil for U.S. commodities at comparable prices to
what Iran pays for those commodities before the impact of U.S. infla-
tion. He emphasized that inflation was a U.S. problem, not Iran’s, and if
the U.S. wanted Iranian oil, it must be prepared to pay the price. (Note:
The implication was a dollar price and not a political one.) The Shah
added that Iran has come to terms with the oil companies, and believes
this issue is settled for the next twenty years. He emphasized that he be-
lieved this to be a “brilliant breakthrough.”

Secretary Schlesinger then commented about the indications of de-
veloping stability to the West (of Iran), and requested the Shah’s views
on the use of his Air Force and Navy in the future. The Shah responded
that the Air Force was needed to “sweep from border to border.” Iran
needed an Air Force with the striking capability to take care of local
dangers, without causing a confrontation between the major powers. In
this way Iran would have the best deterrent possible. The capability to
destroy enemy equipment by air power prior to its commitment
against Iran—which ground forces cannot do—allows Iran to “liqui-
date” the problems while the major powers are engaged in a dialogue
over their hot lines. The Shah emphasized, at this point, that Iran would
be wise and not misuse its military forces.

The Shah continued that there is a danger in the coalition of the
Baathist Parties (of Iraq and Syria) since he was not sure that their
power will be used against Israel. In fact, in the recent past the Syrians
have used their military power against Jordan. Some other Arab coun-
tries talk of doing away with Jordan and forming a Palestinian state
and such a state would have to adopt an extremist policy, one that
would be ultra-nationalistic. If Jordan goes, there would not be much
chance for Saudi Arabia to continue under its current moderate regime.
If Afghanistan was ripe for a coup, Saudi Arabia is much riper and if
this occurred, Saudi Arabia would also go the extremist route. Secre-
tary Schlesinger then inquired if the Shah meant like Libya and the
Shah responded that this was exactly what he meant.

The Shah then turned to his East, specifically addressing the coup
in Afghanistan. He said that if it were just a change of monarchs, then
we could expect more of the same. But it was not; Afghanistan is now a
Republic, but not in the sense that the U.S. views a Republic. (Note: In-
ference being it is not democratic and leans toward Communism.)
Moreover, President Daud is probably only in temporary control and
he could readily go, with the country moving rapidly under control of
the Soviets. Thus, it is a most significant event and could promote a
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move by the Soviets to go to the Indian Ocean. (Note: The implication
was that the Soviets would support a move through Pakistan to the In-
dian Ocean.) The Soviets would then encircle Iran and at the same time
encircle China.

Given this situation, the Shah said his Air Force must be strong
enough to destroy the Iraqis and any other “Russian Puppet Regime”
within the region. In addition, Iran must build up its Navy for Indian
Ocean operations. He added that Iran was not being eccentric, since it
had the money and the people. However, speed-ups (military in-
creases) would be based on the world situation, since he desired to
build his forces with emphasis on quality.

As an example, the Shah pointed out that in response to queries
about the mix of F-14's and F-15’s for his Air Force, his answer has
been that he would use the F-14 for aerial supremacy and the F-15 for
aerial superiority. He stated that in his letter of intent he had asked for 3
squadrons of F-14’s—9 aircraft per squadron with 3 replacement air-
craft—but he actually preferred 2 squadrons plus 2 replacement air-
craft. However, in view of the enormous air space he must cover, 3
squadrons of F-14’s appeared necessary. With respect to the F-15, he
was interested in 4 squadrons. (Note: In his meeting with General Wil-
liamson on 9 July 19732 the Shah talked of 3 squadrons of F-14’s and 3
squadrons of F-15’s for a total of 30 and 50 aircraft, respectively, with a
possible mix of 2 squadrons of F-14’s and 4 of F-15’s.) He stated he
needed the four squadrons of F-15’s in order to have the flexibility to
switch from area to area. His air defense radar is overlapping and can
handle aircraft throughout the country, but now, because of the Af-
ghanistan coup, he must cover the East with fighter aircraft.

The Shah stated that he is looking at the A-10, since it would allow
him to release the F-4E’s and even the F-5E’s for the air defense role for
which they, particularly the late model F4E’s, are best suited. The
A-10 appears to be very well designed for the support of ground
forces, and this would be an economical use of all of his air power.
Moreover, he will soon have an aerial refueling capability (six new KC
707’s) and can also convert the 707’s in his commercial air fleet to aerial
tankers and replace them through the purchase of new commercial air-
liners, either multi- or tri-jet types.

Secretary Schlesinger commented that in our judgment Iran
should wait for the full development of the F-15, and an Iranian deci-
sion on the F-15 might be premature at this time. The Shah responded

20On July 9, outgoing ARMISH/MAAG Chief Major General Williamson met with
the Shah at his summer cottage on the Caspian. The memorandum of conversation was
transmitted in telegram 84185 from ARMISH/MAAG Tehran to the JCS and the Secre-
tary of Defense on July 10. (Ibid.)
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that he agreed, but if the F-14 was ready, Iran would take it. But it
would, however, be a pity to use the F-14 for other than the improved
Sparrow or Phoenix role. He believed it could be equipped with a
20mm gun or even a 30mm gun. (Note: The implication was that the
F-14 could be used in the air superiority role intended for the F-15 in
the interim period before the F-15 was acquired.) Deputy Secretary
Clements then pointed out that the new engine—"B engine”—for the
F-15 has the same core as the new F-14 engine and that this engine is
moving ahead. However, it is a year to 18 months away. The “B engine”
could fit into the F-14, with the current model F-14’s being retrofitted
to this engine, if desired. The Shah responded that this did not appear
to be a problem as he was not sure that Iran would be ready for the F-14
before that time.

The Shah then directed his comments to his Navy stating his desire
to equip his ships with the Harpoon, Standard and Sea Sparrow type
missiles; and perhaps in the future, if developed, a laser-guided
weapon. He added he believed that in order to get into the Indian
Ocean, he needed ships of the Spruance class destroyer and asked Ad-
miral Moorer for his views. Admiral Moorer responded that he agreed
and that the Spruance class destroyers possessed good growth poten-
tial and were equipped with the new gas turbine engine. The Shah
commented that we must study the Indian Ocean together. He also
questioned if Iran could go into the area without submarines. Admiral
Moorer replied that the value of submarines in the area would be in the
anti-submarine role. He added, however, that he believed the first steps
should be the acquisition of surface ships and maritime patrol aircraft,
with submarines being out at the end of the line. He also remarked that
the Persian Gulf was not suitable for high-performance submarines.
The Shah commented on the effective use of helicopters for mining, and
pointed out that the straits leading into the Gulf could be closed in
three hours with helicopters. Admiral Moorer agreed that this was pos-
sible remarking upon our experience with mining in South East Asia.

The Shah then turned the discussion to the subject of Iran’s mili-
tary capabilities, pointing out that he had told both his friends and his
enemies of the direction in which Iran is moving. In terms of popula-
tion, Iran in ten years time will be the equal of today’s population of
France, the United Kingdom and Germany. He then gave some impres-
sive figures on Iran’s current production for oil, steel, copper and alu-
minum and pointed out that in five years time, Iran hoped to have
atomic power plants, if the USG was prepared to sell them. Thus, as an
industrial nation, Iran possessed a natural export market since it has
everything in-country needed to be productive; gas, steel, copper, and
an effective working force. Iran was not plagued by strikes or other
labor problems because of profit sharing by its workers. Therefore, it
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would be difficult for any country to compete with Iran, as by working
and producing Iran can best the other regional countries. Because of
Iran’s capabilities, it has to assume its responsibilities in the world, in
much the same manner as has been done by the United States. He
added Iran realizes it cannot have a military machine overnight. For ex-
ample, it will take four years to acquire a Spruance class destroyer, but
five years from now Iran will be different and so it can and must do
these things.

Secretary Schlesinger then asked the Shah how he viewed the pres-
sures from the Soviet Union. The Shah asked whether the Secretary
meant by proxy, or by direct pressure. Secretary Schlesinger stated he
was interested in both. The Shah responded that the indirect pressure
through the Iraqis is unchanged. With regard to the direct pressure
from the USSR, he has told the Soviets that Iran will fight to the end and
will never surrender with the country intact, but will completely de-
stroy it. Iran’s deterrent is their determination, which has been openly
declared. The Shah said he responded to the President’s greeting today
(A.M., 24 July 1973) by stating that Iran will fight and die for freedom.’
Moreover, the Soviets cannot accomplish their aim through subversion,
as the workers are part of the government and country through profit
sharing. Sabotage could be used but it would be ineffective, as it could
be confined to occasional bombing resulting in little damage. To our
great sorrow they can kill some people, such as was done recently to an
American. (The recent murder of Lt Colonel Hawkins, USA assigned to
the MAAG.)* However, these people know they can expect from the
government similar treatment, and therefore, their overall efforts are
splintered, small and ineffective.

Deputy Secretary Clements asked the Shah if there was a different
approach by the Iraqis. The Shah responded that the Iraqis had asked
why Iran was arming and Iran had responded “for the same reason that
Iraq was engaged in an arms build-up.” Deputy Secretary Clements
then asked if the Shah was comfortable with the gas arrangement (gas
treaty with Russia). The Shah responded that it was worth two divi-
sions, as it generates money and does not swallow it up as do divisions.

Deputy Secretary Clements asked for the Shah’s comments on the
South Yemen (YAR) situation. The Shah responded that North Yemen
had asked for help from Iran. Iran was concerned about the Saudis’
role, since in the past, the Saudis could have helped but did not. Iran
believes that maybe their quarrels were such that the Saudis could not
or would not help. Iran felt that as a country North Yemen must remain

% The President’s welcoming remarks on the morning of July 24 and the Shah’s re-
sponse are printed in Public Papers: Nixon, 1973, pp. 660-662.

4See Document 18.
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free from the Communists. North Yemen has nothing, while Aden
(South Yemen-PDRY) has a great deal. Even China is behind us, as
they have moved out of the area. However, the Russians have moved in
and taken over and are even backing the Dhofar rebellion. North
Yemen must be helped, certainly with money. Like Jordan, North
Yemen must not be allowed to fall. Here again is a Saudi inconsistency,
as they are putting money into Arafat’s hands to bring about a Pales-
tinian state in Jordan, which will cause serious problems for all stable
countries in the region.

Deputy Secretary Clements then asked the Shah if he believed that
Aden (South Yemen) threatened Oman. The Shah replied in the affirm-
ative remarking—“why have the Russians furnished them with
MIG-21’s and other modern military equipment”? The Shah added
that one must not forget the entire Russian policy dating back to Alex-
ander the Great—the desire for warm water ports. During World War
II, Stalin asked Churchill for a port in the Dardanelles, as well as else-
where; Churchill always refused. Since then the Russians have been
gradually creeping into the Mediterranean, and wherever they can.
There have been periods when the Russians have had more ships in the
Mediterranean than the USG. They moved into Egypt, almost got the
Suez, and are now in Aden, Somalia (Djibouti) and the island of So-
cotra. We can not shut our eyes to the in-roads the Russians have made.
By beefing up their efforts in Somalia and Socotra, the Russians clearly
threaten Ethiopia, and once Haile Selassie is gone, Ethiopia will be in
grave danger, as his son is ineffective. In consideration of such a hap-
pening in Iran, Iran has changed its constitution to allow the Empress
to succeed the Shah, if necessary. This has not been done in Ethiopia;
Haile Selassie has made no provisions for his passing.

The Shah stated that as a result of these events and the overall situ-
ation, Iran must take a more and more important role in the Indian
Ocean. He has openly established closer relations with South Africa,
without any protests from Black Africa.

The Shah then commented that he could go on and on, but that
time was running out. He informed Secretary Schlesinger that during
their meeting on Thursday (26 July 1973) he would be most happy to
answer any further questions. The meeting was terminated on this
note.
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27. Memorandum of Conversation!

Washington, July 24, 1973, 5-6:40 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

The Shah of Iran

Ardeshir Zahedi, Ambassador of Iran

Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Richard Helms, U.S. Ambassador to Iran

Harold H. Saunders, NSC Staff

Photographers were invited in at the beginning of the meeting,
and the Shah and Dr. Kissinger engaged in some private conversation
during the picture-taking. As the other participants joined them and
the photographers left, the conversation began as follows:

Mr. Kissinger: Your discussion this morning with the President re-
vealed a general harmony of views.” This is important so that, even if
there may be some tactical disagreement, we can be confident that we
are heading in the same direction.

The Shah: I do not even see that kind of limited disagreement.
Your policies with the Russians are wise. This is a time for ending the
period of confrontation and beginning negotiation, as long as you have
your eyes open. Your eyes are open.

Mr. Kissinger: Our strategy has been to create an environment
within which the Soviets will be forced to take hostile acts, if they do,
from as peaceful a base as possible. Our hope is to put them at a psy-
chological disadvantage in doing this.

The Shah: We shall have to look closely at the new situation in Af-
ghanistan. [The King of Afghanistan had been removed by a coup a
week earlier.] We shall see if the Soviets push their advantage there.
That will be a significant sign of whether they are actively pursuing a
policy of isolating Iran and China at the same stroke. We shall see
whether they try to tell the Afghans that they can move only with So-
viet assent. It was a pity that the coup took place. The Afghans had
been trying to form ties with the non-Communist world.

Mr. Kissinger: I plan to talk to Dobrynin about this. I will let him
know that we would not be indifferent. I raised the subject the other
day, but only in a general way. I said that if it were purely a local affair,

! Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS-28,
Geopolitical File, Iran Chronological File, Memcons, Notebook, 30 May "72-15 September
’73. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only. The meeting was held in the Shah’s Re-
ception Room at Blair House. All brackets are in the original.

2 See Document 25.
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then it would not be a U.S. concern. I recognize that it is a serious Paki-
stani concern. I shall be more explicit in my next conversation with Do-
brynin. If he says anything significant, I will inform you through
Helm:s.

The Shah: I saw Bhutto [President of Pakistan] yesterday in
London. He will be patient with the new regime in Afghanistan and is
prepared even to hold talks.

Mr. Kissinger: He can’t talk about Pushtunistan, can he?

The Shah: He can always talk. The Pakistanis had talks with the
Afghans on this subject before. Bhutto is not prepared to accept any
monkey business. He said he would knock on the Afghan heads if
necessary.

But if we make it clear to the other side that we are not going to ac-
cept any monkey business, they will think twice before doing anything
foolish. As I explained to the President and to Secretaries Rogers and
Schlesinger,” just the power of being able to knock out Soviet protégés
will make them think twice.

Mr. Kissinger: You mean Iraq?

The Shah: All the countries who lean on them for support. The Chi-
nese are terribly annoyed about what happened in Afghanistan.

Ambassador Zahedi: The Chinese Deputy Representative in
Washington is very upset about the coup in Afghanistan. He thought
the Soviets were behind it.

Mr. Kissinger: Han Hsu?

Ambassador Zahedi: Yes.

The Shah: They expressed the same view in Tehran, too. The Chi-
nese have tried to befriend us. In some points that is a good thing.
However, we are being careful not to antagonize the Russians. We have
a long border with them. Our policy is not to insult them but to show
them that adventures in our area will not work.

Mr. Kissinger: That they will pay a price for any such adventures.

The Shah: Yes. Our connection with Europe through the supply of
energy will link Europe to our country. The Soviet détente in Europe
will not permit them to use their détente against Iran because the Euro-
peans will be engaged in a close relationship with Iran.

Mr. Kissinger: I found that one of the most interesting points Your
Majesty made to the President this morning.

The Shah: I am glad you found that point interesting. We talked
with Secretary Schlesinger about Yemen and Ethiopia. It is important to

% See Document 26. A record of the Shah’s July 24 conversation with Rogers is in tel-
egram 149266 to Tehran, July 30. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, Box 603, Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. V, May-December 1973)
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see North Yemen put into a position where it can hold its own against
the Marxist regime in Aden.

Mr. Kissinger: [To Saunders] Where do we stand on that memo on
South Arabia?* [To The Shah] We have two problems in our gov-
ernment: One is to get the State Department to move and the other is to
get the Saudis to move.

We are trying to checkmate Soviet influence wherever it appears
and to exhaust them in any adventures they may pursue. We want to
create a frame of mind in the Politburo that is tired of costly activities in
the Middle East which do not produce results. We want to do this
without confronting them. We want them simply to recognize that they
pay a price for this kind of policy.

We want the Saudis to put pressure on South Yemen. Not ev-
eryone in our government agrees with this strategy. However, we will
force this policy through a series of ad hoc decisions which will then be
leaked to the press.

The Shah: We must try to think what we will do with the Saudis.
Mr. Kissinger: What can we do?

The Shah: There are three things. First, we can urge the Saudis to
drop their old feud with the North Yemenis. We can urge the Saudis to
help those poor people in Yemen; they are really poor. We must do this
so that they can stand up against the regime in South Yemen. That is a
completely Marxist government there. They are getting MIG-21s from
the USSR, and they are piloted by Cubans. The Chinese have com-
pletely abandoned their support for the rebellion in eastern South
Yemen.

Mr. Kissinger: We worked that out with the Chinese. We told them
that our policy was based on Iran and Jordan—secondarily on Jordan.
The Chinese said they could not do much with Jordan but they could
work with Iran. They said they would reduce their support for the re-
bellion in South Arabia. Do you feel they have?

The Shah: Yes.

The second thing the Saudis should do is to help Oman. They
could provide money for schools and hospitals there.

Mr. Kissinger: When you have concrete proposals on something
like that, could you give them to us? We have good intentions, but
sometimes our knowledge is not so good. Could you develop some
ideas on this subject and give them to our Ambassador to report to me?

4 See footnote 2, Document 23.
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The Shah: Yes. We are especially concerned that the Saudis help
Jordan. If anything happens to Jordan, we would shortly see things
happening to Saudi Arabia and Kuwait also.

Mr. Kissinger: We are holding back $10 million from Jordan at this
point to increase Jordan’s need and to force the Saudis to contribute
more to Jordan. Anything Iran can do to persuade Kuwait and Saudi
Arabia to give more at this point would be very useful. I think Jordan
could use about $30 million more this year.

The Shah: Imagine cutting aid to King Hussein and giving more to
the Palestinian terrorists! What does Hussein need now? He needs
some retrofitting of his tanks. They should be dieselized too. We can do
that in our tank retrofit factory, but we would need the engines and the
transportation of the tanks back and forth between Jordan and Iran. We
also have a plan to do this with Turkish tanks.

The third thing the Saudis can do is to help with the defense of Ku-
wait. Kuwait can not be defended from Kuwait itself. Kuwait is so
small that its early warning system will never be adequate to permit de-
fense by fighters in time. Bombs can even be dropped from planes al-
most across the border. Kuwait must be protected by Jordan or Saudi
Arabia. But they need additional air base facilities—Jordan in the south
and Saudi Arabia in the north.

Mr. Kissinger: What could Iran do to help defend Kuwait?
The Shah: We would help if we were asked.

Mr. Kissinger: Even if you were not asked?

The Shah: If we were not asked, we would have a problem with the
Arabs. We have offered three formulas to the Arabs for maintaining se-
curity in the Gulf:

(1) We have offered a security pact like the NATO Treaty which
would provide that each party would automatically come to the de-
fense of the others if they were attacked. This would include Iran and
all the other states in the Persian Gulf.

(2) If the other states are not ready for a pact like that, we have told
them that they should make a pact among themselves and then they as
a group could sign an agreement with Iran—with both sides as equals.

(3) If they don't like that, we could then all make a declaration of
our intentions to the effect that, if anything happens, we would stick
together.

You will remember that a year ago in Tehran I told you if we, the
states in the Gulf, could do that, the U.S. could get out of the Gulf. But if
that is not possible and if the Soviets come in with a 17-ton cruiser, you
will have to do the same.

The other states in the Gulf are hesitant to join in any such security
cooperation. Kuwait is afraid because it has so many Palestinians. The
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Saudis say it is a good idea but feel that we will have to give up the
“Arab Islands” in the Gulf. I asked them, “What ‘Arab’ Islands?” All of
those islands now occupied by Iran are shown as Iranian on the British
admiralty maps and even on the Soviet maps. They seem to want an ex-
cuse not to participate. Why?

Zahedi: There is an additional idea. In case no pact between the
Arabs and Iran is possible it might be desirable to have an under-
standing of what our American allies would do if Iran were to help Ku-
wait. For instance, could the U.S. take a strong stand so that there
would be no difficulties in the UN.

The Shah: If we could get a regular pact, that would be better. If
not, there is no reason why we should see Soviet boats in the Gulf and
not American boats.

Zahedi: The Shaikh of Sharjah was here in Washington several
weeks ago, and I entertained him at the Embassy. He is willing to join a
pact.

The Shah: They are all willing until it comes down to the question
of taking a decisive step. They are all afraid of Saudi Arabia. The worst
enemies of an Arab country are other Arab countries.

A more important issue is what the Americans could accomplish
by helping to defuse the Arab-Israeli stalemate. An American role in
doing this would help the U.S. to gain a dominant position of prestige
in the area. It would also help to gain time. It would gain time to see
what is going to happen in Saudi Arabia. It would give more time to
Sadat. He has told his people many different things in order to gain
time. In the end, continuation of the stalemate is not even helpful to Is-
rael. What can be done? The UN is impotent. Jarring was a failure from
the beginning. Egyptian Foreign Minister Zayyat says that Egypt
would accept the Rogers plan. In short, some U.S. initiative would be
very much welcomed.

Mr. Kissinger: I would like to talk about that in a minute. But could
we for a moment go back to the questions of Kuwait and Saudi Arabia
to finish off that part of our conversation first?

We have a lot of areas to deal with. Our intent in this area is good,
but sometimes our knowledge is weak.

One issue is what should be done if there were a Qadhafi-type
takeover in Saudi Arabia or Kuwait. We have discussed this issue
within small circles inside the U.S. Government. If we wait until after it
happens to talk about it, it will be too late. I thought I might take advan-
tage of Your Majesty’s visit here to get your ideas on what might be
done in such a circumstance. Obviously, we should do everything to
begin with to prevent such a situation from developing, if we can. We
would welcome Your Majesty’s ideas on that subject. A lot depends if
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such a situation develops on who can do what. There is a normal tend-
ency to wait and see how a situation like this evolves. But then it is
often too late.

The Shah: We should study this together. We should have a contin-
gency plan.

Mr. Kissinger: We have a very small group within the U.S. Govern-
ment studying the subject now. It must be kept to a small group. Other-
wise there will be leaks.

The Shah: Yes. This is not something for that fellow—what is his
name?—Anderson to publish.

It would be useful to find a few Saudis and Kuwaitis who could be
counted on if such a situation came about. If anything happens, it
would be useful to have a few of them ask Iran for help, even if they do
not constitute a recognized government.

I remember when the Soviet forces invaded Czechoslovakia that
the Soviet Ambassador came to me to explain the action, and I asked
what justified this intervention. He said it was justified by an “appeal of
the Czechoslovaks.” I questioned exactly what he meant. Iran protested
the Soviet action. A few days later, the Soviets changed the government
and at that point there was nothing further I could say because they
were in a position to say that the Government of Czechoslovakia had
asked for their help.

If there could be an understanding with some of the people in
Saudi Arabia or Kuwait, that would put us in a position to move. If we
had had an understanding, for instance, with the King of Afghanistan,
he might have been flown secretly to some point in Afghanistan after
the recent coup and appealed for help.

Mr. Kissinger: We have no intention of accepting a Qadhafi in
Saudi Arabia.

The Shah: If there were a coup, it would be useful if some of the
Princes like Fahd and Sultan could send a telegram asking for help.

If there were an illegal coup, I could have my parachute brigade
and some of my C-130s in Saudi Arabia in a very short period of time. I
have heard from Secretary Schlesinger about some additional ways to
upgrade my airlift capability. I could have a division in Saudi Arabia in
a few hours. They could be followed by helicopters. The TOW missile
could take care of the armor; gunships could take care of artillery.

Mr. Kissinger: Does Your Majesty have plans now? Or would the
plans have to be developed?

The Shah: The plans would have to be made. One problem is that
King Faisal will not cooperate.

Mr. Kissinger: It would take our army five days to make a plan. By
that time the coup would be complete and entrenched.
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The Shah: I can have the plans made. I could make the plans to-
morrow myself. I am a soldier by profession. We might even have a
visit by Prince Fahd.

Mr. Kissinger: The diplomatic scenario will be very important. In a
situation like this it may be very desirable to move quickly.

The Shah: Yes. We should take this up.

Zahedi: Your Majesty will remember that he insisted that we
should move in Iraq in 1958 but the British and the Americans waited.

The Shah: Not so much the Americans. I was in Turkey at the time
and the Foreign Minister told me that the Americans would move
quickly.

Zahedi: Then later on when trouble developed in Jordan and Leb-
anon, the Americans said we should let Iraq go and concentrate on
Jordan and Lebanon.

The Shah: If we can cooperate with the Saudis, so much the better.
But we could have a contingency plan for moving. Then we could say if
there is trouble that certain predesignated people had asked for help.
We Iranians would not stay in Saudi Arabia.

Kuwait would not be that easy. If Iraq began an invasion at break-
fast time, they could take Kuwait by noon. However, the Kuwaitis are
showing some willingness to think through their problems again.

Mr. Kissinger: We are selling them some arms. Does Your Majesty
have any objection to this?

The Shah: Not at all. Sell them as much as you like. But Kuwait will
have to be defended by Jordan, and what is really important is to help
Jordan.

Mr. Kissinger: We agree completely.

The Shah: Give them the possibility to help the Kuwaitis. King
Hussein seems ready to fight.

Mr. Kissinger: Hussein is a heroic man.

The Shah: He needs an air base in the south of Jordan.

Mr. Kissinger: What’s keeping that from being developed?

The Shah: Money. Also, the Jordanians are begging for one more
C-130. It does not make sense for him to operate just one plane.

Mr. Kissinger: If Your Majesty’s visit achieves nothing else, Jordan
will get that one more C-130.

The Shah: We can give loans. But we are going to build up our own
forces. We have to concentrate first on the air force. I am glad you are
sending an Air Force officer to head your MAAG in Tehran. We will
concentrate now on the air force. In the longer run we will work on the
navy but not at the expense of the air force.
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It is important that the other side know that we can destroy their
puppets.

At the same time, it is important to recognize that a coup in Saudi
Arabia may have nothing to do with a Soviet grand design. It could
come about entirely from other forces.

Mr. Kissinger: As you develop your contingency plans for Saudi
Arabia, it should be discussed with no one except Helms. It can not be
discussed in telegrams. That will mean that Ambassador Zahedi will
not be able to be informed by written communication.

The Shah: I agree. We do the same in our communication with the
Kurds. We have nothing but oral communication.

Mr. Kissinger: As for the Kurds, we will do what can be absorbed. I
gather Your Majesty thinks both of us could provide more assistance. If
you think more needs to be done, we will seriously consider it.

Helms: Your Majesty, Il worked out with Dr. Kissinger yesterday a
review of the present situation.” The arms that were agreed upon a year
ago are now in place. What we need to look at now is how that posi-
tions the Kurds to accomplish what we hope they would accomplish.
On the basis of that review, we can decide what more needs to be done.

Mr. Kissinger: We will look at whether more needs to be done.

The Shah: We should make sure they have all the armaments they
need, but we should also help them with their organization. If they
want a Department of Health, we should see whether we can help them
with that.

Mr. Kissinger: The President agreed with Your Majesty’s overall
objective. Our problem is that we do not know enough here in Wash-
ington to have a very clear judgment on exactly what needs to be done.
We will work out a program and be in touch with Your Majesty.

The Shah: One thing that needs to be done is to find some Iragis—
not émigrés—and send them to the north near the Kurdish area to form
a government of national unity or whatever they want to call it. The
Kurds must remain within the Iraqi state and seek a solution there. But
our only lever over the Iraqi Government is the Kurds.

Mr. Kissinger: The President wants to make a major effort. Is this
coordinated with your people or is it strictly an American operation?

Helms: It is fully coordinated and worked out through the Iranian
intelligence service.

The Shah: Yes. It’s okay. There will be an excuse for the Kurds not
to come to terms with Iragi Government.

Mr. Kissinger: Can we keep them from coming to terms?

5See Document 24.
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The Shah: Yes. But the Russians are putting heavy pressure on the
Kurds to come to terms with the government and to join the gov-
ernment. But Barzani [the Kurdish leader] promised not to do anything
without our okay. He asked for the moral support of the U.S. I told him
that we could provide that. I told Barzani that I did not want him to try
to create an independent state. It would make the Turks terribly afraid.
We don’t want to frighten the Turks unnecessarily. This is a trump card
that we do not want to let go.

Mr. Kissinger: The President agrees.

The Shah: Any contingency planning on Saudi Arabia must be
most hush-hush. Saudi Arabia is different from Kuwait. I would not
think of this for myself. I think of it as useful more from the European
viewpoint.

Mr. Kissinger: We should agree under what circumstances any
plan that is developed should be implemented. We would need to
know what was being triggered.

The Shah: Yes.

Mr. Kissinger: After Your Majesty returns to Tehran, perhaps a
plan could be developed. [To Helms] Who should be involved here?

Helms: No one other than a couple of people in the White House.

Mr. Kissinger: Your Majesty can tell Ambassador Helms when you
are ready. We can communicate either by sending someone out there or
by having someone come here. We probably should not even put this
into our backchannel communication.

Helms: That can be done easily.

The Shah: In the meantime, we should think about getting some
Saudi like Fahd or Sultan to start an official cooperation with Iran. Ob-
viously, we need to have a contingency plan. But as a complement, we
should try to develop official cooperation with the Saudis.

Mr. Kissinger: That we can do in the general framework within the
government. We have several other studies going on and we can inte-
grate that in that framework.

The Shah: I will talk only to Helms about the contingency plan.
[With a smile] I will not talk to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
about it tomorrow.

Mr. Kissinger: [laughing] It might take our headlines away from
domestic concerns.

Helms: That brings up one point about the operation with the
Kurds. That was well handled. It stayed totally out of the public do-
main. Our problem is that when something like this gets into the public
domain, then the pressure mounts in the Senate.

Mr. Kissinger: I have three other things that I would like to take up:
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(1) The Arab-Israel problem.

(2) A contingency plan for helping Pakistan both to deter an Indian
attack and also what might be done in case of an attack.

(3) There is also a special subject which I might take up first since it
is short and we can get it out of the way. In the last 48 hours, we have
learned that Canada will withdraw from the supervisory commission
in South Vietnam. We have played with the idea of not replacing
Canada at all and then trying to persuade Poland to withdraw. How-
ever, in looking for countries that we could count on to do an objective
job, the question has arisen whether we could propose Iran. It would
require some 290 military people and 5-6 diplomats. We wondered
whether we could consider Iran to do this job.

The Shah: We have been approached by several countries tenta-
tively with the same proposal. There is a background to this, however.
A few months ago, we told North Vietnam that we would study the
recognition of North Vietnam. We told them that we were interested in
discussing this. Then for several months there was no answer. One
week ago, we received a message saying that they would be glad to
have diplomatic relations. I was initially inclined to let them wait for a
few months before responding. In addition to that problem, through
the UN we have been approached by other people. [to Ambassador
Zahedi] Tell Hoveyda [Prime Minister of Iran] to report to me whether
we have been approached by other people to serve in this role and by
whom.

If we were to play such a role, this would have the dual advantage
of putting us in the international picture and putting us in a broader
way in the Indian Ocean.

Mr. Kissinger: It would not be inconsistent with your establishing
diplomatic relations with North Vietnam.

The Shah: To the contrary, without diplomatic relations, it would
be very difficult. Let us study it a little bit more in the light of the
problem of establishing diplomatic relations and in the light of who
else would like us to replace Canada.

Mr. Kissinger: Saigon would. The Chinese would. Chou En-lai’s
estimate coincides with ours.

The Shah: How do the Chinese get their information?

Mr. Kissinger: I don’t know. They are extremely well-informed.
They have a significant grasp in geopolitical terms of all of the major
issues. Their assessment agrees very much with Your Majesty’s presen-
tation to the President this morning.

The Shah: They work hard. They are rather mature—in their deeds
if not always in their words.
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Mr. Kissinger: They and we have a code. Whenever they are going
to say something that won’t be particularly welcome to us but which
they want us to discount, they say, “We have to fire some empty
cannon.”

We understand that you will want a little time to consider this
matter. There is some urgency. The Canadians are likely to withdraw
within the next few days. There could be a hiatus, but it would be desir-
able to fill the vacancy soon. If Iran took the Canadian position, it
would be useful because of the coincidence of our views. Also, it would
contribute to Iran’s international stature.

The Shah: Yes. Especially because of our future in the Indian
Ocean. Some people look to India to play a strong role in the Indian
Ocean. I doubt it.

Mr. Kissinger: The creation of Bangladesh was the beginning of
disaster for India. I have told the Indians this.

The Shah: Foreign Minister Swaran Singh was in Tehran last
weekend. He said that India is not interested in anything for itself in
Bangladesh.

Mr. Kissinger: If things go badly, the Bengalis in West Bengal will
be affected. If they go well, the Bengalis in Bangladesh may also create
trouble in West Bengal.

The Shah: The Indians fear that Bashani [pro-Chinese leader in
Bangladesh] will create trouble in Bangladesh.

President Bhutto is much more mature than he was before.

Mr. Kissinger: I met him only once—in one series of meetings at
the UN during the war in 1971. I had heard wild things about him.

On the Arab-Israeli problem, I want to explain our basic view and
some of the problems we have quite candidly.

For two years, we have had some highly publicized initiatives.
These have been disastrous. As soon as they have become public, Israel,
the Israeli lobby in the U.S. and the Arabs have all become active. The
U.S. is caught in the middle.

In Vietnam, it took four years of negotiation, heavy bombing and
withholding of supplies from the other side. In the Middle East, by con-
trast, no actions of this kind are possible. We do not have the same
position.

Therefore, before we move publicly, we want to have one side
lined up with us so that we can move against the other. We can not
dissociate ourselves too widely from Israel, because if the Soviets
think we are dissociating ourselves from Israel that could have bad
consequences.

Now, I want to tell you something which must remain highly con-
fidential. I have met twice with Hafez Ismail [National Security Ad-
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viser to President Sadat of Egypt] secretly. By Arab standards, the se-
cret has been kept reasonably well. They only told the Saudi
intelligence chief who told the head of our Interests Section, who al-
most had a heart attack. Now he has retired. I am planning another
meeting soon.

The trouble is that the Arab position is impossible as a negotiating
position. The Arabs are asking the Israelis for total withdrawal in re-
turn for an end of the state of belligerency between Egypt and Israel;
then Egypt says Israel must negotiate with the Palestinians for a final
peace. Ismail has been very nebulous about the difference between the
end of the state of belligerency and the final peace. It is difficult to tell a
country like Israel to withdraw 200 miles and then to negotiate with its
most mortal enemy.

It is not clear exactly how the Egyptians see the final negotiation
with the Palestinians. The Egyptians will not tell us that they will ac-
cept Hussein to negotiate for the Palestinians.

We can not take any proposition based on this situation to the Is-
raelis. We would discredit the credibility of the White House. I have
tried to persuade the Egyptians that if the Israelis were to design Arab
strategy to suit their own interests, they would design it just about as it
is now.

The question is how the U.S. and others can play an effective role.
We can not force Israel to accept an overall solution all at once. What
we must do is to segment the negotiations into pieces that the Israelis
can manage. Then we must move step by step. As matters stand now,
Egypt is playing into Israel’s hands since the main Israeli interest as far
as I can tell it is to waste time.

Guarantees are almost senseless, and a joint US-USSR agreement
would not be particularly helpful. What we are trying to do is to get
Egypt to find some formula which would be ambiguous and would be
differently interpreted by both Israel and Egypt but which would let a
negotiating process start. Once a negotiating process starts, we can help
to move it along.

The Shah: A negotiating process would give Sadat an excuse not to
go to war.

Mr. Kissinger: Yes. Egypt also needs an excuse to negotiate. Israel
can not settle the whole thing in one bite. We are willing to be very con-
structive in trying to move the negotiations toward an Arab position
that will be better then than now.

The Shah: Or better than they could get by going to war.

Mr. Kissinger: That’s right. If we could get a process started, then
we could let history work for us. This is what we are trying to get
through Egyptian heads. I have made a proposal that we should sepa-
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rate sovereignty from security. By recognizing Egyptian sovereignty, it
might be possible to create some security zones which would permit a
continued Israeli position in what is now occupied territory. The Egyp-
tians say that this is phony sovereignty. But they would be a hell of a lot
better off under those conditions than they are now. And they could go
on to negotiate from there. I do not hold any brief for this particular
idea. But I am not going to get the U.S. committed until one side is pre-
pared to stand with the U.S. position.

I have the impression that King Hussein is reasonable and that we
could work out with him a position that could then be pressed on the
Israelis. But I have the impression that he can not be the first to reach an
agreement with Israel.

The problem is that the Egyptian negotiators are likable enough
but there is a fuzziness about their presentation. I have not been able to
reduce their proposition to something that I could work with. The art of
negotiation is to get a process started toward what you want. The
Egyptians do not seem to appreciate this.

We would prefer that Your Majesty not discuss this with anyone.

The Shah: No. I would only say that we have discussed the desir-
ability of a U.S. initiative.

Mr. Kissinger: If Your Majesty wanted to tell Ismail about your
judgment of the seriousness of U.S. intention—whatever Your Maj-
esty’s judgment might be—and urge some tactical flexibility, that could
be useful. Your Majesty might make the argument that they are losing
more by being frozen in their present position than they would if they
entered a negotiating process. There is no military solution to this
problem.

The Shah: I do not think the Russians are encouraging Sadat to try
a military solution. They do not want a confrontation with you.

The Russians are not encouraging the Arabs to fight Israel. What
they want is for the Arabs to destroy Jordan.

My first objective is to see the U.S. create in the Arab world an im-
pression that the U.S. is not disinterested in the fate of the Arabs and is
not completely tied to Israel. I do not want to see the U.S. give the Arabs
an excuse for playing their oil card. The Arabs are often swayed by
their own emotions. They can get themselves in a box. I would hope
that there could be a little more balance in the U.S. position.

Mr. Kissinger: In a way we are willing to do that, but it could be
self-defeating. In Vietnam, everybody told us that we had to dissociate
ourselves from President Thieu and bring pressure on him. When we
had something to bring pressure for, we moved very quickly. Until
then, there was no point in doing so.
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The Arabs want us to take poses. That will not improve the situa-
tion. We want to preserve our influence with Israel until taking a posi-
tion can move the situation forward. The White House does not want to
travel around the Middle East posturing until we are in sight of some-
thing that can be achieved. The Arabs must understand this. We want
to take a more balanced position. It is not right to have a great country’s
position swayed by a small country. But we need some fulcrum for
moving this situation.

Zahedi: Foreign Minister Zayyat is here in New York at the UN.

Mr. Kissinger: I have no evidence that he is in the picture. [to
Saunders] Do you?

Saunders: No. I have the impression that he is out of the picture.

The Shah: Egypt is watching my trip to the U.S. Foreign Minister
Zayyat had asked me before whether I could help to persuade the U.S.
to take an initiative. At that time, he said that if there were no peaceful
solution, Egypt would have no choice but war. For the sake of our
friends and allies, my real concern is that this oil thing not become an
Arab toy.

Mr. Kissinger: We do not want to say this to the Arabs because it
would call their attention to the issue. Some people have recommended
that we send a mission to Saudi Arabia to tell the Saudis to keep the oil
issue away from the Arab-Israeli problem. My philosophy is that we do
not want to drag the Saudis into the Arab-Israeli situation. We do not
want to weaken King Faisal by giving him the burden of producing a
solution to that problem. If Your Majesty felt inclined to talk about your
general impression on the U.S. position on this issue, it could be
helpful.

The Shah: If we talk to the Egyptians, should we tell them the same
thing you are telling them, or should there be nuances of difference be-
tween your view and ours.

Mr. Kissinger: It probably would be better if there were nuances
unless Your Majesty completely agrees with our position. Your Majesty
might simply tell the Egyptians what you said to the President and then
repeat our view to the effect that we want to be helpful and that they
are making it difficult.

The Shah: If I am asked in my TV appearances what should be
done, what would you advise my saying that Iran is trying to do?

Mr. Kissinger: We do not want to inflame the Jewish Community
here too early. You could say that Your Majesty is concerned for sta-
bility in your part of the world. You believe that continuation of the
Arab-Israeli impasse is one of the elements giving foreign interests
undue influence. You hope that the U.S. will be able to break this im-
passe. If Your Majesty wanted to, you could even say that you hope
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that the parties to the dispute might engage actively in a negotiating
process.

Zahedi: Your Majesty could say that this should take place within
the framework of UN Security Council Resolution 242.

The Shah: Okay. We can do all this. What we need to do is to help
the Egyptians not commit suicide.

Mr. Kissinger: We want to help the Egyptians to move ahead. We
recognize that Egypt is the largest country in the Arab world.

The Shah: The Egyptian problem is the easiest to solve.

Mr. Kissinger: Yes. Jordan would settle itself if there were an
Egyptian-Israeli settlement. But Syria is more difficult, and the Pales-
tinians are most difficult.

The Shah: Because the Egyptians have thrown out the Soviets, they
should not be humiliated too much.

Mr. Kissinger: We could have another Rogers plan, but the opposi-
tion would mount and it would be gutted before it even got started.
The Arabs have to decide whether they want a U.S. pose or a process
which could improve their position. We will not support their max-
imum program if there are negotiations. But once Israel starts moving
back, the process will have started. It will be easier to dislodge the Is-
raelis from almost anywhere else in the Sinai than it will be to dislodge
them from where they are now.

The Shah: I will tell the Egyptians that I mentioned the desirability
of finding a solution—even if it is a step-by-step solution. I will say that
the U.S. will cooperate but only if the Egyptians can help a little.

Zahedi: The Shah'’s efforts were important in persuading Egypt to
accept Resolution 242.

Mr. Kissinger: I unfortunately have to go. There are two other
issues which I would like to discuss with Your Majesty. One is Pak-
istan. The other is if there is an attack on Jordan by Iraq, it would help
us to have a rough idea of what Iran might do. Perhaps we should ar-
range another meeting.

Zahedi: Friday would be the best time.® We will arrange it. [As Dr.
Kissinger rose to go and walked toward the door, there was a discus-
sion of how the Iranians might communicate with the Egyptians. There
was some talk of conveying the message to Foreign Minister Zayyat
while he is in New York. There was also the possibility of Zahedi’s
going to Geneva to meet with Ismail. He said he could do this after the
visit of the Shah’s children to the U.S. in mid-August. The Shah said he
would think about this.]

6 July 27. See Document 30.
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28. Memorandum for the President’s Files by the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, undated.

SUBJECT

Meeting with the Shah of Iran on Wednesday, July 25, 1973 at 10:25 to 12 noon in
the Oval Office

PARTICIPANTS

The President
The Shahanshah of Iran
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs

The Shah remarked at the outset that the Blair House was getting
more and more pleasant.

The President emphasized that in terms of his own foreign travel
plans, he regarded an annual meeting with the Shah as essential. He
hoped to visit Tehran again, perhaps on his next visit to the PRC or the
USSR.

The conversation turned briefly to Latin America. The President
noted how hard it was to get through to the Latins. The Shah men-
tioned that Brazil was the key country. The President agreed.

The discussion turned to the Communist world. The President
pointed out that Brezhnev was getting old. He needed a lot of rest. At
the Summit in Washington there had been continual scheduling
problems, partly because of this. Our relations with the Chinese were
good. Chou En-lai had opted for the line of co-existence. Mao was con-
fined to only the high-level issues. The Chinese situation was very pre-
carious because of the age of these leaders. The Shah mentioned that he
had heard Chou En-lai was coming to Pakistan. If so, the Shah would
invite him to Tehran. When the Empress was in Peking, the Prime Min-
ister had been with her. So Chou En-lai should pay a return visit to Iran.

The President said he wanted to mention the vacancy on the Viet-
nam ICCS. He told the Shah it would mean a lot to us if Iran were
willing to take Canada’s place. The Shah replied positively. If Iran joins
the ICCS it would be necessary to recognize North Vietnam. But it
would establish Iran as a power in the Indian Ocean. It would be a good

1 Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS-28,
Geopolitical File, Iran Chronological File, Memcons, Notebook, 30 May '72-15 September
’73. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only. All brackets are in the original.
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move, the Shah concluded.? The President said he was inclined to think
more that Iran was thought of as a world power. The Shah responded
that Iran must be thought of as a medium power, like France or Britain.
He thought the Chinese attitude towards Iran reflected this status. The
French send their Prime Minister to the airport to greet him.

The conversation turned to the Middle East. The President stressed
that our position was to be helpful. But the Egyptians must get into
some kind of negotiations so that we could use our influence during the
negotiations. The President said that he would not let domestic consid-
erations influence him. He owed nothing to the Israelis. If the Egyp-
tians would place some trust in him they would find they had a good
friend in court. The Shah mentioned that he had had a good talk about
this subject with Dr. Kissinger. He would tell Ismail all this, through
Zahedi [the Iranian Ambassador in Washington]. The President reaf-
firmed that everybody’s interest would be served if the talks got off
dead center. They could count on his being totally fair and not tilting
towards Israel. The Shah stated that he had told the Egyptians that this
President was their best hope. This was true in other areas as well, the
Shah believed. He felt strongly that the President’s effort for the Year of
Europe must succeed. France was coming along. Britain was all right.
By the time the President left office he could leave the world a much
better world.

Iran’s real friends were the Israelis, the Shah noted, but Iran had to
stand for the principle of non-acquisition of territory by force. The
Saudi situation was crucial for the free world. The oil potential could
change for the benefit of the free world. In Afghanistan we had been
taken by surprise. We should try to get their cooperation. But if they are
adamant, then Iran would have to work on its own. If we don’t find
someone we may have to act unilaterally.

Dr. Kissinger noted that Arab monetary reserves could destabilize
the whole monetary system.?

The President emphasized the importance of giving consideration
to this whole problem.

The Shah, with great exuberance,* declared to the President his
strong feeling that Iran’s destiny was to seize the opportunity that his-
tory had presented to it.

2 In telegram 5882 from Tehran, August 20, the Embassy sent word that Iran would
officially announce its agreement to become an ICCS member on August 22. (National
Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files, [no film number])

3 HK note: President totally preoccupied, doesn’t grasp problem. [Handwritten
footnote in the original.]

* HK note: Shah is clearly seized by opportunity, exuberant. [Handwritten footnote
in the original.]
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On the Middle East problem, the Shah added that Hussein was
pressing for a meeting with Helms.

The Shah reiterated his sympathy with the President’s approach.
When liberals are in power, everything goes. When they are not in
power, they become moralistic. It is a clear double standard, the Presi-
dent agreed. The Shah pointed out how each successive leader of the
Communist world had had to change its line—from Lenin, to Stalin, to
Khrushchev, and now to Brezhnev. Then they wind up buying tech-
nology from the United States. Iran, the Shah concluded, can look to the
future with optimism provided we remain friends. The President said
he shared this view.” The Shah expressed his belief that charity for
people who didn’t work created psychological problems. The Germans
had no such problem. But Britain had become too lazy; the pressure
had been too much. The Chinese work hard, and this was the secret of
their success.

In conclusion the President expressed his pleasure at his meetings
with the Shah. A visit with the Shah was always a personal pleasure for
the President, because the two leaders thought so much alike.

5HK note: President passes up opportunity and is quite evasive. [Handwritten
footnote in the original.]
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29. Memorandum of Conversation!

Washington, July 26, 1973, 11:45 a.m.—12:45 p.m.

SUBJECT
Meeting with the Shah of Iran

PARTICIPANTS

Iran
The Shah
Ambassador Zahedi

Department of Defense

Secretary Schlesinger

Deputy Secretary Clements
Ambassador Hill

Vice Admiral Peet

Deputy Assistant Secretary Noyes
Major General Brett

Mr. Alne

Department of State
Ambassador Helms

The Shah opened the meeting by remarking what a good morning
he had had at Andrews AFB witnessing the flights of the F-14 and
F-15, as well as examining both aircraft.

The Shah then entered into a rather lengthy discussion of the situa-
tion in which Iran finds itself today. He opened by stating that Iran
must remember where Iran is today and where Iran intends to go. In
this vein he stated Iranians cannot just sit back and enjoy the pleasure
of their country but because of their geographical situation must be
constantly aware of their needs. He observed that Iran must applaud
the USG coming to terms with the Soviets, as no good can come out of
nuclear exchange between these two great powers; consideration must
be given to mutual limitations by all concerned. Moreover, we cannot
go back to the past relationships, as these will present difficult, if not
impossible, problems. However, the non-confrontation of the big
powers might well cause others to pursue policies of adventurism. The
USG may be sure that no adventures will originate with Iran, and cer-
tainly Iran will do whatever it can to pursue peace; but others within

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-1973, POL 7 IRAN. Secret;
Sensitive. Drafted by Brett and approved by Hill. The meeting was held in Secretary
Schlesinger’s office in the Pentagon. Hill provided the Secretary with a briefing memo-
randum prior to the meeting on July 26. (Washington National Records Center, OSD
Files: FRC 330-78-0002, Box 6, Iran 091.112, 1973) The memorandum of conversation was
sent to the Department of State on August 8 by Major General John A. Wickham, Jr. of the
Office of the Secretary of Defense under a covering memorandum.
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the region may try more radical and/or active policies. A prosperous
country has much to lose and therefore can be counted on to more vig-
orously pursue peace, but the poorer countries have little to lose. In ad-
dition their governments must keep their people busy focusing on ex-
ternal activities, and this could be troublesome.

The Shah identified a major problem with Afghanistan in that he
believes the Soviets could pursue through Afghanistan the objective of
obtaining a warm water port on the Indian Ocean. This would obvi-
ously lead to the disintegration of Pakistan. The Shah stated that he had
said openly and publicly many times that Iran would do anything in its
power to prevent trouble in the area and would not let radicals or in-
surgents into the Persian Gulf. He added that one should imagine the
trouble that radical elements could cause in this sensitive area. His gov-
ernment would not neglect its Iranian armed forces to the extent that its
future would be jeopardized or that Iran would be unable to meet its
obligations within the area. The interesting thing, he stated, is that Iran,
by building up its armed forces and establishing a stable, productive
country, is doing a positive service to Europe, Japan, and the U.S. The
cost of oil will escalate along with everything else; indeed, it is in the
U.S. interest that Iran raise the price of oil because, otherwise, the USG
would not be able to get resources for shale oil, tar sand, oil gasification,
or other types of energy. Therefore, the interests of Europe, the U.S,,
and Japan are directly related to what is being done in Iran.

The Shah stated that he thought he had mentioned it before, but
his plan is to build a gas line to Europe through Turkey and Yugoslavia
to Trieste, Italy, and onward (fanning his hands outward) into Europe.
When one considers that vegetable oil costs have risen over 300%, one
must recognize that gas won’t remain the same price, or, for that
matter, even coal. The USG has gas and coal, but others do not, so by
placing a gas pipeline into Europe he is linking his country to Europe
and can be of service. Moreover, this will preclude the Europeans from
separating their security from Iran’s or concentrating on their local se-
curity. Security considerations will link all together, and that is why
Iran must support Europe. There is a question if Europe goes under,
Iran will too. The USG’s problems are lessened to a great extent by the
policy the USG pursues with Iran. The Shah remarked that he remem-
bered the first time he came to the U.S.—begging for two battalions of
Sherman tanks. Now we are discussing sophisticated aircraft, which
clearly means both our countries have progressed. “I do not know what
would have happened to us,” he said, “if U.S. policy had not grown
with ours.” The Russians call Iran the “self-appointed gendarme of the
Persian Gulf.” Why not? Iran would be willing to share the responsi-
bility with others, but they are not ready, and Iran cannot abandon its
role because such abandonment might well result in Iran’s destruction.
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Iran is an important and prosperous country and must continue to
fulfill its role in the region. Unfortunately, some of the arms buildups
are not controlled by other countries. Iran must attach priority to its
forces, with first priority being the Air Force, and with definite prior-
ities to the Army and the Navy—the Navy because the Persian Gulf is
so important to solving the energy crisis in the world. Iran must also go
to the Indian Ocean and become an Indian Ocean power. Iran’s plan-
ning, however, will have to be done carefully to accomplish this. The
Iranian Navy must not have less than is necessary, but also must not
overdo its buildup. The Shah saw a very active role for his air power in
the Indian Ocean through the use of aerial refueling. He mentioned two
refuelings, and an interest in “more than a thousand miles” into the In-
dian Ocean. The Shah asked, rhetorically: “How far into the Indian
Ocean?” “As far,” he replied, “as necessary to have a friend meet me.”
He then mentioned as a corollary the need for friendly relations with
Australia, South Africa, and Lee Kuan Yew. As he remarked the other
day at Blair House,” he feels his air power must have the capability to
strike the enemy over their own territory, both as a deterrent force and
to preclude air attacks on his country against significant targets. He
again spoke of his capability to strike the enemy rapidly through the
use of air power and end a war while it was still being discussed in the
UN or on a hot line.

Secretary Schlesinger thanked the Shah for his remarks and stated
it was a view that we entirely shared. He stated he had a number of
points that he felt pertinent to mention in light of the Shah’s remarks.
First, the USG is very concerned over the withdrawal of our forces from
Europe. The replacement of these forces is dependent upon limited air
mobility in that it would take 500 air sorties to lift an armored division
to Europe in a day’s time if we had our forces in readiness. In Iran’s
case, a careful mix of air and ground forces must be made so that Iran
can reach every corner of its country. Secretary Schlesinger encouraged
the Shah to investigate the mix of his forces so Iran would not be de-
pendent on tactical air power alone.

The second point Secretary Schlesinger made was the role that Iran
would play in the area in the event of trouble in the Emirates or else-
where in the region. Iran’s readiness to take action is one the USG can
only applaud. A question is will it be done on a bilateral or unilateral
basis. If Iran takes action or plans to take action, it can expect consider-
able pressure from the Soviets, and it will take courage to withstand
this pressure. The USG must examine what it can do to help Iran with-
stand these pressures.

2 See Document 26.
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Secretary Schlesinger’s third point was with respect to the structure
of the Iranian forces. He remarked that in order to achieve effective
forces, a careful examination must be made of the mix of their capabil-
ities, the appropriateness of their operations and maintenance systems,
the acquisition of military hardware, and how all of these are inte-
grated into the overall force structure. The Secretary stated that
through the help of the MAAG much could be done to achieve appro-
priate forces. He added that a careful resource analysis must be made
along with continuous evaluation of all aspects of the armed forces in
order to maximize the available forces. The Secretary stated that DoD is
prepared to provide technical assistance, including the training of Ira-
nian people in force analysis, both military and civilian, in order that
the Iranian forces can withstand the test when called. Secretary Schle-
singer remarked that he mentioned this in passing because, unfortu-
nately, others have not effectively integrated their force structures with
equipment acquisition.

The Shah thanked Secretary Schlesinger for his remarks and stated
that he would be most interested in pursuing this subject. At the mo-
ment, he believed the force analysis of the Air Force was on track; how-
ever, the Navy needs a comprehensive analysis, particularly as it ex-
pands. Deputy Secretary Clements observed that we can help the
Iranian Navy as we have the Air Force. The Shah also added that mo-
rale, which is essential to an effective force, cannot be accomplished
with computers but only with dedication. Iran was achieving this dedi-
cation through its programs for social justice. Moreover, he believed his
country has progressed to a sophistication wherein it can absorb so-
phisticated items of equipment. He asked the Secretary if he agreed,
and both Secretary Schlesinger and Deputy Secretary Clements re-
sponded in the affirmative. The Shah then remarked that over the years
the USG and his government had planned and worked together, and
would “face the music together,” but, hopefully, “it would be our
music and we would play it.” He believed that the value of our effec-
tive fighting capability was that one would not have to use it.

Secretary Schlesinger stated that the acquisition of superior arms
and their control does not necessarily achieve a country’s objective. It is
how it is employed. For example, in the support of Kuwait if Kuwait
were attacked, while superior aircraft in themselves would be essential
ingredients to such an attack, there are many other issues of impor-
tance, a set of issues to which the Secretary stated he does not have all
the answers. Such issues must be jointly explored to insure that Iran is
always a “bastion of freedom to protect the Persian Gulf.” The Shah
agreed and remarked that they are exploring the mobility of Iran’s
forces in order to be responsive throughout the region, and are at-
tempting to determine what is enough, based upon the various threats
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his country faces. In respect to Kuwait, he believes that Iran would
have to go to their aid, but how to do this most effectively is the ques-
tion. The Shah remarked that here is where the Pentagon could be of
help, in that they could make a study of the most effective way for Iran
to go to Kuwait.

The Shah stated that currently his government was making a study
with the Germans on upgunning their tank fleet, particularly the M—47
tanks. He added that Iran has over 880 tanks of older vintage, and it
would be foolish to discard them when they could be retrofitted with
good guns and made into a viable part of his armed forces. His people
liked the M—47s (after overhaul) better than the M—60s. Moreover, this
is particularly important in consideration of the need to protect the
eastern part of the country. In this regard he stated it was very peculiar
how the situation in Afghanistan came to his attention. It was first
noted when the Afghans accused Iran of concentrating armor in the
East, when in actual fact the Afghans were concentrating armor on
Iran’s border. He thought an Afghan might have seen an Iranian bull-
dozer and had misidentified it. (Note: the Shah stated there was another
development which he told to Mr. Elliott last night; however, Mr. El-
liott had not read it and could not make a comment. We do not know
what he was referring to.) The Shah ended this discussion by stating
that the situation in Afghanistan made it necessary for Iran to set up
new units in the East.

The Shah then discussed the buildup of his Navy. He introduced
his remarks on the Navy, which were very similar to the remarks he
made at Blair House, by pointing out how drastic it would be if one of
the super tankers were sunk in the Gulf or the Straits. Basically his re-
marks were directed to upgrading his ships, including British-
furnished ships with Harpoon missiles and Iran’s requirement to study
this jointly with the USG.

The Shah (this came as some surprise) wants to establish an elec-
tronics industry. Japan, the Shah said, is very enterprising, and Iran
will inevitably have a civil sector electronics industry. But the Shah
wants to include military electronics with emphasis on Hughes and
Westinghouse. He wants to join Israel, Italy, FRG, UK, and others on
co-production schemes. Such co-production will cost less, he believes,
than the alternative of small independent national plants. He said that
he needs orders from the USG to make the economics viable. He asked
us to consult with General Toufanian, with Hughes and Westinghouse.
Secretary Clements asked if he meant production to the same specifica-
tions. Mr. Alne noted that Iran may wish to select components and
equipment figuring in follow-on overhaul and maintenance activ-
ities—to achieve higher and more economic production levels. The
Shah said he understood and agreed.
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A discussion was then held between Secretary Schlesinger and the
Shah on the practicality of utilizing atomic energy for desalinization.

After this brief discussion, the meeting was adjourned to the Secre-
tary’s Dining Room.

30. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, July 27, 1973, 5 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

The Shah of Iran

Ardeshir Zahedi, Ambassador of Iran

Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President
Richard Helms, U.S. Ambassador to Iran
Harold H. Saunders, NSC Staff

Mr. Kissinger: Whenever I see David Rockefeller, he has just
opened a new bank. [Mr. Kissinger had met Mr. Rockefeller on the
sidewalk outside the Blair House just as Rockefeller was leaving and
Kissinger was entering.]*

The Shah: Yes, we hope he will open one in Iran. A few years ago,
we were reluctant for foreign banks to establish themselves in Iran. But
the situation has changed. We have told our industrialists that they will
need a great deal of capital to expand, and now there are three or four
foreign banks coming in, each with a capital of some $70-80 million.
The shares that were made available to the public were snapped up in
three or four days. I told Mr. Rockefeller that he would be most
welcome.

One of the elements in the new situation is that the projects that are
now materializing in our country are so large that great amounts of for-
eign capital are needed. Some of them run on the order of $1 billion or
more. We have also told the Bank of America it will be welcome.

General Motors is there. Mr. Ford came to see me. I told him that,
as usual, he was getting in late. One of the problems with these com-

1 Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS-28,
Geopolitical File, Iran Chronological File, Memcons, Notebook, 30 May '72-15 September
'73. Top Secret; Sensitive; Exclusively Eyes Only. The meeting was held in the Shah’s Re-
ception Room at Blair House. All brackets are in the original.

2 David Rockefeller was Chairman of Chase Bank and Director of the Council on
Foreign Relations.
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panies has been that they have not sent their best people to Iran. They
recognize this and they are going to revise the type of people they send
to Tehran. I have had good meetings the last two days. I held a press
conference here, and I have also taped a television interview for
Sunday.?

Mr. Kissinger: I thought your press conference was very effective.

Ambassador Helms: Yes, the press conference was good. How did
the TV taping go?

The Shah: I said that Iran should not be looked at as just another
Middle Eastern country. In 5-10 years time, it will be very different and
will stand out from its neighbors.

I'was asked about your domestic developments. I said that I would
not be drawn into U.S. affairs. That is your business. But I did venture
to say that if a President cannot be in a position to take split-second de-
cisions, that would weaken the ability of the U.S. to play a significant
role in the world. If an executive in any country is weakened, that can
lead to either military dictatorship or to Communist dictatorship. Nei-
ther of these seems likely in the U.S. The third possibility is anarchy.
The US. could move from a first-rate power to a fifth or even a
tenth-rate power.

All of these things I said in my press conference.
Mr. Kissinger: What about your Sunday interview?

The Shah: I covered much the same ground as in the press
conference.

Mr. Kissinger: I saw the press conference; it was well handled.

The Shah: On the interview for Sunday, I was asked why Iran is
buying so many arms. The reporters spoke in terms of the dollar value.
I'said that the money is not significant. What is important is that Amer-
icans not take Iran as just another country in the region. We know what
we are doing.

The reporters asked whether Iran would participate in an embargo
on oil shipments. I said, “In our case, no.” I noted that we have just
signed an agreement with the Ashland Oil Company. It is possible that
some other countries in the Middle East might try an embargo. I
thought that would be counterproductive.

What I must tell you in the utmost privacy is that the Egyptians
asked whether I thought the oil could be used as a political weapon. I
replied that obviously it could, but I did not feel that it would be wise to
threaten the U.S. with the oil. I told the Egyptians that the U.S. could get
very angry with Egypt and do it harm.

% July 29. The Shah’s press conference was on July 25.
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Nevertheless, the Arabs are brandishing this weapon. Even the
historian Toynbee has written about it.

I told the Egyptians that eventually they might use that as a
weapon but that they should be very careful about it. On the one hand,
using the issue carefully could help the U.S. As far as the U.S. might
want to exploit this issue to say in some public quarters that there is a
danger, it might be useful. But at the same time, it could be
counterproductive.

I just wanted to mention this to you before you see Hafez Ismail
again.

Mr. Kissinger: If Egypt ever concerted its policy with us, they
might play this card. But if they play it in a belligerent way, it will do no
good.

The Shah: I warned the Egyptian minister here in Washington
about this when I saw him at our Embassy reception last evening. How
fully is he informed of your communications with the Egyptian
government?

Mr. Kissinger: Not at all.

Ambassador Zahedi: I will contact Hafez Ismail and try to go and
see him in mid-August.

Mr. Kissinger: We will give you our suggestion (on how to de-
scribe the U.S. position) before you go.

Ambassador Zahedi: Yes, I shall see you before I go.

The Shah: Word for word, Zahedi must know what to say in de-
scribing your position.

In negotiating, I say on the first day and the last the same thing.
Some people like to bargain by saying more on the first day than they
want. I do not like that approach. I am careful about what I say on the
first day and then stick to that position.

Mr. Kissinger: It is a mistake to negotiate that way. If your oppo-
nent feels you are bargaining and you make one concession, he will
wait for you to make another. I believe in taking a position and sticking
to it.

The Shah: This is a tricky business with Egypt.

Mr. Kissinger: It would be useful if Your Majesty or the Ambas-
sador were to add your own personal judgment of the sincerity of the
U.S. in trying to solve the Egypt-Israel problem when you talk with
Ismail.

The Shah: I would say that the Americans are sincere, that they
owe nothing to the Jewish vote which is true, and that the problems
must be discussed. Ambassador Zahedi will tell this to Ismail.

Ambassador Zahedi: When I see Ismail, I will see whether there is
anything in his response that would warrant an audience with His Maj-
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esty. Or if there is an answer to the U.S., I will convey it to Dr. Kissinger.
After seeing Ismail, I could fly to Iran from Geneva. It is only six hours
round trip.

The Shah: It is more up to the Americans to judge whether the
Egyptians are saying something that is practical. Only those who are
intimately involved in a situation like this can judge whether one of the
parties is saying something that can be used to move the situation
forward.

Mr. Kissinger: Practicality is their problem.

Ambassador Zahedi: President Nixon respects your judgment,
Your Majesty. The Egyptians will respect your judgment too.

The Shah: These poor Egyptians.

Ambassador Zahedi: Your Majesty might be able to help. They do
respect you.

The Shah: Only so long as it suits them. I do not have much confi-
dence in Arab gratitude.

Mr. Kissinger: Perhaps we could say a few words about Pakistan,
about the Pakistani need for arms. The problem is that the need of the
Pakistanis is so great and the composition of the armed forces is so
varied, that it is difficult for us to make a real difference with anything
that we might do. It is a bottomless well. If we were to do more, it
would create a major domestic problem for us. The Indians would raise
a big uproar. Our intellectuals have a love affair with India.

Our policy is to encourage the Chinese to the maximum to put
arms into Pakistan. I believe they have done well to date.

The Shah: Yes, they have provided planes and tanks.

Mr. Kissinger: We can provide spare parts. Maybe it would be pos-
sible to provide some few other strategic items. But we cannot do
enough to to make a difference.

On the other hand, we are committed to the independence of Pak-
istan. We would do anything within our power indirectly militarily
and directly economically to help preserve the independence of
Pakistan.

For instance, I told Ambassador Dobrynin the other day that an
outward thrust by the new government in Afghanistan would not be a
subject of indifference to us. I told him it would be inconsistent with the
principles that we have established as the basis for the U.S.-Soviet rela-
tionship. Your Majesty might want to keep us informed about the situa-
tion in Afghanistan as it develops. In any case, it is this sort of diplo-
matic pressure which we can mount in order to help Pakistan.

Pakistan is best protected if the Indians know that an attack on
Pakistan would involve Iran. We will strengthen Iran to help Pakistan.
We will also encourage other countries to provide military equipment
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to Pakistan where they can. But we will not be able to mount a massive
independent program of military assistance on our own. President
Bhutto should understand this before he comes on his visit to the
United States.

The Shah: I agree. I have told the Indians I would go to the aid of
Pakistan if Pakistan is attacked. They know I could not tolerate the dis-
integration of Pakistan. I have also said this to the Russians. We could
not close our eyes to active Afghan-Soviet pressures in Pushtunistan.
On border problems, we will cooperate with Pakistan. I hope our mili-
tary umbrella over Pakistan will not cause problems in Pakistan.

Mr. Kissinger: We will welcome it if you give equipment to
Pakistan.

The Shah: In a few years we will produce our own military equip-
ment—guns and small arms. We will not produce tanks or planes. I
thought about producing aircraft but decided that would be ridiculous.
I do not have the people or the facilities to get into that. Anyway, [ have
a friend in the U.S. that is ready to provide anything I need—short of
atomic weapons and they are not an issue.

It is in the interest of Pakistan to have U.S. moral support and Ira-
nian physical support.  have urged them to concentrate on their devel-
opment and not on a revanchist war.

Mr. Kissinger: Are Your Majesty’s forces deployed to assist
Pakistan?

The Shah: Not now. But we are developing this new base at Chah
Bahar. It will be a base for land, air, and naval forces. [To Ambassador
Helms] Have you been there?

Ambassador Helms: Not yet. I am waiting until it is cooler.

The Shah: Do you know what the name Chah Bahar means? It
means “four springs.” It is hot there but it is on the sea and the weather
is pleasant enough so that people feel it is like spring there all year
round.

We are going to build a road from there to the Pakistani border.
We will also extend the railroad. We will eventually have three ar-
mored brigades in that region. Eventually there will be an armored di-
vision in Kerman.

We have to watch both the Afghan and the Pakistani borders. I got
one report that the Afghans were sending troops toward their border. I
am not sure how President Daud will develop. With regard to the Hel-
mand Valley Agreement with Iran,* Daud said the other day that he did
not make the agreement, he had not studied it and he would have no

% The 1972 agreement between Iran and Afghanistan concerned the distribution of
waters of the Helmand River. The Iranian Government never ratified the agreement.
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comment. For the moment, I am willing to give them the benefit of the
doubt. We will wait and see how the new government there develops.

Mr. Kissinger: Your Majesty might like to know that Ambassador
Dobrynin noted one of your comments in your toast Tuesday night at
the White House dinner. Dobrynin claimed that Your Majesty’s words
were inspired by me when Your Majesty said, “Only the strong can be
wise.”” I told Dobrynin it was the other way around, that I was the stu-
dent of Your Majesty.

The Shah: I said the same thing to Senator Wayne Hays. I elabo-
rated on it with him.

I have told the Russians that what is good for them is good for me.
Iasked them whether when they negotiate with the United States, they
are negotiating from a position of weakness or from a position of
strength. They are negotiating from a position of strength. Only from a
position of strength can one be wise. A weak person is so mixed up that
he cannot be wise.

Mr. Kissinger: One needs choices to be wise.

The Shah: If you are strong, you can afford to be patient.

Mr. Kissinger: Yes, one can use time to his advantage.

The Shah: Yes, one can afford to wait. Did the Russian ambassador
like that comment?

Mr. Kissinger: He respected it and that was more important than
his liking it.

Ambassador Helms: He took note of it.

Mr. Kissinger: Your Majesty got his attention.

Ambassador Zahedi: Ambassador Dobrynin was our guest at the
Embassy last night.

The Shah: He was? I did not see him.

Ambassador Zahedi: The Chinese too—Han Hsu.

The Shah: He was Chief of Protocol when the Empress visited
China.

Mr. Kissinger: Yes, he has ambassadorial rank, although he is the
number two in the Chinese mission here.

The Shah: I have told the Russian ambassador in Tehran that the
same strategy that is good for the Soviet Union is good for Iran too. Iran
must be treated the same as the other big countries in the world. What
else does the Russian ambassador here say about Iran?

Mr. Kissinger: I have the impression that he would prefer it if you
were less heavily armed.

® For the President’s and the Shah’s toasts at the July 24 dinner, see Public Papers:
Nixon, 1973, pp. 662—-664.
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The Shah: What is important is for the Russians to understand that
we are not afraid of fighting them. We would not surrender. The Rus-
sians should understand that.

Mr. Kissinger: That is a strong point.

On your military deployment, is your Air Force in a position to re-
inforce Pakistan?

The Shah: We are planning that. In addition to our base being built
at Chah Bahar, we will have an air base 200 kilometers to the north as a
backup base and then we will enlarge another one in the same area. So
eventually there will be three bases toward the Pakistani border.

Mr. Kissinger: The Indians need to see not only Iranian declara-
tions of willingness to help Pakistan, but a capability to do so as well.

The Shah: We need a strong navy to get into the Indian Ocean. We
discussed this in the Pentagon yesterday. We have decided on the
Spruance Class DLG (Destroyer).

Mr. Kissinger: If there are any difficulties with the Pentagon,
please let me know. I do not anticipate any. But the President has told
me to make sure that Your Majesty gets what you want.

The Shah: I think this destroyer is a good choice. It is within the
limits of our capability to handle it.

I will speak frankly here. We are going to develop our relations
with the South Africans. They are sending their former Chief of Staff,
General Fraser, to Tehran as their representative.

Eventually, even Mr. Whitlam® will have to change his view.

Mr. Kissinger: Especially Whitlam. What we want to do is to get
our allies into a frame of mind where they feel that they have more to
lose than we do when they criticize us and take us to task.

The Shah: On the question you raised with me the other day about
replacing Canada in South Vietnam on the ICCS, I have told our For-
eign Minister to inform Hanoi that we are prepared to establish diplo-
matic relations soon. I told this to Secretary Rogers and said that if the
parties accept us, we are prepared to participate in the ICCS.

Mr. Kissinger: We have notified Saigon of Your Majesty’s will-
ingness to participate. We will approach Hanoi on Monday. Then the
four signatories will notify the nine other members of the Paris
Conference.

The Shah: I will have to brief President Bhutto on my talks here. I
will tell him that Pakistan has the full moral support of the United
States for the integrity of Pakistan.

Mr. Kissinger: And political support.

¢ Gough Whitlam, South African Prime Minister.



Iran, January—August 1973 125

The Shah: I will tell him that he will continue to have your substan-
tial economic aid and that you will welcome others providing arms.

Mr. Kissinger: And encourage.

The Shah: I will tell him that it is futile for the Americans to build
up arms in Pakistan. It would hurt Pakistan more than help it. I will re-
mind him of the commitment I have made to help. Neither the Soviets
nor the Indians can disregard that.

Mr. Kissinger: You can say that President Bhutto has the full sup-
port of the U.S. and we will make it clear to the Chinese that if they go
to the support of Pakistan and are subjected to Soviet pressures we will
back them. In saying this you should make clear to Bhutto the
enormous sensitivity of that statement. You should tell him only in the
most secure circumstances.

The Shah: Yes, of course. I will send Zahedi to brief him. Perhaps
when Zahedi comes to Iran to report on his talks with Ismail. But
maybe that would be too visible. Maybe I will send someone else.

About Jordan, the main principle is that if Jordan goes, there is no
future for Kuwait or Saudi Arabia.

Mr. Kissinger: If Jordan is attacked, we would again encourage Is-
rael to mobilize and cover them. We would also take some steps. Our
maneuverability, however, is somewhat less than in September 1970.
At that time Iraq threatened Jordan. If we could have some sense that
there would be some mobilization of Iranian forces or even some Ira-
nian military activity that would be important for us to know.

The Shah: Yes. We also have the Kurds. On the Kurds, we both
could show a little more direct support. Now the Baath Party feels
weak. They are saying some good things toward the west right now to
gain time. But I have told the Kurds absolutely not to participate in a
coalition government. I told them to stop receiving Soviet repre-
sentatives or the Baath representatives from Baghdad. But if we are
going to ask that of them, we will have to give them some more money.

Ambassador Helms: Yes, perhaps we should give them some
more.

Mr. Kissinger: You can count on it in principle.

The Shah: Okay. On Jordan, we can retrofit their tanks if you will
furnish the engines.

Mr. Kissinger: We will do it if Iran can do the retrofiting. What will
be the cost?

The Shah: Maybe about $40,000 per tank and maybe there are 200
tanks.

Mr. Kissinger: We will consider it sympathetically. We will do it;
the only question is how.
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The Shah: Jordan needs additional money. You should put what
pressure you can on the Saudis and the Kuwaits.

Mr. Kissinger: I was going to urge Your Majesty to do the same.
When we get a new ambassador in Saudi Arabia, we will be in a better
position.

We will press the Saudis for more aid for Jordan. We will provide
$10 million more before the end of the year. We had been holding it up
in order to increase the pressure on others to help Jordan more.

The Shah: Last night at the Embassy, the Saudi ambassador was in-
troduced to me. He has a very sweet wife. He asked me what he could
do for me. I told him that Saudi Arabia should make its reforms. Did
you ever expect the coup in Afghanistan? Saudi Arabia could be in the
same position. The reforms are crucial.

Mr. Kissinger: Your Majesty, on Jordan, I am a great believer in
studying the plans before a crisis begins. Once the crisis has begun,
there is so much confusion that it is difficult to study what should be
done with them. Would it be possible for Your Majesty to order some
contingency planning for a situation in which Jordan was attacked by
Syria and Iraq?

Perhaps we could exchange views on this in the same way as on
the Saudi contingency planning. You would do this only with Helms
and he would communicate with us by messenger. This is important
just so we will know what is going to happen.

The Shah: Perhaps I should contact King Hussein. We could play
the Kurdish card and encourage them to begin skirmishing. That
would drag Iraqi troops to the north of Iraq away from Jordan. We
could also reinforce our borders.

Mr. Kissinger: That sort of thing would be good for us to know.

The Shah: We also have the transports for providing logistical
support.

Mr. Kissinger: The trick in a crisis like this is not to piddle away
your commitment of forces.

The Shah: No, it cannot be done piecemeal.

Mr. Kissinger: Exactly. Each of us should know what the other is
doing. Perhaps you should talk to King Hussein.

Ambassador Helms: General Khammash often comes to Tehran.
He is their retired Chief of Staff. We can talk with him.

The Shah: For the moment, you should get Jordan one more C-130.

I was rather favorably impressed in the Pentagon. Secretary Schle-
singer told me that he would find a way to further strengthen Iranian
airlift.

Mr. Kissinger: Schlesinger is the best Secretary of Defense we have
had in terms of seeing the President’s strategy.
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The Shah: I have one brigade of paratroopers and one brigade of
special troops that I could drop in 24 hours. But to reinforce them with
tanks and artillery I do not have that kind of airlift yet. I have been
looking into the jet transports. Do you know anything about the C-142?
The C-5 is too large. But I need something to transport my tanks. If I
had the C-142, it would take just half the number of planes to perform
the same operation.

Ambassador Helms: I will look into this when I get back to Tehran.

The Shah: I saw a C-5 on the taxi strip at the airport. It is a big
plane.

My main effort will be to develop my Air Force. That way, I can
break the spine of an eventual enemy within hours.

The Pentagon agreed that Iran should buy the F-14 and F-15. The
mix of aircraft is still to be decided. I might buy three squadrons of nine
each of the F-14 with three spare aircraft, that would total 30. That is
about one year’s production. I might also buy three squadrons of 16
F-15’s each, that would be 48 aircraft plus two spares for a total of 50.

I need to decide whether I should go to 2 squadrons of F-14’s and
four squadrons of F-15's instead.

Mr. Kissinger: I will have my own systems analysts look at this.
The Shah: It is a fantastic plane.

Ambassador Helms: That is the only word for it.

Mr. Kissinger: What can it do that the F—4 cannot do?

The Shah: It is more long-legged. It is faster. It goes higher. It
carries its own radar launching capability for 6 Phoenix missiles. It has
a TV guidance system to take the missiles to their targets. It is expen-
sive, but you pay for what you get. Of the 6 missiles, at least 4 can be
counted on to hit the target. Even if there were kills with only 3,
knocking down 3 planes with one and with no danger to your own
plane is well worth the expense.

Imagine the affect on your enemy’s morale! His planes would be
knocked down while yours are untouched. I call this “air supremacy”
not “air superiority.”

Maybe it would be best to order the F-14 soon. I noticed a story in
The Washington Post this morning that the Senate is cutting a lot of the
budget for the F-14. If we could have some agreement soon on the pur-
chase, then we can take our time. As a principle, everybody must know
that we are buying these aircraft.

Ambassador Helms: The Senate took the bowels out of the pro-
gram yesterday.

The Shah: Our air space is large. We have to keep these planes in
two or three places. That is why I need maybe three squadrons. If my
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purchase went through now, it would help you get your production
line moving.

Mr. Kissinger: There are two other quick items I would like to
raise. One is that the Indians have proposed guarantees for Pakistan if
they could slow arms flowing into the area.

The Shah: To whom? To us?

Mr. Kissinger: What would you like us to say to the Indians if they
raise this again?

The Shah: In general that this should be discussed among Pakistan,
Iran and India. If the Indians cut the size of their armies to the size of
their neighbors” armies, then they would have a point.

Mr. Kissinger: This did not seem a serious proposal to me. Their
ambassador has delusions of Machiavellianism. He doesn’t like your
ambassador either.

The Shah: I told Swaran Singh [Indian Foreign Minister] that if
there are to be any security arrangements involving South Asians, they
must include Pakistan. It should not be the Asian Security Pact of the
Soviets but a local one for just this region. But it must not be arranged
from a position of weakness.

Mr. Kissinger: When I visit China, may I tell them in a general way
the principles on which we are operating. I may give them more speci-
ficity with regard to Pakistan. That is where their main interest lies.

The Shah: I am telling the Russians that they should mind their
own business about the arms. What is good for the Soviet Union is
good for us when it comes to arming ourselves. [What the Shah seemed
to be saying is that if the Soviet Union can arm itself so as to deal from
strength with the U.S., the Soviets cannot tell the Shah that he should
not do the same.]

Mr. Kissinger: We will tell nothing to the Soviets. You can be cer-
tain of that, despite what they may tell you. If I say anything to the
USSR, 1 will let Your Majesty know through Ambassador Helms. Oth-
erwise, Your Majesty can assume that | have said nothing and that any-
thing the Soviets say to Your Majesty is being fabricated.

The Shah: Yes, I am confident that you will continue, as the Presi-
dent said, to tell the Soviets that Iran is a sovereign country.

Mr. Kissinger: In addition to our friendship with Your Majesty, it
would be totally against U.S. interests for us to do anything to restrict
Your Majesty’s freedom of maneuver.

The Shah: On what else could you base your policy?

Mr. Kissinger: Our policy is gradually to bring the Chinese in and
eventually link up with Turkey.

As Dr. Kissinger rose to go, the Shah invited him to visit Tehran.
Dr. Kissinger replied that he would be very pleased to do so at some



Iran, January—August 1973 129

point. The Shah replied that any time would be fine except that in Feb-
ruary he usually goes skiing. The meeting ended with Dr. Kissinger’s
wishes for a safe return to Tehran.

Harold H. Saunders’

7 Printed from a copy with this typed signature.

31. Memorandum of Conversation'
Washington, August 3, 1973, 4:30 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President
Richard Helms, US Ambassador to Iran
Harold H. Saunders, NSC Staff

Dr. Kissinger and Ambassador Helms had spent ten minutes or so
in private conversation before Mr. Saunders joined them and began
taking notes.

Helms: Well, Henry, I don’t think I have too much business that re-
mains to be done.

Kissinger: When are you going back?

Helms: I will be back in Tehran on August 15. I will be at the shore
this weekend, then in New York seeing my mother. I will stop over for
a couple of days in London where I will be available through the
embassy.

I think we have the Kurdish problem on circuit. We will have a
memo from CIA in a short time. They are doing an assessment of
whether the Kurds have enough arms.> Depending on that assessment,
then the issue will be whether there should be any more hardware or

! Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS-28,
Geopolitical File, Iran Chronological File, Memcons, Notebook, 30 May ‘72-15 September
1973. Secret; Exclusively Eyes Only. The meeting was held in Kissinger’s office. Drafted
by Saunders on August 7. All brackets are in the original. On August 3, Saunders sent
Kissinger a briefing memorandum for this meeting, with a checklist of follow-up actions
from the Shah’s visit and a memorandum on contacts with the Fatah leadership. (Na-
tional Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 603, Country Files—Middle
East, Iran, Vol. V, May-December 1973)

2 Presumably a reference to Document 227.
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whether the issue is simply providing or not providing additional eco-
nomic aid.

Kissinger: What do you think they should have?

Helms: I will not know until I have this assessment. Perhaps
Saunders could telegraph it to me so that I can give you my views.

Kissinger: I have thought about your message from Arafat.> We
have a nothing message to send back to him. It doesn’t say anything. As
long as he hears from us, that is something.

Helms: I will tell my man simply to keep the channel open and to
say that if they have anything to tell us, he will be available.

Kissinger: We have a few paragraphs here which you could have
your man pass on. They don'’t really say anything. [Memo attached.]*

Helms: [After reading] The last paragraph is all that really is
needed.’

Kissinger: My experience with these channels is that all one really
needs to do is to keep them open and to see what the other side puts
into them.

Helms: I will keep this piece of paper to myself. It is too formal to
give them a paper. I will let my man pass on the substance orally.

Kissinger: From whom will you say this is a response?

Helms: The US government. I think it is desirable to keep this as
general as possible. They should know that they will just clog up the
system if they press for too precise an answer. They are beggars, not
choosers in this situation.

Kissinger: I will see Ambassador Zahedi and give him some lan-
guage to use in his briefing for Ismail.

Saunders: I see [less than 1 line not declassified] that he has already
sought his appointment with Ismail.

3 At their July 23 meeting (see Document 24), Helms gave Kissinger a report from a
Fatah contact whom he described as “Arafat’s right hand man.” The contact reported that
while Arafat could not guarantee complete immunity from terrorist acts, he, Arafat, had
“‘put the lid on” American operations by the fedayeen and that the lid would stay on as
long as both sides could maintain a dialogue.” The contact went on to say that this was
“not a threat;” rather it was a “recognition that talking was necessary.” (National Ar-
chives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 1027, Presidential/HAK Memcons,
April-November 1973, [3 of 5])

* Attached but not printed is an undated paper entitled “Paper for Response to
Palestinian Approach.” It is printed in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXV,
Arab-Israeli Crisis and War, 1973, Document 81.

® The last paragraph of the paper reads: “Exactly how Palestinian interests reach an
accommodation with those of others in the area is best decided by negotiation. If the Pal-
estinians are prepared to participate in a settlement by negotiation, the U.S. would be
pleased to hear their ideas. The objective of overthrowing existing governments by force,
however, does not provide the best way.”
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Kissinger: [1 line not declassified]

Zahedi isn’t very bright is he?

Helms: There is divided opinion on that. On some issues he is
pretty good, but on others he gets quite emotional and is not effective.
In short, he is not effective. In short, he is not a known or predictable
quantity.

Kissinger: What issues has he handled well?

Helms: He did the Bahrain negotiations very well, but he gets emo-
tional on some things and then isn’t worth very much.

Kissinger: The President is still smarting from Zahedi’s having in-
vited McGovern® to his dinner for the Shah and the President. Whoever
made out that guest list?

Saunders: Zahedi made it up.

Helms: If I were making up the guest list, they are not the people 1
would have chosen to put on a list for a social evening with the Presi-
dent. But as it turned out, I think it worked quite favorably for the
President.

Kissinger: I do too, but that is not the view elsewhere in this
building. I don’t mind seeing these people. I see them all the time so-
cially. Kay Graham” called me and asked my advice. I urged her not to
accept the invitation and she was very good about it. I don’t know what
the President would have done if she had been there. He might have
left. That would really have ripped it. I don’t know how relations with
the Post could get any worse, but that would not have helped.

I asked the Israelis whether they would consider retro-fitting the
Jordanian tank. They promised to consider it. The retro-fitting and the
C-130 are both money problems for us.

Helms: I don’t really have any view on these Jordanian issues. But
please just keep me informed so I can tell the Shah where this issue
stands.

Kissinger: Why don’t we ask Rifai whether he would rather have a
C-130 than some other items in his military assistance program? Some
people keep raising the question of a mission to Saudi Arabia. That
mad man Clements wants to go out to Saudi Arabia on a mission.

Helms: I got an ear full yesterday when I saw him yesterday about
the undesirability of having any contingency plans that involve Iranian
involvement in Saudi Arabia if there is trouble there.

¢ Senator George McGovern was the Democratic candidate in the 1972 Presidential
election.

7 Katherine (Kay) Graham, publisher of The Washington Post.
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Kissinger: We had an SRG meeting on this subject.® I just raised the
issue of what we would do if we woke up some morning and found a
radical government in Saudi Arabia. Clements made an impassioned
plea that Iran must never become involved in Saudi Arabia. He sees the
answer as a mission to Saudi Arabia on which he serves. His solution is
to pour arms into Saudi Arabia and then to squeeze Israel for a solution
to the Arab-Israeli problem.

The way I see it is that any settlement Israel is likely to buy will be
unfavorable to the Arabs. Therefore, we should get the radicals to sign
it. If the Saudis are involved and have to sign it, if the Saudis yield to
Israel, that could shake the monarchy. My strategy is to keep them
uninvolved.

Helms: Clements should not go to Saudi Arabia. He has too many
business interests out there. I understand that an economic mission
under Casey might go to Saudi Arabia. That would be a good idea.

Kissinger: I am trying to get Simon to go.

Helms: That’s not a very good idea. We shouldn’t be sending him
out if he is Jewish. Casey is an intelligent man and he could do a good
job.

Kissinger: Is Simon Jewish? I hadn’t thought of that.

Saunders: One alternative is to invite Prince Fahd to come here. I
have sent you a memo recommending that.’

Kissinger: Where is the memo? That is a good idea. I would ap-
prove having Fahd come here.

Saunders: Does that mean I should go ahead with the recommen-
dation in my memo? I sent the memo over earlier in the week.

Kissinger: Let me look at the memo. I will approve it tomorrow
morning. What do you think of having Fahd over here?

Helms: I think it’s a fine idea. My view has been that we have not
done enough for the Saudis. Do I understand that we now have asked
for agrément on Jim Akins as ambassador?

Kissinger: Yes, I removed the hold on him. Do you think this is a
good idea?

Helms: Yes, it will be all right. Akins has been heavily involved in
oil. But he is a big enough man to put that in the background and to
show that he can deal with other issues.

Kissinger: Whom do you think would be a good ambassador?

8 See Document 23.

 The July 30 memorandum is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume E-9, Documents on Middle East Region; Arabian Peninsula; North
Africa, 1973-1976.
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Helms: As I said before, I just think you need someone who has
“RN” stamped on his forehead.

Kissinger: We can build him up when he gets out there.
Helms: Akins is a bright fellow.

Is there anything that came up in the President’s conversation with
the Shah that I should know that I would not normally deduce?

Kissinger: I will show you the notes before you go.

At this point Dr. Kissinger was called out by General Haig. After
several minutes he returned and agreed with Ambassador Helms that
Helms would follow up on the contingency planning which the Shah
promised to do on Saudi Arabia and Jordan. Mr. Saunders left, and Dr.
Kissinger and Ambassador Helms continued their conversation.

Harold H. Saunders'’

19 Saunders initialed “H.S.” above this typed signature.

32. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, August 13, 1973, 3:10-3:40 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Ardeshir Zahedi, Ambassador of Iran
Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Peter W. Rodman, NSC Staff

Kissinger: Are you rested up after your invasion?

Ambassador Zahedi: I wanted for the record to thank you for the
visit, not only on behalf of the Shah but also for the Crown Prince and
Her Majesty.

Dr. Kissinger: I think it was a good trip. We had good talks.

Ambassador Zahedi: It was the first trip outside of Persia for the
Crown Prince. They took him to Disney World, Cypress Gardens, and
Cape Kennedy.

1Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 603,
Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. V, May-December 1973. Top Secret; Sensitive; Ex-
clusively Eyes Only. The meeting took place in Kissinger’s office. All brackets are in the
original.
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Dr. Kissinger: When did His Majesty accede to the throne?
Ambassador Zahedi: In 1940. He was nineteen years old.

Dr. Kissinger: He is one of the ablest leaders. I'm not just saying
that.

In 1969 I called on him at your predecessor’s Embassy. He devel-
oped his ideas on the oil situation. All of our experts said he was
wrong. It turned out that all our experts were crazy and he was right.

Ambassador Zahedi: In 1961 I remember he told President Ken-
nedy that you would need twice as much oil in the 1970’s. Our relations
have always been good.

Dr. Kissinger: You can be sure we follow up everything we
promise. We are waiting to hear from him on some things.

Ambassador Zahedi: I called you about what we call the LSC
personnel.

Dr. Kissinger: Did they give you that stupid letter?’
Ambassador Zahedi: Yes.

Dr. Kissinger: [calls Scowcroft] Brent, tell the Pentagon to knock it
off. [to Zahedi:] This is just a draft of an agreement. You can still tell us
what your objections are.

Ambassador Zahedi: In one place it says “from time to time.”* Our
objection is from top to bottom! What does it mean, “time to time?”
“Hostile action in or over Iran, where there is riot, insurrection, civil
war”—This is contrary to the spirit of the talks with the Shah. I think it
was drafted before he came.

Dr. Kissinger: It’s stupidly drafted. It means that if there are riots
while the Russians invade you can’t use them!

Let’s see if we can get a simpler agreement drafted.
Ambassador Zahedi: There was a major agreement in Tehran.

Dr. Kissinger: These are the excerpts you have trouble with. I un-
derstand. I'll get you something in a week. Let’s get them to tone it
down.

2 Logistics Support Corporation (LSC) was a Boeing subsidiary that agreed to train
Iranian Government personnel in the operation of Boeing air tankers purchased by the
ITAF.

3 Apparent reference to a proposed contract between the IIAF and LSC on “Limita-
tion of Missions Logistics Support Corporation (LSC) Flight Personnel.” According to a
memorandum for the record by Rouse, August 21, the Shah objected to “a clause in the
contract providing that flight personnel would crew the aircraft for routine operational
activities in addition to training but would not be required to participate in the operation
of the aircraft in any hostile situation within Iran or involving other countries.” (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 603, Country Files—Middle East,
Iran, Vol. V, May-December 1973)

* The sentence reads: “It is recognized that the LSC Flight Personnel will, from time
to time, be training Iranian government personnel in the operation of the aircraft.”
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Ambassador Zahedi: You also have the information that I'm
seeing your friend on the 25th.>

Dr. Kissinger: Yes. And I have given you something you can tell
him. [Tab A]® I want to eliminate the last sentence.

[Zahedi reads it]

Dr. Kissinger: Are you coming back here from Geneva?

Ambassador Zahedi: I would send this to him, then I can talk with
His Majesty on it.

Dr. Kissinger: I thought we wouldn’t send a cable on it.

Ambassador Zahedi: No cable. We would send a messenger espe-
cially to get it. And it’s only between His Majesty and myself. No one
else on our side is involved.

Dr. Kissinger: We don’t need the last sentence. [Sentence reading

“Egypt should try to develop a proposal that Israel cannot refuse,” is
deleted.]

Ambassador Zahedi: “We would urge ..."””
Dr. Kissinger: That is all right.

Ambassador Zahedi: Do you think the present situation in Leb-
anon will have an effect on it?

Dr. Kissinger: No, because something like this will happen all the
time. As I told the Shabh, for four years people asked us about Vietnam:
Will you bring pressure on South Vietnam? It was a senseless question,
because there was nothing to bring pressure about. It is the same with
Israel—to ask for total withdrawal as a precondition for negotiations . . .

Ambassador Zahedi: Is that your only problem?

Dr. Kissinger: It is also senseless for a country which lost a war to
demand it as a precondition. It could be the end result, but as a precon-
dition . ..

Ambassador Zahedi: I've been involved with this for six years, in
the United Nations and lately. I've talked with Eban. Many times I've
convinced him, but either he couldn’t convince his people, or he
changed his mind. In 1969 when the Rogers Plan came out, I persuaded
the Egyptians not to attack it.

Many times they say they will accept but then change their mind.

5 Zahedi was to meet with Ismail in Geneva on August 25. Since Ismail could not
come, Zahedi met with Ghorbal.

®Not attached. The undated note, which summarized the U.S. position on the
Arab-Israeli conflict as expressed by Kissinger to the Shah during his July visit, is in the
National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 603, Country Files—
Middle East, Iran, Vol. V, May-December 1973. See Document 27.

7 The final sentence of the note reads: “We would urge greater tactical flexibility.”
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Dr. Kissinger: No question. The Israelis will be tough. They don’t
want to accept anything. But I think they must have a spy in Egypt. If
they withdraw twenty miles, there is no line as defensible—I mean not
militarily, but politically and intellectually—as the present one. Our in-
terest is to get a process started, to get a precise issue we can support
the Arabs on.

Ambassador Zahedi: But they have become so suspicious. Hafez
Ismail is a friend of mine.

Dr. Kissinger: I like him. He is a nice person.
Ambassador Zahedi: He is a reasonable person.

Dr. Kissinger: Tell him I expressed very high personal and profes-
sional regard for him.

Ambassador Zahedi: Yes, I will. I think the Israelis are making a se-
rious mistake. I think time is not on their side.

Dr. Kissinger: Yes.

Ambassador Zahedi: I told Eban: Look at the opinion change on
Vietnam. On the energy crisis: You would never have thought of what
Mobil Oil would say and what Standard would say to their
stockholders.

Dr. Kissinger: I agree. But the oil companies are stupid. You know
that. You have dealt with them. Stupidity is not an Iranian problem!
But it is not a good idea to get the Saudis involved in the Arab-Israeli
dispute. It is better to keep it among the Israelis, Egyptians, Syrians,
and Jordanians. Don’t you agree?

Ambassador Zahedi: Yes, yes. As with Nasser, they become slaves
of what they have said.

Dr. Kissinger: It is not in the interests of the Saudis.
Ambassador Zahedi: That’s what I tell him.

Dr. Kissinger: No conceivable solution is going to be all that ac-
ceptable to the Arab governments. Why not let the Egyptians take the
heat?

Ambassador Zahedi: It won't be easy for Anwar Sadat.

Dr. Kissinger: We are willing to be helpful. And we recognize we
are going to have difficulties with Israel. We are willing to run that risk,
but first we have got to have a workable proposition. What Sisco is
doing is absurd—he asked the Israelis on Israeli T.V. to be “flexible.”
Then they come up with an unacceptable proposition and we have shot
our wad.

Ambassador Zahedi: We've got to have peace there.

Dr. Kissinger: I don’t want to get personally involved. I'll be the
first one to be assassinated by both the Jews and the Arabs!
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Ambassador Zahedi: I told His Majesty once that everyone wanted
you in but you didn't.

Dr. Kissinger: I'll get involved but only if it's worth it.

Ambassador Zahedi: But you have to. It’s the only way.

Dr. Kissinger: But I can’t if Ismail just recites positions I can read in
the newspaper.

Ambassador Zahedi: I haven’t seen Ismail for many months. Let’s
see. But they fear that if they move, the whole thing shifts.

Dr. Kissinger: I may not be all that easy to negotiate with, but every
promise I make I keep. The problem now is I have nothing I can deliver.

How are you going to communicate with us?

Ambassador Zahedi: I have to see you. I leave Tuesday or
Thursday next week to see him in Switzerland. Either I will write to
you or I will see you.?

Dr. Kissinger: I'll be on the West Coast until the 3rd or 4th of Sep-
tember, so you will have to come out there.

Ambassador Zahedi: It is no problem.
I'll see Bhutto. You can trust him. I know him.

Dr. Kissinger: I understand there is lots of anti-Indian feeling in
Bangladesh now.

Ambassador Zahedi: Yes. Like in Yemen with the Egyptians.

Dr. Kissinger: I've held all along that the worst mistake India made
was to make Bangladesh an independent state, as a protectorate of
India. It would have been better off with it as an autonomous entity in
Pakistan.

Ambassador Zahedi: I told that to Mujib. I told that to Bill Rogers,
too.

Dr. Kissinger: Good. So you'll be in touch with me.

Ambassador Zahedi: This is not too important, but it came up. I
have already talked with the State Department on it: We had an agree-
ment with the U.S. about 600,000 tons of wheat, 100,000 tons of barley
and 70,000 tons of soybeans. Since we have an agreement, I thought we

8 August 21 or 23. Following his meeting with Ghorbal, Zahedi met with Kissinger
in Washington on September 15. According to a memorandum of conversation, Zahedi
informed Kissinger that “Egypt could accept that total withdrawal has to be stage-
by-stage” but that all the contentious issues had to be dealt with from the outset and
guaranteed. Zahedi had assured Ghorbal that if a compromise were found, “Egypt could
count on the U.S. to press Israel, even with the Jewish pressures on the U.S.” Ghorbal,
Zahedi concluded, was interested in good relations with the United States, but also in an
even-handed U.S. policy in the Middle East and “a tangible and concrete suggestion.”
(National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Office Files, Box
132, Country Files, Middle East, Egypt, Ismail, Vol. IV, May 20-September 30, 1973)
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should not be affected. State is handling it. But if there is any problem, I
will let you know.

Dr. Kissinger: I'll intervene.
Ambassador Zahedi: If necessary.
[The meeting then ended at 3:40 p.m.]

33. Backchannel Message From the Ambassador to Iran (Helms)
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Tehran, August 20, 1973, 0558Z.

86. 1. At large dinner on August 18 given by Queen Mother in his
honor, Shah asked me to join him for brief discussion since he was im-
mediately returning to Nowshahr for another week before settling
down in Tehran.

2. Shah touched briefly on Afghan note about arrest in Pakistan of
Baluchi leaders. This is covered in normal State channels.

3. I'told him that I had made recommendations to you about sup-
port of Kurds and that you wanted his reaction plus his own indication
of how much increased help Iran would give. (Tehran 085)* We agreed
that Agency chief here would handle this with him since both have
dealt with details of this matter in past. Shah will receive him promptly
at Nowshahr. It clear that Shah wants to inform Barzani shortly of U.S.
and Iranian decisions and will summon him to Tehran for this purpose.

4. Shah reminded me that both you and Defense had promised him
recommendations on the proper mix of F-14 and F-15 aircraft he
should purchase. I indicated that such studies take time but that I
would inquire of you when some response might be expected.

5. We agreed to talk about contingency plans for Saudi Arabia and
Jordan when he returns to Tehran. He said that you had mentioned this
matter to Amb. Zahedi but that he had told Zahedi he would handle
with me. Incidentally, there was something in Shah’s manner which
made me concerned that he may be overreading this exercise. The
Oriental mind can rapidly conjure up elements which do not neces-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 425,
Backchannel Files, 1973, Middle East/Africa. Secret; Eyes Only.

2 See footnote 3, Document 229.
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sarily exist, and I feel that it behooves me next time around to put this
in proper perspective. The last thing we need is some ill-advised move
or inquiry which might get back to Saudis. It is hazardous enough to
deal with the Shah himself and what might become his temptation to
do some leaking for his own political purposes.

6. Warm regards.

34. Telegram From the Embassy in Iran to the Department of
State'

Tehran, August 20, 1973, 1141Z.

5888. Dept pass to Dr. Kissinger. Subject: Commodity Situation.
Ref: A. State 159320, B. State 163272.2

1. Upon my return to Tehran I reviewed as a matter of urgency
commodity situation including what has been passed to the Iranians
(Ambassador Zahedi and Bank Omran, Ref A) on outlook for com-
modity sales under PL-480 and CCC. In light of conversations I held in
Washington on my recent visit, I conclude present situation as reflected
in reftels could have almost disastrous effects on Iranian food situation
and policy, as well as on our relations with Iran. Outlook is extremely
bleak and I believe we should be as candid as possible with the Iranians
so that they can better adjust and devise alternative policies.

2. Iran is heavily dependent on US sources for grain and vegetable
oil. In recent years it has bought from US about 700,000 tons annually
wheat (mostly Western white) and 70,000 tons of oil. GOI is already
subsidizing bread industry to keep price at level acceptable to masses
of people for whom bread is main source of nourishment. With sharp
rise of wheat prices this subsidy will have to be raised accordingly, as-
suming wheat is available for import at world price, in order prevent
popular unrest.

3. We are already hearing statements of concern and unhappiness
over commodity outlook, so far from those directly involved in pro-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 603,
Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. V, May 1973-December 1973. Confidential. Re-
peated to USDA.

2In telegram 159320 to Tehran, August 11, the Department related that, due to com-
modity shortages, it had been unable to offer Zahedi the assurances that he requested on
agricultural sales to Iran. (Ibid., RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files, [no film number])
Telegram 163272 to Tehran was not found.
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curement such as Bank Omran officials. We can confidently anticipate,
however, that level at which concern is expressed will quickly rise—
eventually to the top.

4. Facts of world commodity situation are such that there is obvi-
ously no easy way out. Our inability to supply commodities at previous
low prices (and in case of some our inability to supply at all) will dis-
please GOI, no matter how we present facts. To keep this displeasure at
lowest possible pitch, I believe that I should be in position frankly to lay
before GOI, possibly including Shah, facts in their coldest, most accu-
rate form. I would like to do that at earliest possible time, going to GOI
before some high official calls me in to express his concern. By doing
that I believe that we may forestall charges of bad faith.

5. To be able to make this approach I need (A) in easily usable form
latest and most accurate and complete figures available on outlook for
commodity supplies and prices for this and next year; (B) well reasoned
explanation of causes of current shortages, and (C) rationale for any ex-
ceptions we may be making overseas which will quickly come to atten-
tion of GOL I would also appreciate being informed about what we can
tell Iranians how commodity situation is shaping up next year and
what Iran may reasonably expect.?

Helms

% The Department responded in telegram 171499 to Tehran, August 28, providing
the Embassy with figures on world commodities, noting that the tightness of the supply
was due to “world-wide inflation, US devaluation, rising income and dietary levels in
many countries combined with crop losses in many parts of the world.” (Ibid.) In back-
channel message 90 to Laird, September 4, Helms asked if telegram 171499 was an “accu-
rate reflection of true situation?” Laird responded in backchannel message WH31975 to
Tehran, September 6, that the telegram was too “hedged” but that “the thoughts outlined
in the State message are correct.” (Both ibid., Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
Box 425, Backchannel Files, 1973, Middle East/ Africa)
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35. Telegram From the Embassy in Iran to the Department of
State'

Tehran, September 13, 1973, 150Z [sic].

6506. Subject: Views of Shah on Oil and Other Prices. Ref: (A) Teh-
ran 62/79, (B) Tehran 6462.

1. At end of audience granted to introduce General Duval Brett,
new Chief of ARMISH/MAAG, Shah referred to increased crude oil
prices in Indonesia, Nigeria and Venezuela. He commented, “Granted
that much of this oil is of low sulphur content, it would not make sense
for us to ask less for our oil than they are getting for theirs.” The Shah
then switched to a discussion of commodity and other price rises
stating, “It is fantastic how prices of food and other items have risen in
the United States. Some are up 3 and 4 hundred percent. Where is all
this going to bring us? As oil prices go up, it will cause even further in-
creases in the price of goods and commodities which we must import. I
never anticipated that the increases would come so fast or be so large. If
you and the Europeans do not get together and do something about
these spiralling prices, I cannot see how serious trouble for the Western
economy can be avoided.” At this point  moved in to emphasize favor-
able crop reports from the United States which would have some effect
on existing food prices. I also pointed out that the United States had
this year planted 55 million additional acres of food which in ten
months to a year would inevitably have an effect not only on avail-
ability but also on prices. From the expression on his face it was clear
that the Shah had not appreciated the significant dimension of this U.S.
agricultural move.

2. As indicated in reftel (B), the Shah is not only deeply concerned
but also torn over how to proceed in the economic field. He said that he
intended to keep down the price of domestic wheat since he had found
it difficult to reduce prices once they had been raised, and he empha-
sized the problems he has with prices and shortages on such items as
sugar, vegetable oil, fertilizer, and particularly cement. It is interesting

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 603,
Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. V, May 1973-December 1973. Secret; Exdis.

2 The reference to 62/79 is an obvious error. Telegram 6462 from Tehran, September
12, described an article in the officially-inspired Iranian press, which argued that policy-
makers in Iran wanted the industrial nations to adopt zero growth policies and to receive
a moderate shock from OPEC’s meeting on oil prices, which was scheduled for Sep-
tember 15-16. (Ibid., RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files, [no film number])

141
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to note that his preoccupation with the economy has suddenly come
into focus within the last two weeks since he made no mention of these
matters when I had an hour’s talk with him on August 28.

3. The Shah said nothing to indicate that the prognoses about oil
prices in reftels (A) and (B) are inaccurate.

4. Comment: There have been many indications from GOI Minis-
tries of growing concern over the effects of world inflationary pressures
on Iran’s own price stability.? The Shah has long been proud of GOI ex-
traordinary record in this regard. However, it is becoming more and
more expensive for Iran to continue to subsidize wheat, meat, sugar,
vegetable oil and other sales to the public. Failure to do so now would
cause serious and perhaps active dissatisfaction.* These concerns have
obviously found their way to the Shah in concentrated form. He ap-
pears to be seeking, so far without success, to find a rational way to ap-
proach these multiple problems. It seems clear that he is torn on the one
hand by the need to keep his international image as a leader in petro-
leum affairs intact and on the other by a growing realization of the di-
rect effects of international price increases on Iran’s own economic
development.®

Helms

3 In airgram A-166 from Tehran, November 17, the Embassy observed that [ranian
inflation was seriously affecting the poor, who found various essential food items either
unavailable or too costly, and that the recent strike in Abadan (see footnote 4 below)
showed the importance of quick action. “As it has in the past, the government has taken
notice of the complaints but GOI actions, made doubly difficult by inefficiency and cor-
ruption, have been largely cosmetic and have sometimes tended to worsen the situation.”
The Embassy concluded that the most important domestic reasons for the inflation were
an increased money supply, too few goods, booming economic growth, and large bud-
getary deficits caused by high military expenditures. (National Archives, RG 59, Central
Files 1970-73, E 8-1 IRAN)

4Telegrams 6747 and 6796 from Tehran, September 22 and 24, reported on the
strikes at the Abadan and Bandar Mahshahr oil refineries, where, to offset recent price
hikes, workers demanded new ration cards for the company store and a 20 percent salary
increase. (Ibid., Central Foreign Policy Files, [no film numbers]) In telegram 6822, Sep-
tember 25, the Embassy noted that the government was refusing to give in to workers’
demands and that refinery officials were blaming Iraqis for orchestrating the strike.
(Ibid.) According to telegram 6900 from Tehran, September 27, the strike had ended due
to management’s threats of violence, but that future disturbances were likely. (Ibid.)

5 According to telegram 7127 from Tehran, October 8, the Shah’s opening speech to
Parliament included a pledge to cut back on imports and increase domestic production,
while promising a salary increase for government workers by 1978, ongoing government
subsidies for staples, and committees to combat profiteering. This speech, the Embassy
wrote, “emphasizes ineffectiveness to date of government control programs. Imperial
proposals for solution show no intention to abandon past policy of favoring industrialists
and industry-related imports. However, proposals do seem to presage belt-tightening for
consumers in some sectors.” (Ibid.)
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36. Telegram From the Embassy in Iran to the Department of
State and Department of Defense’

Tehran, September 25, 1973, 0920Z.

6816. Pass White House. Subj: Price and Availability of F14/15
Aircraft.

Summary: Concerned to plan now for his future air defenses, Shah
has requested firm commitment in writing that USG will supply Iran
with F14/15 aircraft. Action Requested: Language with which we may
reply to Shah’s request. End summary.

1. During audience August 28 Shah asked Ambassador to obtain
info on price and availability of F14/15 aircraft. Chief, ARMISH/
MAAG, solicited this information through technical channels and re-
ceived reply on 18 September. In substance, reply stated that reason-
ably accurate P and A info would be available for F14 in early 1974 and
for F15 in 1975. Reply indicated that definite information would not be
available until procurement had been authorized by Congress. When
Congressional direction was established, DOD could prepare P and A
data. This information was communicated to Gen. Khatami, Com-
mander IIAF, by Chief, ARMISH/MAAG, and conveyed by Khatami
to Shah.

2. On September 24, Khatami gave ARMISH/MAAG Shah’s re-
sponse. While Shah understood conditions described in ARMISH/
MAAG letter, he felt that it was essential that F14/15 purchase be
“nailed down” as soon as possible. Iran must have firm commitment on
availability of these aircraft, Shah emphasized. Asserting that MIG 23
and other advanced model aircraft were being provided to countries
neighboring Iran, Shah feared Iran “could be left holding the bag. I will
not permit this to happen.”? Shah said Russians had offered sophisti-

1'Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 603,
Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. V, May-December 1973. Secret; Priority; Exdis.
Repeated to USCINCEUR.

2In telegram 6982 from Tehran, October 2, the Embassy noted that Clements’s
statement that Iraq had Soviet TU-22 bombers had heightened the Shah’s interest in F-14
and F-15’s, and warned that Iran might announce its intention to buy three or four planes
for every one Iraq received, since “Shah feels USG and GOI have been outmaneuvered
now that Iraqis have TU-22 before Iran has F-14.” (Ibid., RG 59, Central Foreign Policy
Files, P750018-1364) In backchannel message 98 from Tehran, October 2, Helms asked
Kissinger if “this kind of irresponsible utterance” from the Defense Department could be
stopped, adding that it would be better to tell the Iranians of such developments quietly,
“rather than to have them overreact publicly to stimulation by press stories, which they
inevitably do.” (Ibid., Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 425, Backchannel
Files, 1973, Middle East/Africa) Kissinger agreed in backchannel message WH32433 to
Tehran, October 3, noting that a new directive to all Cabinet officers would require White
House clearance of statements with foreign policy import. (Ibid.)
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cated aircraft on several occasions and would be eager to replace
Western equipment and influence.

3. Shah stated that he was concerned about developing interna-
tional political situation which might force USG to alter its verbal
agreement to sell F14s and F15s. A signed agreement would enable him
to plan on a firmer basis. Accordingly, Shah requested commitment in
form of a signed statement authorized by USG on availability of F14
and F15 aircraft. If the price of these aircraft could not be discussed
now, statement on availability could include language to effect that
price for Iran would not exceed price to be charged to USG. Iran would
pay same price for hardware as USG.’

4. We hope it will be possible for State and Defense to provide us
with text of statement meeting Shah’s concerns. If it is not possible to
make equally definite commitment on availability of both aircraft at
this stage, suggest that consideration be given to treating the two air-
craft separately on this point. However, as Shah’s request treated air-
craft on same basis, it would be preferable for reply to deal with two
aircraft in as nearly similar terms as possible.

Helms

3 Telegram 197528 to Tehran, October 4, gave Helms authority to agree to the sale of
F-14 and F-15 aircraft to Iran, at the same cost as to the U.S. Government. (Ibid., RG 59,
Central Foreign Policy Files, P750018-1945)

37. Editorial Note

On September 24, 1973, the Department of State notified the Em-
bassy in Iran of a U.S. Air Force proposal to build a joint aeronautical
station in Tehran which would provide ground-to-air communications
between military aircraft and military installations, military aircraft
traffic control, secure communications for aircraft carrying senior gov-
ernment officials, and, if desired, special air-ground communications
for the Shah of Iran. An additional function of the station would be the
Mystic Star mission for Presidential communications support, which
was being relocated from Kagnew Station in Ethiopia. (Telegram
190374 to Tehran; National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
NSC Files, Box 425, Backchannel Files, 1973, Middle East/ Africa)

In backchannel message 96 from Tehran, September 27, Ambas-
sador Helms inquired if Scowcroft and Haig believed that the “pro-
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posed facility is really essential to Presidential support?” If it were, he
noted, the Embassy would of course seek Iranian approval. “Never-
theless, there are many reasons why we would prefer not rpt not to
have yet another American installation here.” (Ibid.) Scowcroft gave a
preliminary reply, pledging to look into the matter, in backchannel
message WH?32426, October 1. (Ibid.) Scowcroft’s more extended reply
has not been found.

On October 24, in telegram 7450 from Tehran, the Embassy pre-
sented the Department with a list of comments and questions about the
proposed station. Voicing reluctance to expand the American presence
in Tehran with 80 to 100 military personnel and more sites, the Em-
bassy observed: “Mission staffing total is now approaching 1600 per-
sonnel plus dependents; large majority of these men and women are in
military programs. Added to that figure are private Americans en-
gaged in Iranian defense buildup; that number will probably exceed
2000 principals within one year.” The Embassy acknowledged that
U.S.-Iranian relations were excellent and that Iranians were generally
not hostile to Americans, but also recognized “latent tensions in some
quarters of population.” Tendencies that were not yet solidified as pop-
ular discontent or anti-Americanism, but deserved watching, included
“strains resulting from inflationary pressures, intellectual criticism of
military expenditures, absence of political freedom, and recently,
strong sympathy for Moslem cause in Mid-East fighting.” As a preven-
tive measure, the Embassy was reluctant to add to the U.S. presence
unless it was absolutely necessary. Further, since the Shah was likely to
agree to the station, but was sensitive to Congressional attitudes
toward U.S. military programs in Iran, the Embassy wanted to wait
until after Congressional approval had been obtained. (Ibid., RG 59,
Central Foreign Policy Files, [no film number])

Following further representations on both sides and consultations
with the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Department of State notified the Em-
bassy in telegram 48516, March 11, 1974, that the most important part
of the Air Force proposal, with the imminent shutdown of Kagnew,
was the Mystic Star system. Associating the project with the proposed
aeronautical station was a mere convenience, it noted, and Mystic Star
could operate with 15 personnel in connection with an existing commu-
nications station. (Ibid.) The Embassy expressed no objection to this
proposal in telegram 2039 from Tehran, March 13, 1974. (Ibid.)
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38. Backchannel Message From the Ambassador to Iran (Helms)
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Tehran, October 7, 1973, 2136Z.

99. 1. Am sending this message via this channel in interest of speed
at this hour (0015L October 8 local). If you want it repeated via normal
State channels, please advise.

2. Prime Minister Hoveyda, at Shah’s instruction, summoned me
at 2315 local to read me cable to Shah from President Sadat transmitted
via Iranian Ambassador to Cairo who saw Sadat early afternoon Egyp-
tian time October 7.> To summarize, cable gives optimistic description
of Egyptian military position on East Bank of Suez Canal and of Egyp-
tian prowess in crossing canal and establishing bridgehead there. Then
cable requests Shah to inform President Nixon that Egypt until now, in
order to avoid fighting, has been ready to accept peace under certain
conditions. However, Egypt has now been obliged to fight and to take
casualties. It still wants peace, a lasting peace in the area. Sadat wants
President Nixon to know that if Israel will evacuate all the territories
occupied since June 5, 1967, Egypt will be ready to negotiate sincerely
to place these territories under the control of the United Nations, or
under the control of the four big powers, or under some other interna-
tional control to be agreed. As for Sharm al-Sheikh, Egypt is prepared
to accept international supervision of freedom of navigation through
Gulf of Aqaba after Israeli withdrawal. Sadat wants Shah to explain
foregoing to President Nixon so that casualties may be stopped as soon
as possible.?

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 425,
Backchannel Files, 1973, Middle East/Africa. Secret; Eyes Only.

% Kissinger sent a message for the Shah in telegram 199655 to Tehran, October 6, in-
forming him that Egypt and Syria had attacked Israel and that the United States hoped to
restore the cease-fire on the basis of the status quo ante. He hoped that the Shah would
“undertake efforts paralleling our own.” (Ibid., Box 603, Country Files—Middle East,
Iran, Vol. V, May-December 1973) Documentation on the 1973 war and U.S. efforts to ne-
gotiate a cease-fire is in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXV, Arab-Israeli Crisis and
War, 1973.

3 The Embassy reported in telegram 7126 from Tehran, October 8, that Khalatbari
had reiterated the Iranian position “that GOI would continue to back legitimate demands
by Egypt, Syria and Jordan for return of their territories seized by Israel” in the 1967 war.
The Embassy commented: “While it maintains friendly de-facto relations with Israel,
which it values, Iran has to be careful not to offend Arabs both for reasons of external pol-
itics and internal conservative religious opinion which tends to sympathize with Moslem
Arabs.” The Embassy judged that Iran was embracing caution, “giving strong lip service
to Egyptian and Syrian ‘legitimate interests”” while advocating immediate action by the
UN. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files, [no film number])
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3. Since Sadat offer set forth above struck me as somewhat improb-
able, I asked Hoveyda and his bilingual assistant to translate the cable
for me three times.

4. New subject: Iraq offer to renew diplomatic relations with Iran
will be answered October 8.* Iran will say that since Iraq broke rela-
tions, it is up to Iraq to make the offer, which Iran is ready to discuss
provided Iraq is prepared to accept that the 1937 agreement is dead,
that the British colonial heritage is a thing of the past, that Iraq will
abide by existing norms of international law. In other words, Iran will
not turn down offer out of hand to avoid giving Iraqis propaganda ad-
vantage but will not throw away Kurdish card by accepting on Iraqi
terms. “British colonial heritage” refers to Iraq’s continuing insistence
that the 1937 agreement about the Shatt al Arab still obtains.

4See footnote 3, Document 236.

39. Backchannel Message From the Ambassador to Iran (Helms)
to the President’s Deputy Assistant for National Security
Affairs (Scowcroft)!

Tehran, October 13, 1973, 0937Z.

103. Following items were given me at 11:30 local October 13 by
Court Minister Alam who acting on Shah’s instructions. It requested
that information be given to the President and Dr. Kissinger only rpt
only.

1. Soviet Ambassador Erofeev had audience with Shah Thursday
evening.” He asked Shah if Soviet military planes could fly to Da-
mascus and Baghdad through Iranian air space. The Shah said “no.”
Erofeev then asked if Aeroflot might fly one of its aircraft once through
Iranian air space to Baghdad to carry spare parts for Aeroflot planes in
Syria. The Shah agreed to this one flight since it concerned a civilian air
matter.

2. King Faisal requested the Shah this morning to send Iranian mil-
itary transport planes to Saudi Arabia for internal use. The Shah imme-

1'Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 425,
Backchannel Files, 1973, Middle East/Africa. Top Secret; Eyes Only. Sent with the in-
struction to deliver at opening of business October 13.

2 October 11.
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diately agreed to this request. Five C-130’s are involved. They will be
flown only inside Saudi Arabia and by Iranian crews. The Shah felt that
he could not react otherwise to this request from King Faisal, because
for years he has been waiting for the King to extend his hand in some
such manner and this is the first time he has ever done so. In other
words, the Shah did not feel that he could refuse the only request he has
ever had from King Faisal.

3. The Shah believes that great emotion has been generated in
Muslim countries over this war.? He regards it as unprecedented in his
experience. By this fact, he feels, the present situation will be made
much more difficult. It was his concern that such would be the case
which led him in recent months to urge the big powers to find some so-
lution to the Arab/Israeli problem.

% In telegram 7325 from Tehran, October 17, the Embassy reported a “real growth of
sympathy for Arab cause among all segments of Iranian population,” as the Arabs con-
tinued to fight well. The factors behind this shift, the Embassy suggested, included reli-
gious solidarity, sympathy for the pursuit of lost Arab lands, rejection of Israeli bombing
of civilians, and opposition to the pro-Israeli Shah, which could now find safe expression.
(National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files, [no film number])

40. Backchannel Message From Secretary of State Kissinger to
the Ambassador to Iran (Helms)'

Washington, October 14, 1973, 2336Z.

WH32501. In relation to the information which you passed in
Tehran 103,* you should inform the Shah of the following U.S. policy
considerations in relation to the current conflict in the Middle East:

(1) The United States is attempting to conduct itself in respect to
the Middle East conflict in such a way as to be able to play a useful role
in the resolution of the problems of the area, both in ending current
hostilities as well as in achieving a permanent peace based on justice.

(2) Persuant to this approach, the United States has continued to
act with great restraint, voicing no criticism of Arab actions and, de-
spite a massive Soviet airlift resupply effort, refraining from under-

1'Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 425,
Backchannel Files, 1973, Middle East/ Africa. Top Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. Sent with
the instruction to deliver at opening of business October 14.

2 Document 39.



Iran, September 1973-November 1974 149

taking any resupply action. However, in the face of the heavy and ac-
celerating Soviet resupply effort, which has been under way now for
five days, the United States has now been forced to initiate resupply ac-
tivity of its own, emphasizing mostly consumable items.

(3) With respect to the conflict itself, there is one factor which must
be kept constantly in mind. We hope that the Shah will understand that
an Arab victory in the present conflict, obtained as it would be by the
use of Soviet arms, coupled with the victory obtained by Soviet arms in
the Indo-Pakistan conflict of 1971, would most certainly lead to a radi-
calization of regimes in the area and, at least to some extent, globally.

The Shah should know that we are trying our best to bring the war
to a conclusion, with all the above considerations fully in mind. We
sincerely hope that the Shah will not let himself be swept along by tac-
tical considerations of the moment to the prejudice of the greater stra-
tegic goals which both our countries are pursuing jointly. The President
is, of course, greatly appreciative of the courage and leadership shown
by the Shah in refusing the Soviet request for military overflight of
Iran.?

Warm regards.

3The Embassy advised the Department in telegram 7511 from Tehran, October 25,
that Deputy Foreign Minister Mirfendereski had been dismissed, apparently because he
had exceeded the Shah’s limit on the number of Soviet supply planes allowed to overfly
Iran en route to the Arab combatants. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
NSC Files, Box 425, Backchannel Files, 1973, Middle East/ Africa) On November 5, in tele-
gram 7725 from Tehran, Helms reported Alam’s confirmation that the overflights were
the cause of Mirfendereski’s ouster: “He insisted, however, that there was only one ci-
vilian overflight of Iran consisting of six aircraft,” which did not square with an Iranian
Air Force report that there were 10 planes. (Ibid.)
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41. Backchannel Message From the Ambassador to Iran (Helms)
to the President’s Deputy Assistant for National Security
Affairs (Scowcroft)!

Tehran, October 30, 1973, 1243Z.

110. Refs: A. Jidda Embtel 4745, B. Jidda Embtel 4708.2

1. What follows is an effort to wrap up for Secretary Kissinger be-
fore he begins his swing through this area® my views on the current
state of mind hereabouts. There is nothing novel in what I have to say,
but I thought the effort might be marginally useful to him.

2. Saqqaf’s remarks to Ambassador Akins reported reftel (A) and
Jidda Country Team message (reftel (B)) indicate Saudi Government is
disposed to maintain solidarity with other Arab governments and keep
pressure on the United States to influence Israel to accept the Arab in-
terpretation of SC Resolution 242.

3. From our soundings in the Gulf, from among local Arab dip-
lomats, senior Iranian officials who advise the Shah, and from remarks
made on various occasions since last May by the Shah himself, we be-
lieve that Saqqaf’s warning and the Jidda Country Team assessment
should be taken seriously indeed.

4. We are in an unprecedented situation in which Saudi Arabia
took the lead in underwriting economically the military initiatives of
Egypt and Syria and in securing the financial and political participation
of other conservative states in the united action. The ultimate failure of
the Arab military effort has made even more dramatic and important
the potential power of the Arab economic effort and in this Saudi
Arabia is the key to success or failure. Faysal surely must enjoy the in-
creased power and prestige of his new position. He is also deeply at-
tached to the idea of a special status for Jerusalem, as Jidda has pointed
out.

1Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 425,
Backchannel Files, 1973, Middle East/Africa. Secret; Sensitive; Immediate.

2 Telegram 4745 from Jidda, October 29, transmitted Saudi Foreign Minister
Saqqaf’s message that good relations with the United States could not be restored until a
just solution to the Middle East conflict was reached, and that his government’s resolu-
tion to use oil as a political instrument was firm. (National Archives, RG 59, Central For-
eign Policy Files, P750018-0141) Telegram 4708 from Jidda, October 25, transmitted Am-
bassador Akins’s view that Saudi oil pressure would not cease until an acceptable
settlement, including the disposition of Jerusalem, emerged. (Ibid., P750018-0154)

3 Telegram 212612 to Tehran, October 27, sent Kissinger’s message to the Shah ad-
vising him of his plan to visit Tehran on November 9 for consultations on settling the
Arab-Israeli dispute. (Ibid., Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 603, Country
Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. V, May-December 1973) From November 5 to 9, the Secre-
tary also visited Morocco, Egypt, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, and Pakistan.
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5. It has been traditional on the basis of past experience to say that
because of competing interests, the Arabs would not stand together to
use the oil weapon effectively against the USG and its allies. Now, how-
ever, we have come into a new situation where old pressures for oil
revenue no longer apply. Saudi Arabia and Kuwait have sufficient fi-
nancial reserves to wait us out. And Europe and Japan have sufficient
self-interest to deal directly with the producers, cutting out the Amer-
ican companies as middlemen, if this seems to them necessary to insure
a steady flow of oil to their countries.

6. Saudi Arabia so far has applied only the mildest of measures to
put pressure on the United States: the 10 per cent cut-back in produc-
tion and an embargo on exports to the USA.* She has also, we suppose,
applied a second informal pressure by not moving forward on new
contracts with American firms. We do not know to what extent the
SAG may have begun transfers of dollar reserves and investments. But
I do believe we should be constantly aware of the possibility that other
Saudi pressure options will be taken if we do not appear to be using our
influence to secure adherence to SC 242. These options would be fur-
ther cut-back in oil production; denial of overflight rights; closing of the
U.S. Military Training Mission; nationalization of Aramco; withdrawal
of Saudi funds from U.S. accounts and U.S. investments; a break in dip-
lomatic relations; and expulsion of Americans from the country. If
these measures were taken in consort with Kuwait, Qatar and Abu
Dhabi, the impact upon our interests would be serious indeed.

7. Faysal used to be inhibited from considering such radical meas-
ures because the loss of his American alliance would have made him
vulnerable to external aggression from Egypt or Iraq and vulnerable to
internal subversion by nationalist and “progressive” forces. Today his
prestige is so improved, he probably would feel safe in adopting such
measures against us. Each measure would actually tend to increase his
popularity and strengthen his regime.

8. Long before the present crisis, as the Secretary will remember,
the Shah in conversations in Washington and with me here made it
clear that he thought the USG should adopt policies which would re-
store its appearance of balance between the Arabs and Israel. His own
government has repeatedly stated its support of SC 242, with the inter-
pretation that evacuation of occupied territories means just about all
territories.

40On October 17, the Organization of Arab Petroleum Exporting Countries warned
of a cut-back in oil production or a total embargo, and on October 19, Saudi Arabia an-
nounced it would impose an oil embargo on the United States in retaliation for aid to Is-
rael. Other Gulf oil producers soon followed the Saudi lead. Documentation on the U.S.
and Western response to the embargo is in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXXVI,
Energy Crisis, 1969-1974.
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9. Since the opening of hostilities, Iran has reaffirmed that position.
In response to popular sentiment, Iran has flown medical supplies to
the Arabs, has made preparations to accept Arab wounded for treat-
ment, has loaned C-130’s to Saudi Arabia and has authorized a mod-
erate tilt by Iranian media in favor of the Arabs. This has occurred de-
spite the fact that the Shah and the Iranian establishment have had, and
continue secretly to have, very close cooperative relations with Israel.’
The reason is that the Shah and his advisors have come to believe that
the balance of forces has changed sufficiently that overt identification
with Israel would not be politically viable, even though they are
pleased that the Arabs were not militarily victorious.

10. From the perspective of Tehran it looks to us as if the USG and
Israel must this time hammer out a solution which a conservative Arab
leader like Faysal and a moderate nationalist like Sadat can and will ac-
cept. You have heard this before, I know. This time, however, sober
Americans feel that the Arab states are in a position where they can and
will use the oft-threatened oil weapon.®

11. Warm regards.

5 According to a November 2 paper prepared in INR that Cline sent to Kissinger in
advance of his trip, the Shah “regards Israel as a profitable channel for Iranian oil and as
an ally against Arab radicalism.” Acknowledging the Shah’s actions on behalf of the Arab
war effort, the paper noted that the Shah “simultaneously suppressed domestic expres-
sions of support for the Arab cause and continued to ship oil to Israel (around the Cape.)”
(National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, ORG 7 S)

®In telegram 7285 from Tehran, October 15, the Embassy forwarded at the Shah’s
instruction an interview he had given to an Egyptian newspaper that “was specifically
designed to eradicate among Arab leaders the conception that the use of oil as a weapon
would have any effect upon the United States in the short term.” (Ibid., Central Foreign
Policy Files, [no film number])
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42. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassies in
Iran and Saudi Arabia’

Washington, November 4, 1973, 0255Z.

217485. Subject: USS Hancock Task Force. For the Ambassador from
the Secretary.

1. Iwould very much like to have you get word to the Shah and so-
licit his reaction to our plans to have the USS Hancock and accompa-
nying destroyers stationed in the northern Arabian Sea (holding area
180 miles S.E. of Muscat) on November 6 and for a period of time fol-
lowing that date. You should tell him that presence of this task force is
part and parcel of US Indian Ocean policy of periodic and temporary
augmentation of US naval forces in the area.” It exists to threaten no
state in the area and we have no intention at present of having it make
port calls or visits.

2. We would be grateful for the Shah’s personal, frank, and consid-
ered reaction to our intention and also, should we decide to proceed in
this course, whether he would permit us to use the base at Bandar
Abbas for long-range surveillance (P-3) and logistic and short-range
aircraft flights to the Hancock while the task force is in the immediate
area. We would expect the flights to conduct training and exercise op-
erations for a period of approximately thirty days. Frequency of flights
is not yet known but you may assure the Shah that we will provide him
with this information as soon as possible.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files, P810097-2375. Se-
cret; Niact; Immediate; Nodis. Drafted by Thomas R. Pickering; cleared by Jonathan D.
Stoddart (PM), Sisco, Walter J. Stoessel (EUR), and Scowcroft; and approved by Kissin-
ger. Repeated Niact Immediate to London.

2 During a meeting on November 3, Schlesinger told Kissinger: “We need a public
line on the Hancock when it arrives.” Kissinger responded: “Routine. An exercise that we
have been planning a long time. I will discuss with the Shah. If he wants it in [the Gulf], I
will let you know.” Kissinger went on to ask: “Can it go into the Red Sea past the
blockade?” Moorer replied: “I don’t know if there is a blockade.” (Memorandum of con-
versation, November 3; Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Memoranda of Conver-
sations, Box 2)
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3. We would be grateful for the very earliest reply you can manage,
having in mind the Secretary will be departing on his trip shortly and
the task force will be present in the area while he is traveling.’

4. For Jidda: We would be grateful for Ambassador’s personal reac-
tion to proposal and any comments he may have to offer.

5. For London: Should we decide to go ahead in light of Shah’s and
other reactions, we would want to operate two or three patrol aircraft
from Diego Garcia for approximately one week in support of the Han-
cock task force. DOD has discussed informally with Vice Admiral
Easton at UK Embassy who in turn has discussed it with UK Ambas-
sador and Admiralty. We told they foresee no difficulty but formal
diplomatic clearance required. You will be instructed separately to seek
such clearance depending upon the actions above. Meanwhile,
pending receipt of further instructions, if you are queried further by
Arthur on basis of London’s 12819 request you tell him you are
awaiting guidance.*

6. For Tehran: We have just been notified by DOD that Iranian sup-
port required to provide oil to refuel task force. If Shah indicates he is
positive toward our deployment, please ask if he would agree to sell US
fuel which would be picked up and transported by US Navy for at-sea
refueling of the task force.

Kissinger

3 According to telegram 7752 from Tehran, November 5, the Shah agreed to the sta-
tioning of the Hancock and destroyers 180 miles southeast of Muscat and the use of
Bandar Abbas by P-3 aircraft. The Shah insisted “that we strictly adhere to cover story
that aircraft were in Iran to assist in training Iranians with P-3’s, in preparation for their
later acquisition of that type of aircraft.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Mate-
rials, NSC Files, Box 1295, Harold H. Saunders Files, Iran, May 16, 1973-December 31,
1973) Telegram 7826 from Tehran, November 7, passed along the Iranian Government’s
approval of the use of Bandar Abbas for carrier on board delivery (COD) aircraft and
C-141/C-130 logistics support flights as well. (Ibid., Box 603, Country Files—Middle
East, Iran, Vol. V, May-December 1973)

4 Telegram 12819 from London, November 2, reported that Sir Geoffrey Arthur of
the British Foreign Office requested information about the task force and a possible U.S.
request for use of UK. facilities in the Gulf area. (Ibid., RG 59, Central Foreign Policy
Files, [no film number])

5 Telegram 7935 from Tehran, November 12, advised that the Iranian Government
had authorized U.S. Navy tankers or U.S.-chartered vessels to take delivery of fuel at Ira-
nian ports to avoid the need to transfer oil at sea. (Ibid., Nixon Presidential Materials,
NSC Files, Box 603, Country Files—Middle East—Iran, Vol. V, May-December 1973)
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43. Memorandum From the President’s Deputy Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Scowcroft) to President Nixon'

Washington, November 9, 1973.

Dr. Kissinger has sent you the following report on his meeting
with the Shah:*

“I briefed the Shah, after giving him your letter,® on the efforts we
have been making since the beginning of the crisis to bring about a
ceasefire and in recent days to stabilize it so that we can move on to full
peace talks between the parties. As you might have expected, the
Shah’s reactions were very positive and he said: ‘Splendid work’.

“He is entirely in agreement with our view that the oil embargo
should be lifted.* He has agreed to send an emissary to both Sadat and
Faisal in order to underscore his deep belief that the oil embargo is not
in the long-term interest of the Arabs and the region. He stressed the
importance of making progress towards a fundamental solution of the
Arab/Israeli dispute and he welcomed the current plans for peace ne-
gotiations to be opened during the first week in December and the gen-
eral understanding we have already achieved on both the procedures
and the substantive approach in the opening phase of the conference.

“He reported that he and Bhutto in recent days had been dis-
cussing the idea of an Islamic conference to offset the planned Arab
summit but he apparently has had second thoughts and has come to
the judgment that quiet diplomatic efforts are much preferable to the
rhetoric of any such conferences.

“He was full of praise that you faced head on the recent Soviet
threat to take unilateral action. He considers such Soviet brinkmanship

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 603,
Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. V, May-December 1973. Top Secret; Sensitive;
Eyes Only. Sent for information. A stamped notation on the memorandum indicates the
President saw it.

2 Briefing material for Kissinger’s visit is ibid., Box 1188, Harold H. Saunders Files:
Middle East Negotiations Files, Secretary Kissinger’s Middle East Trip, November 5,
1973-November 9, 1973.

3 The letter from Nixon to the Shah, dated November 5, described U.S. diplomatic
efforts in the Middle East and expressed Nixon’s hope for a lasting settlement and assur-
ance of receiving the Shah’s aid. (Ibid., RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL 15-1 IRAN)

* On November 6, Carl Marcy, Chief of Staff of the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, wrote to Eagleburger, asking why Iranian oil production had not been increased
to compensate for Arab cutbacks. Eagleburger replied on behalf of Kissinger on No-
vember 12: “We are informed that there is indeed a plan to increase production there
from the present level of 5.6 million barrels per day. However, it will not be until 1976
that Iran’s full production potential of 8 million barrels per day will be reached.” (Ibid.,
PET 12 IRAN)
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both dangerous and irresponsible. He expressed his views about Soviet
policies and designs in the Persian Gulf and in the Subcontinent along
lines familiar to you, and his resolve to resist is every bit as firm as he
expressed it during his last visit to Washington.

“He indicated that he is working closely with Pakistan, and he
does not like the direction which Afghan policy seems to be taking at
the present time.”

44. Telegram From the Embassy in Iran to the Department of
State'

Tehran, November 18, 1973, 0815Z.

8095. Please deliver at opening of business November 18. Subject:
Shah’s Message to President Sadat. Eyes Only for the Secretary from
the Ambassador.

1. Khalatbari called me to Foreign Ministry morning November 18
to read me message from Iranian Ambassador in Cairo about his
meeting with President Sadat at 1300 on November 16 pursuant to in-
structions from the Shah. There was no explanation as to why Shah
communicated with Sadat by telegram rather than sending emissary as
he did in case of King Faisal. Shah’s telegram to Sadat was dispatched
on November 11 but due to pressures Sadat did not receive Iranian
Ambassador until November 16.

2. Shah’s message to Sadat contained usual congratulatory amen-
ities, mentioned that you had informed Shah of your talks with Sadat,
expressed hope for continuing success of cease-fire arrangements. Shah
pointed out that policy of Arab countries to use oil weapon had pro-
duced results and had contributed to opening eyes of oil consuming
nations to Arab cause. If this policy were to be continued now that
fighting had stopped, however, and if oil consuming nations were to be
subjected to economic pressure, this could in America, Europe, and
Japan give to Jewish lobby and those who are opposed to Arabs oppor-
tunity to use this policy to their own advantage by exposing it as type
of blackmail designed among other things to cause suffering this
winter among young and old people. This according to Shah would not

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 603,
Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. V, May-December 1973. Secret; Niact; Immediate;
Nodis.
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benefit Arabs and therefore it would be better at this stage to put an end
to oil embargo and await results of negotiations which have been
started. Shah points out that if negotiations get nowhere, oil embargo
can always be reinstituted.

3. According to Iranian Ambassador, Sadat listened carefully, sent
thanks to Shah, and said would study Shah’s message most carefully.
He also stated he would discuss it with other Arab leaders.

4. Khalatbari then told me that Shah had given an interview on No-
vember 16 to Lebanese journalist, whose name Khalatbari could not re-
member. In this interview Shah took pains to point out for benefit of
Arab readers the significant difference between using oil sanctions in
time of war and while fighting going on and continuing to use them
after the negotiating process has started following cease-fire.?

5. At end of our session Khalatbari asked me if I knew what devel-
opment had led the President to make his statement to effect that he
saw signs that the oil embargo was being lifted.? I replied that I had no
information. He is anxious to know if you care to share the information
with him and the Shah.

Helms

2In the interview on November 25, reported in telegram 8305 from Tehran, No-
vember 26, the Shah publicly advocated the lifting of the oil embargo, giving diplomacy a
chance to achieve peace. With the recent acceptance of the cease-fire, he was quoted as
saying, “Oil is like bread—it cannot be held back in times of peace.” (Ibid., RG 59, Central
Foreign Policy Files, [no film number])

% President Nixon, in remarks on signing a bill authorizing the trans-Alaska pipe-
line on November 16, stated that “it is a reasonable possibility that at some time in the fu-
ture we can see some change with regard to some of the Arab oil-producing countries
and their attitude toward exporting to the United States and to Europe.” For the full text
of his remarks, see Public Papers: Nixon, 1973, pp. 941-945.
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45. Telegram From the Embassy in Iran to the Department of
State'

Tehran, November 21, 1973, 1220Z.

8233. Subject: Shah on Corruption.

1. After Ambassador Byroade’s audience with Shah® was finished,
I asked to stay behind to discuss with Shah approach of Soviet Ambas-
sador to Swedish Ambassador and others about alleged increase in do-
mestic opposition to GOI as result Shah’s recent decrees on corruption
and on new requirement that government ministers and immediate
subordinates divest themselves of any shares they hold in any com-
panies or industries.” Shah was obviously startled to learn that Soviets
were claiming to note increased opposition and asked rhetorically how
anyone could imagine such a thing. We agreed that this was Soviet psy-
chological warfare designed to unsettle the government. The Shah im-
mediately tied it in to the recent Tudeh Party/Iraqi Communist procla-
mation criticizing GOI activities. Shah is convinced that Soviets are
attempting to recreate Tudeh Party and put money into strengthening
of Iranian Communist movement.

2. Being pensive for a moment about what we had been discussing,
the Shah said, “Perhaps I have been too tough on corruption.” To
which I immediately replied, “No, sir, you cannot be too tough on cor-
ruption.” There then ensued a discussion of what will happen in Iran in
the years ahead if corruption is not stemmed with billions of dollars
floating around in the economy. It was quite clear from this discussion
that the Shah indeed is convinced that his program and the country’s
future will go right downbhill if he is not able to deal with the corruption
issue.

3. When the Shah mentioned his insistence that certain high gov-
ernment officials divest themselves of stocks and holdings, I said,
“Won’t many of them have to unload?” The Shah replied, “A few, not
all.”

Helms

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 603,
Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. V, May-December 1973. Secret; Exdis.

% Henry Byroade, Ambassador to Pakistan, met with the Shah on November 21 and
reported his conversation in telegram 10097 from Islamabad, November 22. (Ibid., Box
1295, Harold H. Saunders Files, Iran, May 16, 1973-December 31, 1973)

3In telegram 7652 from Tehran, October 31, the Embassy advised the Department
of the Shah’s Royal decree on corruption, in which he promised a crackdown on
influence-peddling, profit-making, and no-bid contracts, and demanded civil servants’
divestment from commercial enterprises. (Ibid., RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files, [no
film number])
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46. Telegram From the Embassy in Iran to the Department of
State'

Tehran, November 26, 1973, 1340Z.

8321. NEA pass Ambassador Helms. Subject: USS Hancock Task
Force. Ref: State 231141.2

1. We wish to suggest modifications in approach to GOI re Iran’s
continuing support for Hancock task force (reftel). As we see it, we have
two alternatives. We can make barebones request for this open-ended
favor as outlined reftel. We believe GOl would acquiesce, but that tactic
would contribute little to our overall relationship with Iran except add
an obligation on our side for services rendered by GOL

2. We believe it would be far preferable to enhance Iranian com-
prehension of, and thereby develop mutuality of interests in, Hancock
operations. Invitations to Iranians for P-3 familiarization flights, visits
to carrier and joint ship exercises, however cosmetic they might seem,
were steps in this direction. More importantly, we think we should take
Shah into our confidence to extent possible concerning our planning for
Hancock operations. All we have given GOI so far is the rather thin ex-
planation in State 217485 for Hancock’s presence in Indian Ocean. As
far as Iranians know from us, Hancock is to be stationed at holding area
point 180 miles SE of Muscat in northern Arabian Sea. We note from
JCS 200219Z* that task force has moved at least temporarily to area of
Gulf of Aden. We owe it to GO], it seems to us, to inform them on Han-
cock activities which might attract public attention. Perhaps we are
seeing ghosts, but there is little reassurance in the skeletal information
we have so far seen or passed to GOL.

3. We would like to be able, in making approach to GOI for indefi-
nite extension of Hancock support, to tell Shah:

A. How long we anticipate Hancock will require squort. If we do
not know, then we should mention factors which will affect duration of
Hancock’s stay.

B. What movements and operations are planned for Hancock.

1Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 603,
Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. V, May-December 1973. Secret; Priority; Exdis.
Repeated to JCS, SecDef, USCINCEUR, and CINCPAC.

2In telegram 231141 to Tehran, November 23, the Department informed the Em-
bassy that task force operations might extend beyond the original 30-day period and
asked it to explore continuation on an indefinite basis or in incremental periods of 60
days or more with renewable options. (Ibid., RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files, [no film
number])

% Document 42.

* Not found.
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C. Any changes in requirements for Iranian fuel or use of Bandar
Abbas airfield from schedules we originally put to GOIL. We note there
have been no C-141/130 flights and infrequent COD flights.

D. Whether it is likely we will be making other requests of GOl re
task force operations, e.g. port visit.’

4. While issue of sale of Iranian POL to USG for Pacific operations
is separate subject (Tehran 8064)° we believe if feasible it would be pref-
erable to take up both that issue and Hancock support extension at same
time. Unless Washington decision on approach to GOI for Pacific
supply will be delayed for more than ten days, we would like to hold
Hancock support question in suspense until we have both requests in
hand. This should not affect ongoing Hancock support operations.”

Heck

® The Department replied that the Hancock group would be relieved by the U.S.S.
Oriskany and escorts around December 8; that the duration of the operations was under
study; that the Oriskany group would operate in the Arabian Sea; that the original
schedules were unchanged for use of the Bandar Abbas airfield and the contingency for
C-141/C-130 flights would remain for the duration of the task group; and that no other
requests were foreseen for Iranian support of the task group operations. The task group,
the Department concluded, would require 500,000 barrels POL for its operations. (Tele-
gram 236006 to Tehran, December 1; National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy
Files, P750029-1663)

¢ Dated November 15. (Ibid., [no film number])

7In telegram 8507 from Tehran, December 3, the Embassy reported Iran’s will-
ingness to support task group operations on the condition that the United States buy fuel
for the ships at the market rate. (Ibid., P750033-2433) The Department agreed in telegram
239733 to Tehran, December 7. (Ibid., P750029-1266) At the Embassy’s request, the De-
partment provided a rationale for the Hancock deployment in telegram 15716 to Tehran
and other posts, January 24, 1974. (Ibid., P750004-0746) Documentation on U.S. policy in
the Indian Ocean area is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976,
volume E-9, Documents on Middle East Region; Arabian Peninsula; North Africa,
1973-1976.

47. Telegram From the Embassy in Iran to the Department of
State'

Tehran, December 6, 1973, 1200Z.

8619. Subj: Unrest Among University Students.

Summary: Intermittent student unrest in several universities in
Tehran has characterized past several days. Campus troubles at this

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files, [no film number].
Confidential.
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time of year have become traditional but disturbances this year seem
more serious than those for the last several years. End summary.

Beginning several days ago and continuing on December 3, 4, 5,
and 6 student demonstrations and other manifestations of dissidence
have occurred at Tehran University, Arya Mehr University and at
Tehran’s Polytechnic College. Some roughing up of professors and
fighting among student factions reportedly has occurred at Agricul-
tural College at Karaj, a branch of Tehran University. Tehran’s Poly-
technic College was closed for ten days (some reports say indefinitely)
beginning December 4 while two colleges of Tehran University are
closed. Further demonstrations are rumored for December 7 with secu-
rity authorities reportedly ready to deal harshly with participants. Po-
lice have kept demonstrations well in hand and no mention of dissi-
dence has so far appeared in Iranian media.

2. Timing of current unrest is related to 16 Azar 1341 (corre-
sponding this year to December 7) when security forces wounded
many and killed three student demonstrators in Tehran. Beginning
about seven years ago, university students, especially in Tehran, have
marked the anniversary of their death with demonstrations. As picked
up from several sources, student grievances this year include (A) lack
of intellectual and political freedoms in Iran; (B) corruption;
(C) growing disparity in wealth in Iran; (D) high student fees; and
(E) GOI restrictions on size of university student population. Mixed
with these are more traditional student gripes over bad cafeteria food
and inadequate professors.

3. Dr. Ahmad Ghoreishi, Dean of the Law School at Iranian Na-
tional University, which thus far has avoided trouble, told an Embassy
officer that student demonstrations this year may be worse than those
in previous years. Ghoreishi, whose establishment credentials are im-
peccable, sees lack of freedom of expression as the most basic student
complaint. The dilemma in Iran, in his view, is that the situation will
gradually worsen unless the government relaxes its current strict con-
trols, while if it does ease restrictions there is risk that the situation will
get out of hand, such as occurred recently in Greece.”

2 In a December 10 meeting at Killgore’s home, Ghoreishi agreed with the students:
“there is no freedom in this country and corruption is everywhere. Some people make
$50,000 a day (the Peykan automobile people) and others don’t have enough to eat.” Yet
Killgore reported that when he visited Ghoreishi at the heavily-guarded university, Gho-
reishi claimed that all was quiet, despite student agitation over cafeteria food. “Gho-
reishi’s tone was indulgent, while deprecating the political significance of student pro-
test. Quite surprisingly, in view of statements directly to the contrary made six days
earlier, he said that the student troubles this year were less serious than those in past
years.” Killgore concluded that Ghoreishi meant his initial remarks, and was dissimu-
lating in his office. (Ibid., NEA/IRN Files: Lot 76D169, Box 9, Iran, 1973)
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4. Comment: There seems to be no occasion for any immediate con-
cern over the current student dissidence. However, what is happening
reminds us that with all of its many successes the Iranian regime has
continued to fail to win the sympathy of its university students.> End
comment.

Helms

3 In telegram 5111 from Tehran, June 21, 1974, the Embassy reported the largest stu-
dent riots in 2 years at Pahlavi University in Shiraz, ostensibly over grades, although they
took place on the anniversary of large riots in Tehran several years before at which some
students were killed. The Embassy concluded, however, that “though Iranian student
demonstrators often mask national political grievances in local university issues for
reasons of safety, we have no evidence to indicate that anti-regime or anti-U.S. feelings
played a role in Shiraz riots.” (Ibid., Central Foreign Policy Files, [no film number])

48. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Iran'

Washington, December 22, 1973, 0003Z.

249539. Subj: Pricing Policies at OPEC Meeting. Ref: Jidda 5626
(Notal), Tehran 9001 (Notal).? Kuwait pass Doha.

1. Acting Assistant Secretary Davies called Iranian Ambassador
Zahedi to express concern at reports that USG receiving about possible
inordinate price increases for oil at forthcoming OPEC meeting sched-

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files, [no film number].
Secret; Immediate. Drafted by Dickman, cleared by William B. Whitman (EB/ORF/FSE),
and approved by Davies. Repeated Immediate to all OECD capitals, Caracas, Algiers,
Tripoli, Baghdad, Kuwait, Jidda, Abu Dhabi, Lagos, Jakarta, Quito, Brasilia, New Delhi,
Islamabad, and Geneva for Kissinger who was attending the opening session of the
Middle East Peace Conference.

2In telegram 5626 from Jidda, December 21, the Embassy transmitted a warning
from Yamani that he had little hope of preventing OPEC from raising prices dramatically
at the OPEC meeting in Tehran December 22-23. (Ibid.) Telegram 9001 from Tehran, De-
cember 21, summarized a conversation between the Shah and Helms in which the Shah
“indicated that he is seriously considering trying to persuade the other OPEC members at
the meeting in Tehran on December 22 that wholly new pricing arrangement for crude oil
should be established.” He intended to eliminate the posted price and fix the price of
crude oil in relation to the cost of other energy sources like coal, shale, and atomic energy.
(Ibid., P750033-2405)
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uled to begin in Tehran on December 22.> If OPEC countries sought to
take short-term advantage of situation, it would create critical problem
both for industrialized countries and, especially, developing countries
which do not have their own sources of energy such as India and Pak-
istan. US believed that the Middle East producers such as Iran and
Saudi Arabia had long-term interest in stability of oil prices but if there
were a three-fold increase in realized prices, which we understand
some producers were advocating, the adverse pressures on industrial-
ized economies and on world development generally would be tre-
mendous and could generate countermeasures. Slowing of the devel-
opmental process would have implications for stability in developing
countries which could only adversely affect Free World including Ira-
nian and Saudi interests.

2. Zahedi said that he had already sent his personal views to the
Shah that the disruption of the oil pricing system was unhealthy and
that it would be a mistake for OPEC to let oil prices to get too far out of
hand. Zahedi thought, however, that the mistake had originally been
made by American companies submitting bids for Nigerian oil of
$16-18 per barrel. While he could appreciate that these purchases had
been due perhaps to force majeure, nevertheless, they had affected
world oil prices generally.

3. Zahedi said he would try to convey the Department’s concern
immedjiately to the Shah, who is about to leave for his vacation in Swit-
zerland. Zahedi himself is leaving for Switzerland tomorrow and he
would also be in contact with the Shah there.

Rush

SIna telephone conversation on June 5, 1975, columnist Jack Anderson asked Kiss-
inger about a “Government paper” that he had describing the Secretary’s December 19
meeting with French Foreign Minister Jobert. The paper indicated that “Jobert could not
understand the American Government’s attitude toward the Shah of Iran. It was clear, he
said, that the Shah was going to push for another major oil price increase by exploiting
the current embargo, induce shortage, and yet the United States acted as if it considered
the Shah to be a friendly country with the same interest.” Noting the $22-23 per barrel
auction prices that the American independent oil companies had recently paid, Jobert
had “warned the Secretary of State that these artificial prices would be used as a pretext
to justify higher overall OPEC prices.” (Department of State, Electronic Reading Room,
Transcripts of Kissinger Telephone Conversations) A memorandum of conversation of
Kissinger’s December 19 meeting with Jobert is in the Library of Congress, Manuscript
Division, Kissinger Papers, TS 26, Geopolitical Files, France, Cronological File, 19 July—
20 Dec 1973.
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49. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Iran'

Washington, December 29, 1973, 1916Z.

252282. Subj: Oil Decisions at Tehran and Kuwait Conferences.
Ref: Jidda 5715, Tehran 9083.> For Ambassador from Secretary.

1. At earliest opportunity, you should call on Prime Minister,
Court Minister or Foreign Minister, as you deem appropriate, making
clear you are speaking for the President and ask him to convey to the
Shah in Switzerland our deep concern over the decisions reached in
Tehran on December 23 for drastic increase in oil prices. The Shah
should also be informed that the President has communicated to King
Faisal and President Sadat our dismay at December 25 OAPEC decision
in Kuwait to continue the discriminatory oil embargo while easing pro-
duction restrictions for other consuming countries.? Following are the
points you should make orally:

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 603,
Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. V, May-December 1973. Secret; Niact; Immediate;
Nodis. Drafted by Dickman; cleared in draft by Donaldson and by Morton (NEA/IRN),
Atherton, and Katz; and approved by Kissinger. Repeated Immediate to Jidda and to
Kuwait.

2 At the conclusion of the OPEC meeting in Tehran on December 23, Amouzegar
announced a new posted price of $11.60 for Persian Gulf crude, an increase of more than
100 percent. Telegram 5715 from Jidda, December 27, reported Yamani’s charge that the
Shah had forced the price increase on OPEC. (Ibid., RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files,
P750032-2376) Telegram 9083 from Tehran, December 26, contained the Embassy’s sug-
gestion that OPEC-OECD talks be initiated to reform the international trade and pay-
ments system. Acknowledging that Iran might have been at the forefront pushing for the
new posted price, the Embassy explained that the Shah believed that this was a step
toward a rational solution of the oil problem, even a moderate one, given his need to sat-
isfy nationalist opinion. (Ibid., [no film number])

3In telegram 4464 from Kuwait, December 26, the Embassy reported that the
OAPEC Oil Ministers, meeting in Kuwait, pledged to increase oil production to 15 per-
cent below the September level (up from October’s 25 percent reduction), ease export re-
strictions on Japan and Belgium, and continue the embargo on the United States and the
Netherlands. (Ibid.) In a meeting on December 28 with Schlesinger, Colby, Moorer, and
Scowcroft, Kissinger announced: “We sent a scorching letter to Faisal and Sadat and will
send one to the Shah. We have said our ability to proceed in the peace talks depends on
an end to the embargo.” Moorer observed: “Two can play this. Maybe we should raise
the price of our stuff to the Shah,” to which Schlesinger replied: “We are. I am thinking of
charging him 1.9 [million dollars?] for the F-15 R & D.” Colby added: “The oil increase to
us is $10 billion.” Kissinger went on: “A production increase helps more than getting the
embargo lifted, but it is a political issue.” To Colby’s comment that “we must teach them
a lesson,” Kissinger replied: “Then we should hold up on the peace talks.” Everyone
agreed that the United States should refuse to pressure the Israelis. (Ford Library, Na-
tional Security Adviser, Memoranda of Conversations, Box 3) Nixon’s December 28 letter
to King Faisal is printed in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXXVI, Energy Crisis,
1969-1974, Document 274.
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A.The President is greatly concerned over the destabilizing impact
that the price increases agreed to at Tehran for Persian Gulf crudes will
have on the world’s economy and the catastrophic problems it could
pose for the international monetary system. Not only will it result in
raising the prices of manufactured products, but it will have severe re-
pressive effect on the economies of oil consumers which could cause a
worldwide recession and which eventually would benefit no one in-
cluding oil exporters.

B. We believe this drastic price increase is particularly unreason-
able coming as it does when oil supplies are being artificially re-
strained. If this decision is implemented, it is our preliminary assess-
ment that the world’s oil bill in 1974 will more than double to about
$100 billion and would be equal to one-fifth of the value of the Free
World’s imports. For the U.S. alone it will add at least $10 billion to our
oil import bill. The additional import costs will be at least $23 billion for
Western Europe and $8 billion for Japan. For the developing countries
it will be at least $9 billion additional. This mammoth rise in costs will
place an intolerable burden on the economies of many major oil con-
sumers and will prove even more harmful for those developing coun-
tries that do not have adequate energy resources.

C. The U.S. endorses the idea of greater consultation and mutual
understanding between oil producers and consumers which was most
recently reaffirmed in Secretary Kissinger’s initiative to establish an En-
ergy Action Group.! We strongly urge that (1) the recent decisions
made in Tehran be reconsidered; (2) steps be initiated to hold the kind
of consultations that we believe most consumer and producer countries
endorse; and (3) the oil producer countries seriously examine the dele-
terious effect of these increases on the balance of payments positions of
practically all nations in the Free World and the effect this will have on
world trade in general and on the international monetary system in
particular.

D. We are making these views known also to Arab oil producers.
At the same time, the President is equally dismayed over the December
25 decision by the Arab oil producers in Kuwait. This decision singles
out the U.S. for a continuing oil embargo, when the U.S. is the only
country that is seriously trying to bring about the just settlement de-
sired by the Arab world, while at the same time it allows oil production
to increase for other countries which are unable to make any significant
contribution to a peace effort. The President views this as undisguised
discrimination against the U.S. and we are also conveying this point
strongly to major Arab leaders. We are underscoring our views to our

4 Kissinger made this proposal on December 12 in London in a speech to the Pilgrim
Society, in what became known as the Pilgrims Speech. See ibid., Document 264.
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principal Arab contacts that it is absolutely essential that the oil em-
bargo directed against the U.S. be ended immediately and not await the
outcome of the current disengagement negotiations in Geneva.’

Kissinger

5 Telegram 37 from Tehran, January 2, 1974, transmitted the Shah’s response that
Iran would consider reducing its crude oil price only if Venezuela, Nigeria, Indonesia,
Libya, and Algeria, which kept raising their prices, did the same. The Embassy com-
mented: “You should not in our opinion read any significant degree of hope that Shah
will reduce prices in the near term. However, door is still open to dialogue on fixing fu-
ture prices provided consumers and producers can get together very soon.” (Ford Li-
brary, National Security Adviser, Kissinger-Scowcroft West Wing Office Files, Box 15,
Iran (3))

50. Editorial Note

On October 2, 1973, the Embassy in Iran reported the announce-
ment by the Iranian Government that twelve people had been arrested
for plotting to kidnap or kill the Shah, Empress, and other members of
the Royal family. The plotters were said to be members of the outlawed
Tudeh (Communist) Party and had reportedly confessed. (Telegram
7005 from Tehran, October 2; National Archives, RG 59, Central For-
eign Policy Files, [no film number]) The Embassy followed up this re-
port in telegram 7073, October 4, noting that the plotters were evidently
arrested two weeks before the announcement. It added that an “ele-
ment of seriousness” attached to the plot due to the backgrounds of the
accused, which included a few women: “They are not university stu-
dents, religious zealots or from any other social group usually repre-
sented among Iranian terrorists. Virtually all are members of educated
literary/film-oriented class which passes for intellectuals in Iran.” As
such, their families were among the beneficiaries of the White Revolu-
tion, and, given the close-knit nature of Iranian society, members of
their families or social group could have known of the activities. (Ibid.)

On October 25, the Iranian Students Association in the United
States disseminated a press release to members of the U.S. Congress,
charging that the Iranian Government had actually arrested the twelve
accused one year prior to the alleged plot. The release stated that these
individuals included some of Iran’s leading artists, who were noted for
their opposition to the Shah. According to the students, “in the last two
years, the Iranian Government has executed more than 109 political
prisoners not to mention those who have been killed under torture. The
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fate of the 12 intellectuals is no exception to this Rule especially due to
the intensity of their charges.” (Ibid., Central Files 1970-73, POL 29
IRAN)

On November 14, four Members of Congress, Parren Mitchell,
Ronald Dellums, Pete Stark, and Shirley Chisholm, circulated a note to
their colleagues, asking their support for letters to Secretary of State
Henry Kissinger, to the Chairman of the House Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee, Thomas Morgan, and to the Chairman of the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee, J. William Fulbright, “requesting that immediate
pressure be put upon the Iranian dictator to restore to his country due
judicial process.” The United States, they wrote, was supporting a re-
gime which reportedly had incarcerated 25,000 Iranian citizens on po-
litical grounds. They called attention to the arrest of the “dissenting in-
tellectuals,” adding that “many of the twelve were already in prison at
the time of the alleged conspiracy.” (Ibid.)

Two weeks later, the Department of State requested an immediate
update from the Embassy in telegram 233287 to Tehran, November 28.
(Ibid., Central Foreign Policy Files, [no film number]) In telegram 8426
from Tehran, November 29, the Embassy replied that although the con-
spirators had been arrested a few weeks before the public announce-
ment of their plot, local security authorities were adamant that none
was in jail at the time the plot was discovered. All twelve had confessed
and their cases had been referred to a military court. (Ibid.)

On December 27, Assistant Secretary of State for Congressional Re-
lations Marshall Wright replied to the Congressmen on Kissinger’s be-
half in a letter to one of the signers, John J. Moakley. The success of the
assassination plot, he wrote, “would have been another victory for ter-
rorism and an additional precedent for the assassination of political
leaders, and could have had an adverse impact on the stability of Iran
and the well-being of its people.” Wright noted that Iranian police and
judicial procedures were Iran’s to determine and were different from
American ones, resembling the Napoleonic Code of France. He con-
cluded with praise of Iran’s economic and social progress, its helpful
role in the Arab-Israeli dispute, and its refusal to join the oil embargo.
(Ibid., Central Files 1970-73, POL 23-9 IRAN)

Telegram 137 from Tehran, January 7, 1974, notified the Depart-
ment that the accused were being tried in a military court because a
conspiracy to kill the Shah was considered “directly connected with the
very existence and national identity of Iran.” (Ibid., Central Foreign
Policy Files, [no film number]) All twelve were found guilty, and seven
were sentenced to death, according to telegram 272 from Tehran, Jan-
uary 10. (Ibid.) In telegram 324 from Tehran, January 15, the Embassy
reported a telephone threat in which the caller claimed that if the Shah
“executes any of the twelve prisoners of war in violation of the Geneva
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Convention, the Bazargan Brigade will execute four Americans; men,
women and children for every prisoner of war killed by the Shah.”
(Ibid.) According to telegrams 611 and 1340 from Tehran, January 24
and February 19, five of the seven death sentences were commuted to
life in prison, after the accused repented of their errors and threw them-
selves on the mercy of the throne. (Ibid.)

51. Backchannel Message From the Ambassador to Iran (Helms)
to the President’s Deputy Assistant for National Security
Affairs (Scowcroft)!

Tehran, January 22, 1974, 0250Z.

120. 1. Would you please pass the following to Secretary Kissinger
from me:

(A) Please have a look at the bottom of page three and the top of
page four in the 17 January 1974 issue of The Economist’s Foreign Re-
port.? This kind of talk, which appears to give substance to Schle-
singer’s remarks earlier this month,® will, I fear, be believed by a lot of
people in the Middle East not to mention Iran. The Soviets are probably
responsible for pushing this line, if not originating it. But Iranians and
Arabs alike believe in the conspiratorial theory of political life and are
suckers for this kind of rationalization. Nobody in this part of the world
will bother to muse over what the Soviet Union will be doing while our
Marines are taking over the Gulf oil fields.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 426,
Backchannel Files, Middle East/Africa, 1974, Vol. II. Secret; Priority.

2 The article noted that if the Washington Energy Conference, scheduled for Feb-
ruary 11-13, failed, there was likely to be more talk of U.S. military intervention in the
Gulf. “Some Arab commentators are already painting a lurid picture of American ma-
rines swarming ashore at any moment to seize the oil fields. Saudi Arabia and Kuwait
have placed explosive charges around their principal fields.” Although such contingency
plans probably existed, the article continued, the administration knew that the Arabs
could destroy the oil fields before U.S. troops reached them. Some U.S. officials thought
Nixon was more likely to unleash the CIA to help install more amenable rulers in the
Gulf, if he could not reduce oil prices without abandoning Israel. “Memories of Dr. Moss-
adegh,” it concluded, “are very much alive in Washington these days.”

% On January 7, The New York Times quoted Secretary of Defense Schlesinger’s com-
ments in a public television interview that “the Arab countries ran the risk of increasing
public demand for force against them if they carried their oil curbs too far. But he added
that he believed the oil producers recognized the problem and would not push it to that
extent.” See also Foreign Relations, 1969-1974, volume XXXVI, Energy Crisis, 1969-1974,
Document 244.
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(B) I bring this item to your attention, because I fail to see what
American declarations are going to achieve toward lowering crude oil
prices or making Saudi Arabia more interested in sitting down with the
consumer countries. We have in front of us one hell of a problem which
is not going to be made easier by American muscle flexing which may
look good to Congress but which simply fans emotionalism and irra-
tionality in the Middle East.

(C) Unless there is something in all this which we are completely
missing, you may want to persuade other administration officials that
there are no obvious shortcuts to rolling back crude oil prices or to per-
suading the OPEC members to line up and salute.

(D) I hope that none of the foregoing is taken amiss. My effort is to
be helpful and constructive, so please read this no other way. Warm
regards.

52. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Iran'

Washington, January 25, 1974, 0219Z.

16493. Subject: Energy: Crude Oil Prices. Ref: Tehran 560.2

1. Very much appreciate your thoughtful exposition of factors that
should be borne in mind as we attempt to formulate a rational and con-
structive approach to key oil producers such as Iran. We share your
feeling that for the time being we should continue to pursue the multi-
lateral course of action we have mapped out and that a Presidential
envoy or message to producer countries would be premature and pos-
sibly counterproductive for our efforts to lay ground work for a

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 603,
Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. VI, January 1974-. Secret; Exdis. Drafted by
Miklos; cleared by Dickman, Davies, Katz, and Maynard W. Glitman (T/IEP); and ap-
proved by Donaldson. Repeated to Abu Dhabi, Beirut, Caracas, Jakarta, Jidda, Kuwait,
London, Rome, and Tripoli.

2In telegram 560 from Tehran, January 22, Helms argued that the United States
should pursue a multilateral course of action in its oil negotiations and show under-
standing of producers’ concerns about rising commodity prices: “The oil producers in-
deed live from a basic commodity which, being in short supply, has given them economic
power to alter the terms of trade to their increasing advantage, at least for a period of
years. They will not be deflected from using this power, but if we show them that we rec-
ognize it, they may indeed be induced to use it more responsibly.” (Ibid., RG 59, Central
Foreign Policy Files, P750004-0091)
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producer-consumer conference. We agree that if our dialogue with pro-
ducer countries is to be constructive we must in some manner deal with
producer concerns about the interrelationship of oil prices with the
prices of other goods, particularly those needed by oil-producing coun-
tries. FYL. Our own preliminary calculations indicate that while indus-
trial raw material and agricultural products have increased by an av-
erage of 75 percent in the past year, crude oil has increased 350 percent.
End FYL?

2. While we welcome Saudi recognition that present prices exces-
sive, we do not wish to imply that price reduction suggested by Yamani
would satisfactorily deal with problem.* We do not wish therefore to
become engaged in any further representations to OPEC producers at
this time. We think more effective approach is multilateral one which
we will seek to obtain at February 11 meeting in Washington among
key consumers. USG will in the meantime continue point out how oil
prices are causing economic dislocations to consumers and relevance of
escalating oil pricing to cost of other commodities in international
trade.

3. We welcome further comment from all addressees.

Kissinger

3The Embassy responded in telegram 872 from Tehran, January 31, with a chart of
price increases averaging about 288 percent in foodstuffs, which Iran bought in quantity
from the United States. (Ibid., [no film number])

4In telegram 5715 from Jidda, December 27, 1973, the Embassy reported Saudi will-
ingness to reduce oil prices. (See footnote 2, Document 49.) According to telegram 755
from Tehran, January 29, the Iranian press attacked Yamani for advocating lower crude
oil prices, in line with Secretary of the Treasury Shultz’s proposal that producers should
reduce their price to $5 per barrel. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy
Files, [no film number])
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53. Telegram From the Embassy in Iran to the Department of
State'

Tehran, January 29, 1974, 1320Z.

804. Personal for Secretary from Ambassador Helms. Subject:
IBRD Lending to Iran. Ref: Tehran 0739.2

Understand through back channels that Treasury is being most
difficult on IBRD loan to GOI at session scheduled for today. I cannot
emphasize too strongly how wrong I believe it would be for the US to
take the lead in disapproving the loan at a time when we need to keep
passions cool. The $75 million loan under consideration is miniscule by
comparison with the other considerations we have in our relations with
Iran. There is sufficient evidence to indicate extensive irritation on the
part of the Shah and his Ministers as a result of the recent IBRD and US
pressures concerning IBRD lending to Iran. This irritation could lead to
snap actions against IBRD and US which we obviously want to avoid. If
we wish to bring Iran along in any international considerations of en-
ergy policy, then it seems to me we can afford to agree to extend the
present loan and work quietly for an accommodation of our various
positions. But in any event please do not permit action to be taken in
IBRD meeting today which we may all live to regret.’

Helms

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 603,
Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. VI, January 1974-. Secret; Niact; Immediate;
Nodis; Cherokee.

2 Not found.

3 Telegram 19865 to Tehran, January 30, forwarded the text of a letter to Shultz from
the Chairman of the House International Finance Subcommittee, Henry Gonzalez, in
which he argued against an IBRD loan to oil-rich Iran. (National Archives, RG 59, Central
Foreign Policy Files, [no film number]) According to telegrams 1604 and 1673 from
Tehran, February 27 and March 2, the Iranian Government proposed to help establish a
soft loan fund with its increased oil revenue, administered through the IMF and the
World Bank, to aid less-developed oil-importing countries. Iran would also purchase
IBRD bonds and lend to the IMF. (Ibid.) The plan, Helms wrote in telegram 1726 from
Tehran, March 4, was devised in response to U.S. pressure during Iran’s loan negotia-
tions with the World Bank. (Ibid.)



172 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XXVII

54. Backchannel Message From the Ambassador to Iran (Helms)
to the President’s Deputy Assistant for National Security
Affairs (Scowcroft)!

Tehran, February 13, 1974, 0955Z.

817.1. Please deliver what follows to Secretary Kissinger as soon as
convenient.

2. Message for the Secretary:

(A) When I finished briefing the Shah on the state of play re-
garding Syrian-Israeli disengagement negotiations and informed him
of the unwillingness of the USG to continue its good offices unless the
oil embargo is lifted, the Shah commented that he would not consider
himself a good friend unless he pointed out that he feels it unwise to
link US efforts to bring peace to the Middle East with an oil embargo
which does little harm to the United States. He commented, “Why
should you want to lose your magnanimous image in the Arab world?”
If you insist on the lifting of the oil embargo now, you will simply give
the world the impression that you are greedy and at the same time you
will open the way for the Russians to come back into the Middle East.
He stressed that the United States has done a masterful job of reducing
the Soviets to silence and of pushing them out of the picture, and he
says that he hates to see them get back into the area particularly with a
re-opening of the Suez Canal in the offing. The Shah definitely agreed,
however, to send a message to King Faisal in another effort to persuade
him to lift the embargo.?

(B) Remainder of points which came up during audience with
Shah I will report via regular State Department channels. Warm
regards.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 426,
Backchannel Files, Middle East/Africa, 1974, Vol. II. Secret; Eyes Only; Immediate. Sent
with the instruction to deliver at opening of business February 13.

2 According to telegram 1250 from Tehran, February 14, the Shah responded to
Helms'’s request that the Shah persuade Faisal to lift the embargo with, “Why don’t you
get Yamani to lift it for you? He is a U.S. stooge.” At Helms’s demurral, the Shah an-
swered, “Well then, maybe he is an ARAMCO stooge. All the other members of OPEC
believe him to be.” (Ibid., Box 603, Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. VI, January
1974-) According to telegram 1351 from Tehran, February 19, the Shah’s message to
Faisal was sent on February 13. (Ibid.)
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55. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Iran'

Washington, March 11, 1974, 2253Z.

48689. Subject: U.S.-Iranian Cooperation. Ref: State 43366 (Nodis).?
For Ambassador from Secretary.

1. FYI: As follow up to my message to the Shah (reftel) I believe it
desirable to move quickly to give substance to the concept of deepening
and broadening our ties with Iran, particularly in the economic/
technological fields. There are several reasons:

A. We will want to draw Iran into intensive dialogue on how our
ties can be further strengthened which will provide them with alterna-
tives to the bilateral barter arrangements the Europeans and Japan are
discussing in which technology and help with industrialization are
traded for guaranteed oil supply at specified prices.?

B. We need to reinforce and highlight the importance we attach to
Iran and the mutual benefits we both derive from the closest possible
cooperation across the board.

C. We want to establish a framework of consultation within which
we can pursue a constructive dialogue bilaterally with respect to oil
supply, should we find the need to do so in the face of failure of a multi-
lateral approach.

D. We want to establish a framework of consultation within which
we can discuss our respective and mutual strategic interests. We recog-
nize that Iran aspires to a growing role in world affairs, and that it al-
ready is playing an important regional role. The enhancement of our
military presence in the Indian Ocean region demonstrates our own in-
creased interest in this part of the world. We believe that it would be
valuable to both countries to share our thoughts now to identify shared

! Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box CL-152,
Iran, Chronological File, Jan-30 April 1974. Secret. Drafted by Miklos, cleared by Davies,
and approved by Kissinger. Repeated to the Departments of the Treasury, Commerce,
and Defense and to AEC.

2 In telegram 43366 to Tehran, March 5, Kissinger sent a message to the Shah noti-
fying him of the progress of Kissinger’s talks to encourage Syria and Israel to sign a disen-
gagement agreement. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box
603, Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. VI, January 1974-)

3In telegram 1546 from Tehran, February 26, the Embassy conveyed Ansary’s
warning that “US may well lose out on a number of large-scale commercial possibilities
because the US Government is in no rpt no position to discuss package deals with the
GOI Many of the items included in undertakings with other governments, i.e., atomic
power, petrochemicals, etc., must from the Iranian point of view be on government to
government basis to complete arrangements.” (Ibid., RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files,
P740146-1080)
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intentions, to avoid any possible misunderstandings, and to minimize
any possible friction that might arise from differing perceptions and
intentions.

2. While we want to move quickly to give substance to this con-
cept, we also wish to avoid conveying an impression of a knee-jerk re-
action to recent European approaches to Iran or other activities which
lead away from the multilateral approach we have favored on a vast
range of world economic/scientific questions. We would want rather
to indicate that we have been giving serious, careful study to a number
of questions Iran has raised with us in the recent past and that we are
now prepared to discuss in depth what we might usefully do together.
In other words, we are adopting the posture of responding to their
prior indications of interest. While you are in the process of sounding
out the Iranians on this concept and the procedures we might follow,
we will be pressing forward here on developing concrete details of
some of the proposals we might eventually make. Any thoughts you
may have would of course be most welcome. End FYI.

3. You are to seek an audience with the Shah at the earliest oppor-
tunity as a follow-up to my message to him. You are to emphasize our
desire to broaden and deepen the very close and satisfying relations
that already exist between our two countries, and propose that we
begin this process by both sides meeting at the Cabinet level to begin
discussion of specific areas of further cooperation. We would welcome
designation by His Majesty of the Cabinet officer he deemed most suit-
able for this purpose.

4. Following themes should be basic to your presentation:

A. We have been deeply interested in Iranian proposals recently
for enhancing US-Iranian relationships in the economic/technological
fields. We think that deepening this relationship would give balance
and perspective to the very close and highly satisfactory relationships
we have in the political /military fields.

B. We have been gratified by the increasingly significant role Iran
has played in regional affairs and its willingness to assume responsibil-
ities on global issues as well. Our interest in enhancing our bilateral re-
lations with Iran therefore stems from our desire to facilitate our and
Iran’s ability to meet our interrelated responsibilities. We are not
talking about a simple trade-off of goods and services for oil which has
characterized some recent bilateral arrangements.

C. We envisage an initial Cabinet level meeting which will permit
both sides to identify with some precision specific areas in which we
believe our cooperative ties might be strengthened. This meeting might
be followed by the formation of a commission, several commissions, or
working groups which would proceed to examine in detail the specific
areas of mutual interest identified at the Cabinet level meeting.
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5. For the sake of illustration you might suggest the following as
the kinds of subjects we believe might be discussed:

A. We are aware of and sympathetic to the Iranian interest in
building on experience in the petroleum field to develop a capability in
the broader energy field. We would be prepared to assist Iran in in-
vesting in U.S. industries developing new concepts of nuclear breeder
reactors. Efficient breeder reactors promise to be a major element in
meeting world energy needs into the next century.

B. GOI plans for initial nuclear power installations reportedly call
for inclusion of water desalinization facilities. USG and industry has
considerable expertise in this field which can be put at GOI disposal.
This expertise includes study conducted by USG in conjunction with
Plan Organization in 1967 (published 1968) for desalinization project
for Bandar Abbas which was never implemented but may still be perti-
nent. USG can introduce GOI to appropriate firms and, if desired, pro-
vide USG advisory/consultative services.

C. The new bilateral science and technology agreement which is
now being negotiated could be restructured to provide a mechanism
for improved cooperation in research in fields of interest to Iran, which
might include solar power and arid lands technology.

D. We are prepared to be as helpful as possible in providing advice
as to how and where Iran might invest in the U.S. We recognize Iran’s
special interest in new generations of advanced technology (e.g., radar)
and are prepared to consider investment in these areas. There are, of
course, limitations on foreign investment in key defense industries.

E. We would like to be helpful to Iran in providing the industrial
raw materials which Iran needs to import. As we have explained previ-
ously, supplies of many of these materials are tight, and the U.S. Govt
cannot commit U.S. industry. However, we are prepared to make every
effort to inform Iran as to availabilities, to see that U.S. industries are
fully informed of Iranian needs, and to encourage U.S. companies to be
as responsive as possible to Iranian requests.

3. In sum, our purpose at this point is to get Iranian agreement to
the concept of a high level discussion of areas in which we might
broaden and deepen our ties and the establishment of some appro-
priate mechanism by which we could pursue detailed discussion of this
matter. We are entirely flexible on the venue for such a meeting and the
number and level of people that might attend it below Cabinet level. If
you believe the foregoing should be reduced or expanded in concept or
substance, please advise before approaching the Shah.

Kissinger
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56. Telegram From the Embassy in Iran to the Department of
State'

Tehran, March 15, 1974, 0740Z.

2091. For Secretary from Ambassador. Subj: US-Iranian Coopera-
tion. Ref: A. State 48689, B. State 43366, C. Tehran 1546.2

1. Presented to Shah on afternoon March 14 proposal contained
reftel (A) cast in terms you gave me orally on March 9. Shah responded
immediately and affirmatively. In fact, I had difficulty in getting be-
yond the subject of nuclear power, because he wanted to get down to
brass tacks on that right away. In any event, he did hoist aboard the
broad spectrum of possible joint interests in the economic and techno-
logical fields.

2. The Shah would like the first conference of senior American and
Iranian officials to be in Tehran and under his aegis. In fact, he said he
would chair the first meeting in order to listen to the dialogue between
the two sides. He stated that Iran is prepared to field an individual or a
delegation at the same level that the US is prepared to present. The
question therefore now is how to organize the delegation to visit here.
My recommendation would be that in the first instance it should in-
clude the Chairman of the AEC and the Secretary of Commerce. This
listing is not in derogation of the Secretary of Commerce but is to un-
derline the Shah’s current preoccupation with attempting to satisfy his
ambitions in the nuclear field. He is definitely planning on nuclear
power plants to the equivalent of 20,000 megawatts and has up till now
committed only 5,000 to the French. He is planning to establish in the
near future an atomic energy organization headed by an as yet uniden-
tified individual who is described as being trained in atomic physics
and as being “a practical man, not just a theoretician.”

3. Recommendation in preceding paragraph need not be regarded
as holy writ, because the Shah is clearly flexible in reaction to our initia-
tive and is prepared to move in whatever direction we indicate. Never-
theless, there is no mistaking his preoccupation with satisfying his con-
siderable ambitions in the nuclear field. In fact, his eyes visibly
brightened when I spoke of the possibility of using heat generated by
nuclear plants for direct reduction of iron ore as being technically and
economically feasible. Such a process would further conserve Iran’s gas

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy Files, [no film number].
Secret; Priority.

2 Telegram 48689 to Tehran is Document 55. For telegrams 43366 and 1546, see foot-
notes 2 and 3 thereto.
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reserves, according to the Harza Company representative here who
floated the theory.

Helms

57.  Memorandum From Secretary of State Kissinger to President
Nixon'

Washington, March 22, 1974.

SUBJECT
Letter to the Shah of Iran

You will recall that the Shah stated, in a CBS interview televised
February 24, that the U.S. was still importing as much or more oil as it
was before the imposition of the Arab embargo last September. On the
following day, Bill Simon asserted publicly that U.S. figures showed
the embargo to be effective and that the Shah’s statements were “irre-
sponsible and reckless.” In your press conference that evening you
stated that you do not regard the Shah as irresponsible and reckless, al-
though we were, in fact, getting substantially less Mid-East oil than be-
fore the embargo.’

Simon’s rhetoric aside, part of the problem was that the Shah and
Simon apparently were talking about different time periods. The Ira-
nian Prime Minister, in a statement February 26 defending the Shah’s
statement, presented a comparison of import figures from the final
quarters of 1972 and 1973. Since the effects of the embargo did not
begin to be felt here until late in the final quarter of 1973, the figures
showed that U.S. oil imports were higher in that quarter than in the
final quarter of 1972. Simon, however, was referring in his statement on
February 25 to the situation as of that date; by then, the effects of the
embargo were being felt and our oil imports were indeed down.

In any event, your remarks of February 25 appear to have helped
mitigate the Shah’s natural reaction to Mr. Simon’s remarks. The Shah

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 755, Pres-
idential Correspondence, Iran, M.R. Pahlavi, 1974-1977. Confidential. Sent for action.

2 The New York Times previewed the Shah’s comments in its February 24 issue and
on February 26 reported Simon’s statement, which was made before the House Ways and
Means Committee on February 25. Nixon’s comments regarding the Shah at his February
25 press conference are in Public Papers: Nixon, 1974, p. 204.



178 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XXVII

and his government have not made any further statements on the
matter. Our basic relationship with Iran remains intact, although it is
increasingly apparent that the Shah’s interest in maintaining high oil
prices runs counter to our interest in seeing them lowered.?

A personal letter from you to the Shah would further mollify an
important, proud and sensitive ally and clear away any lingering pique
he may feel toward the U.S. because of this episode. The proposed
letter (attached)* reaffirms the thrust of your press conference remarks.
It reiterates that you do not associate yourself with the particular lan-
guage used by Mr. Simon but that our figures show our oil imports to
have declined during the course of the embargo. The letter also reaf-
firms the importance you attach to relations with Iran and with the
Shah personally.

Recommendation:

That you sign the attached letter to the Shah (Tab A). (Text ap-
proved by Dave Gergen’s office.)

3In a briefing memorandum to Kissinger, March 20, Saunders recommended
avoiding mentioning in the letter to the Shah the topic of the OPEC announcement in
Vienna of the decision to lift the embargo, since Iran never participated in the Arab em-
bargo and since, given divergent U.S.-Iranian interests on oil prices, there was nothing
“nice” to say on the subject. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
Box 755, Presidential Correspondence, Iran, M.R. Pahlavi, 1974-1977)

4 In the attached letter, dated March 23, Nixon assured the Shah that “there was no
excuse for Mr. Simon'’s rhetoric, and you have our apology. As I indicated in my press
conference, I dissociate myself and my government from his remark.” Nixon also noted
that he attached importance to the bilateral discussions intended to deepen U.S.-Iranian
ties. The Shah replied on March 27 in a letter expressing gratitude for the President’s un-
derstanding in the Simon matter and commitment to the “unshakeable” U.S.-Iranian ties.
Both letters are ibid. According to a memorandum from Saunders to Scowcroft, April 3,
the President’s letter was not sent to the Department of State for fear that “circulating it
would be unnecessarily embarrassing to Simon.” (Ibid.)
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58. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Iran'

Washington, April 11, 1974, 02247.

73527. Subject: U.S.—Iran Cooperation. Ref: State 48689, Tehran
2091.2 For Ambassador from the Secretary.

1. Following the Shah’s favorable reaction to our proposal to
broaden and deepen our relations, the next step is to set the stage for
substantive and concrete discussion of priority areas of cooperation we
would both wish to pursue. I want it emphasized that we view this new
effort as very much an equal partnership exchange in which both sides
will feel free to advance new ideas and suggestions and to discuss these
fully, freely and frankly. Please approach the Shah along the following
lines.

2. We are gratified by his positive response to our proposal and
want to move expeditiously to give substance in concrete ways to the
concept of broadening and deepening our ties. Since our first approach
to him, we have developed some specific ideas which we believe have
merit and on which we are prepared to move promptly once we have
the Shah'’s reaction and any suggestions he may have. We want to em-
phasize from the outset that we wish to be responsive and we desire
our planning to be in accord with Shah’s own views and priorities. I
look forward to discussing this personally with the Shah at a fairly
early date so as to have the full benefit of his own views as to how we
can most effectively work together over the entire range of our mutual
interest.

3. Webelieve there is considerable scope for expanded cooperation
between our countries in the economic field. In order to provide proper
focus and suitable high-level official guidance, we suggest the estab-
lishment of a Joint Economic Commission at the Cabinet level. On our
side, we have contemplated that the Commission would be headed by
the Secretary of Treasury. This is of course up to the Shah, but in our
own planning for this Commission we have been assuming he would

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 603,
Country Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. VI, January 1974-. Secret; Immediate; Exdis.
Drafted by Miklos and Sober, cleared by Sisco and Eagleburger, and approved by
Kissinger.

2 Documents 55 and 56.
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wish to designate either the Minister of Finance or the Minister of
Economy as the Iranian head. Between sessions of the Commission,
which might meet annually or more frequently as it decides, the
business of the Commission could be carried out by standing or ad hoc
working groups that could address general areas of concern or specific
projects.

4. We have noted the priority the Shah gives to developing alterna-
tive means of energy production through nuclear power and agree this
is the area in which we might most usefully begin on a specific program
of cooperation and collaboration. I suggest this be the first working
group under our Joint Economic Commission. The Chairman of the
Atomic Energy Commission is prepared to visit Tehran with a team of
experts to discuss, with whomever the Shah designates, ways and
means by which we can most usefully cooperate in this field based on
our own extensive experience.

5. We are also prepared to get together a team or teams of experts
to visit Iran or to receive Iranian officials here to explore ways of trans-
ferring U.S. technological skills and know-how to Iran so as to develop
a research or manufacturing capability in other selected areas it con-
siders of high priority. We have in mind such areas as water desaliniza-
tion, solar power, and certain fields of mechanical and electronic engi-
neering, including solid state electronics and production of selected
military end items. We would welcome the Shah’s views as to whether
these are areas of particular interest or whether there are others he
would wish us to consider.

6. You should note our understanding of the Shah’s high interest in
developing a petrochemical capability which will enhance and diver-
sify the value of his oil resources. You may tell him we are prepared to
field a team of experts or to explore here with his own representatives
concrete ways in which the U.S. and Iran might collaborate in bringing
his desires to realization.

7. You might also note our understanding of the Shah'’s interest in
the fields of advanced radar and communications including satellite
and ground systems, and that we are prepared to discuss ways in
which Iran might become involved in these fields. (FYL: With regard
possible US teams under 5, 6, and 7 above, we need to explore how
much can be done through USG personnel and existing official funds,
recognizing that private industry and expertise will be needed to do the
job. You should therefore handle these suggestions in way to leave US
flexibility. End FYI)

8. We would welcome knowing other subjects the Shah might like
to have addressed for priority attention under our proposed Joint Eco-
nomic Commission. (FYI: We are exploring potential for collaboration
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on complex problems such as Iranian desire for assured supply of raw
materials, and channeling of resources to the neediest nations, but are
not in position to offer specifics at this time. End FYI)

9. With regard to political and security matters, we are prepared to
continue and expand the consultations and close ties which already
mark our relations and which we value greatly. We would like to feel
free, and have the Shah feel equally free, to raise for full and frank dis-
cussion between us such matters as our common interest in achieving a
durable peace between the Arabs and Israel and what we are trying to
do to help achieve it; problems affecting the stability of the Persian Gulf
region and the Indo-Pakistan subcontinent; the need to assure freedom
of access through the Indian Ocean; and such extra-regional matters as
the prospects for détente between US and the Communist powers, and
trends in US relations with Western Europe. We contemplate re-
maining in the closest touch on the Shah’s concerns regarding Iran’s se-
curity and on how we can continue to cooperate through our sales and
training programs in helping to build up Iran’s defensive capability.
We also hope to exchange ideas on how closer regional ties might be
developed, particularly between Iran and Saudi Arabia, to enhance re-
gional security. Through our ties in CENTO and other channels we will
wish to remain in close contact on Soviet activities and intentions that
could threaten regional stability.

10. It is our current feeling that use of existing channels and mecha-
nisms can be intensified for the expanded cooperation we have in mind
in the political and security fields. We will wish frequent visits to Iran
by senior US civilian and military officials, and we hope the Shah will
agree these can be complemented by similar visits to the US by Iranian
officials. We see our respective diplomatic missions and the US Mili-
tary Mission in Iran as playing key roles. We would welcome the
Shah’s views as to whether any additional structure is needed to ensure
the type of very close exchange we wish. We would be receptive, for ex-
ample, to suggestions for more structured political consultations than
we have had, on a regular basis. And if the Shah believes our military
cooperation can be improved, for example by establishing a joint com-
mission on security matters, we are prepared to respond to his wishes.

11. Please tell the Shah that I have hoped for an early occasion to
visit Tehran, and subject to his views I am prepared to do so during the
course of my next trip to the Middle East when I shall be trying to help
bring about further progress toward Arab-Israeli peace. During my
visit to Tehran we could discuss in more detail any of the foregoing as
well as other ideas the Shah and his advisors may have as to the sub-
stance or structure of our expanded cooperation. My visit could pro-
vide a good occasion for a public announcement of our new coopera-
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tive relationship.’ (Should the Shah like some earlier announcement,
however, we will be pleased to have any specific suggestions.) Immedi-
ately following my talks with the Shah, a first joint working group
meeting on nuclear power could take place in Tehran, in which the
Chairman of our Atomic Energy Commission and her experts would
participate. This meeting would be concrete evidence of our mutual in-
terest in developing closer ties through specific concrete programs.
During my visit we might also agree as to the timing, agenda and
venue of the first meeting of our Joint Economic Commission.

12. I am confident the Shah will appreciate the seriousness of our
purpose and our desire to move forward vigorously in specific concrete
ways. We attach highest value to a partnership from which we are con-
fident both our nations can benefit greatly.*

Kissinger

% Helms cautioned in telegram 2838 from Tehran, April 13, that since the Shah
“does not ‘like to wear Arab clothes,”” the United States should “go slowly in giving
widespread publicity to this new effort since it will place the Shah in the position of fol-
lowing closely in the footsteps of the US/Saudi announcement.” (National Archives, RG
59, Central Foreign Policy Files, D740086-0205) The U.S.-Saudi statement, issued on April
5, announced the two countries’ intention to expand and give “concrete expression” to
cooperation in economics, technology, and industry. (Department of State Bulletin, April
29, 1974, p. 459)

* The Shah replied through the Embassy in telegram 2958, April 17, approving the
Joint Economic Commission, the technology transfer proposal, petrochemical collabora-
tion, advanced radar and communications development, and discussions on political and
security matters. He also hoped for U.S. assistance in the production of 10,000 megawatts
of nuclear energy, and added that all of the proposals could be handled within normal
bilateral agreements. (Ibid., Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 603, Country
Files—Middle East, Iran, Vol. VI, January 1974-)
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59. Paper Prepared by an Interdepartmental Working Group'

Washington, April 25, 1974.

STUDY REPORT
JOINT U.S.-IRANIAN COOPERATION

Why Iran Is Important to Us

Our interests in Iran are substantial and are growing steadily:

—Iran is the most powerful, politically most stable, and economi-
cally most developed state on the Persian Gulf. It shares with us an in-
terest in promoting moderate elements in the area and in limiting the
influence of the Soviet Union and radical forces. Prospects are good for
Iran’s long-term stability and a continuation of its present international
orientation, even if its present leadership leaves the scene.

—Iran is relying on its new economic and military power in pur-
suing a more assertive foreign policy, particularly in the Persian Gulf
but also in the Middle East generally and in South Asia. This is reflected
in proposals for a regional common market, offers of low-interest oil
loans to selected countries, and increased interest in the Indian Ocean.

—Acting as a responsible regional power, Iran can help stabilize
the area politically, encourage regional cooperation in defense and eco-
nomic development, and assist less developed states. Cooperation or a
modus vivendi between Iran and Saudi Arabia is essential to stability
in the Gulf and adjacent region; however, to date there has been no ac-
tive cooperation, and their relationship has been little more than
correct.

—Iran is a major source of oil for Western Europe and Japan, and
normally supplies about seven percent of our own oil imports. Iran’s
refusal to join Arab oil embargoes has in the past been essential to
Western ability to mitigate the effects of those embargoes. Iran also
plays a leading role in OPEC, exerting special influence on oil pricing
policies. Its future influence on international petroleum policies, while

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 1338,
NSC Secretariat, NSC Unfiled Material, Folder 6. Secret; Exdis. Sisco sent this paper to
Kissinger under an April 27 covering memorandum that reads: “Although there is no
separate NSSM on Iran, I am submitting this report to you in the same way as our similar
initial study on Saudi Arabia (forwarded with my memorandum of April 10 under NSSM
198). The attached report represents the views of the Interdepartmental Working Group
which I chair under NSSM 198. Representatives of the Department of Commerce, Atomic
Energy Commission, and the Federal Energy Office have taken part in our discussions
and concur in this report together with the agencies to which NSSM 198 was addressed.”
NSSM 198, March 12, is entitled “Joint U.S.-Saudi Economic, Military and Technological
Cooperation.”
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not as great as that of Saudi Arabia, will nonetheless be substantial, and
its actions will affect the major consuming nations as well as LDC’s.

Objectives

Our objectives in taking the initiative to broaden and intensify our
relationship with Iran are:

—to reinforce the close and harmonious cooperation that has gen-
erally marked our relations, having in mind the Shah’s feeling that not
all elements of the U.S. Government fully appreciate Iran’s importance
or his own leadership potential in the region.

—to engage the Iranians so intimately as to assure an enduring re-
lationship under this or successor regimes, a relationship in which we
can encourage Iran to play a moderating and stabilizing role, particu-
larly in the Persian Gulf region (in cooperation with Saudi Arabia) but
also in the Near East generally, South Asia, and the Indian Ocean area.

—within the context of our basic oil strategy, to influence Iran on
oil supply, oil pricing, and financial management of oil revenues to the
benefit of broader world interests.

—to encourage Iran to use its growing oil wealth to assist LDC’s
and to support international lending agencies.

—to maintain and even expand the important share of the Iranian
market and economy which American industry and technology now
hold, in this process offering Iran a viable alternative to bilateral barter
arrangements with other countries.

—to ensure continued access to Iranian airspace and ports as well
as Iranian cooperation in various intelligence operations.

Strategy

With Iran we already have close political ties and a long-standing
security interest. Our association with Iran with regard to military
supply arrangements is excellent, although we need to preserve our
competitive edge over others. The area which has the greatest potential
for enhanced cooperation is economic. It is there that we should con-
centrate our efforts.

We should accompany new initiatives in the economic field with
efforts to increase the intimacy of our consultations on political and se-
curity issues so as to consolidate a close overall relationship. Prudent
orchestration is important. By careful timing and management of our
initiatives in one field, we may be able to reinforce our actions in an-
other. Credible efforts in some areas of economic cooperation could
yield new incentives for the Iranians to cooperate more closely with us
in the other, more controversial fields in which our views differ, e.g., 0il
pricing. As we seek a meeting of minds on energy problems, however,
we must recognize that our interests now collide in some respects and
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that a more satisfactory Iranian oil pricing stance may ultimately
emerge not so much from a dialogue with Iran as from the results of ac-
tions we may be taking elsewhere, e.g., with Saudi Arabia.

The keynote of our intensified relationship must be partnership,
stressing the mutual benefits and avoiding the faint paternalism that at
times has been apparent in our discussions with the Iranians. We
should invite Iran to raise with us any subject of concern or interest.
The Iranians should be given reason to feel confident that their views
will be weighed seriously. We will have to make it clear that we have
no master plan of our own for cooperation with them. We want their
contributions.

The Iranians probably will be seeking in this expanded relation-
ship things that it may be difficult—perhaps impossible—for us to pro-
vide, particularly in the economic field. We will need to be innovative
and flexible in devising mutually satisfactory solutions to the problems
that may arise, recognizing that we are giving special attention to this
new relationship with Iran.

The dominating role of the Shah on the Iranian scene must be fully
borne in mind. An affirmative attitude on his part is essential if the rela-
tionship is to be dynamic and fruitful. He has warmly welcomed our
proposals for this new relationship and wants to get down to specifics
as soon as possible.

The Elements of the New Relationship

A. Political and Security Consultations: The range of topics we
should be prepared to discuss—in greater detail than in the past—
would reflect our recognition of Iran’s growing importance to the re-
gion and in the world. Examples are:

—Iran’s security concerns; the need to strengthen moderate ele-
ments in the Arab world; the contributions that interested parties could
make towards achieving and maintaining an Arab-Israeli peace settle-
ment; the means and tactics of cooperation between like-minded re-
gional states (in particular between Iran and Saudi Arabia) to assure the
stability, freedom from outside interference, and security of the Ara-
bian Peninsula and the Persian Gulf region.

—problems affecting the stability of the Indo-Pakistani subconti-
nent; the strategic importance of and the need to assure access through
the Indian Ocean; the role of CENTO; Soviet intentions, capabilities,
and activities in the Middle East-South Asian regions.

—the significance for Iran of major trends and developments in
SALT, East-West détente, U.S.-European relations, and international
monetary reform.

For their part, the Iranians will be interested in our understanding
and appreciating their problems with their neighbors, particularly Iraq,
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their concerns over radical Arab leaders such as Qadhafi, and their
fears regarding Soviet efforts at subversion and infiltration throughout
the region, as well as their perceived requirements for defensive pre-
paredness. They may seek some sort of enhanced security relationship
with us going beyond the CENTO tie.

B. Military Cooperation: The Shah intends to add to Iran’s defensive
capabilities. Consultations in this field might therefore center not only
on what the United States might usefully make available in the future
in weapons systems and training, but also on ways of making the
present supply and support arrangements more effective. The Iranians
are interested in manufacturing selected military items and in devel-
oping greater repair and rehabilitation facilities for their existing de-
fense inventory. The Shah himself has urged us to assist Iran to manu-
facture certain military missiles. Recently, an initial, informal DOD
survey determined that complete Iranian manufacture of such missiles
would be very difficult for Iran at this time. Our blanket encourage-
ment of such activity would be a disservice to them. We should, how-
ever, be able to identify suitable military equipment which could be
manufactured or coproduced in Iran. Such ventures will still require
careful assessment: on the one hand, we do not wish to encourage un-
realistic Iranian expectations; on the other, we must recognize that
there may be advantages in building a defense industry capacity as an
integral part of Iran’s general industrial development.

C. Economic Cooperation: Both countries want still closer economic
relations. Since the end of the AID program in Iran in 1967}
U.S.-Iranian economic and commercial relations have largely been left
in private hands, although the Export-Import Bank has played a sub-
stantial role. Iran has become a steadily more attractive target for
American business, even leaving aside the sizable military sales pro-
gram. Our economic involvement should thus grow in any event, but it
could be effectively broadened and intensified under an officially spon-
sored program of cooperation. Under such a program, we would work
for a better mutual understanding on world oil issues and for the recy-
cling of Iranian oil revenues into the U.S. and world economies and into
assistance for the LDC’s. At the same time, we would be promoting an
efficient transfer of American technological and industrial capabilities
to Iran, paying highest priority to the Shah’s desire for development of
nuclear energy and a petrochemical industry. Our efforts might there-
fore center on the following:

1. Energy: Nuclear Power. The Shah is anxious to start a major nu-
clear power industry in order to prepare the country for the time when

2The U.S. AID program in Iran was terminated on November 30, 1967.
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its oil reserves begin to run out (at the end of the century, according to
current estimates). While phasing nuclear energy into a country-wide
grid, Iran would progressively have its oil available for more profit-
able, non-fuel uses (i.e., petrochemicals). An Iranian-French under-
standing has already been reached whereby the French are supposed to
help establish a 5000 megawatt nuclear energy capacity as the first
major step in this direction. The Shah, however, has told us he would
prefer the U.S. as a contributor, and hopes we will in time help develop
a 10,000 megawatt capacity for Iran. In any event, the Iranians will need
and will seek from the U.S. advice on organization and technical proc-
esses, as well as training of Iranians and technical assistance. We can
provide much of what is needed. Beyond that, we hope to ensure that
the U.S. becomes a major source of the equipment as well as the tech-
nology used in this industry. Finally, Iran is interested in partici-
pating—mainly financially—in the research and development of ad-
vanced nuclear power and possible uranium enrichment systems. We
are prepared to welcome Iranian investment to the legally feasible
extent.

2. Energy: Petroleum. We do not want a bilateral oil arrangement.
We will, however, be seeking:

—a better mutual understanding on world oil issues, especially as
regards the implications of different levels of oil prices on world pro-
duction and consumption over the longer term. Given Iran’s present
position favoring high oil prices, discussions on oil are bound to be sen-
sitive and will require careful orchestration of our efforts with other
major oil producers and within the multilateral groups dealing with
energy problems; however, the detailed estimates of the costs of alter-
native energy sources we will be developing should be of major interest
to the Iranians and could gradually help persuade them of the necessity
of modifying their present stance on oil prices.

—acceptance of, or accommodation to, our views regarding other
possible conflicts in our respective energy policies, e.g., the basic Ira-
nian oil supply position in the future American market, the location of
refineries supplying the American market, the implications of “Project

Independence”.?

For their part the Iranians will want:
—better U.S. understanding, if not approval, of their oil pricing
policy.

% Project Independence was President Nixon’s program for responding to the 1973
energy Crisis.
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—U.S. cooperation in their plans to build export refineries in Iran,
and to acquire equity and a major management role in downstream ac-
tivities in the U.S.

—access to the American market on favorable terms and at re-
duced tariffs for their oil products and by-products.

3. Promoting Iranian Industrial Development. The Iranians want more
joint ventures that will bring higher technology industry to their
country, thereby providing more industrial items for domestic use
while enhancing Iran’s export potential. The Shah is particularly inter-
ested in using Iran’s oil and natural gas to produce petrochemicals and
fertilizers. We have already informed the Shah that we are prepared to
field a team of experts or to explore here with his own representatives
concrete ways in which the U.S. and Iran might collaborate in bringing
his desires to realization. The Shah was pleased. Another example is
steel manufacturing. The Shah hopes to increase Iranian steel produc-
tion to 15 million tons a year by 1983.

We are prepared to lend active encouragement to suitable invest-
ment, licensing, and technology transferring ventures in the industrial
field, using such tools as Export-Import Bank financing, the Commerce
Department’s Major Export Projects Division, and consultations with
American business leaders, bankers, and industry and trade associa-
tions. We may also have to devise new mechanisms in cooperation with
American business that will allow the U.S. Government to become in
effect a trusted catalyst in negotiations between Iranians and U.S. firms.
We meanwhile should explore with the Iranians ways of improving
and simplifying procedures for American private investment in Iran.
We will wish to conclude a tax treaty, now in the initial negotiation
phase, which can remove some of the problems that have faced Amer-
ican business in Iran. We will encourage the Iranians to improve their
copyright protection and to offer incentives for American firms to bid
for turnkey jobs in key industrial projects.

4. Science and Technology. We should be prepared to send teams of
experts to Iran, or to receive Iranian teams here, to explore ways of
transferring other American technological skills and know-how to Iran.
Fields in which the Shah or other Iranians have expressed an interest
include water desalination, solar energy, electronic engineering, and
advanced radar and communications including satellite and ground
systems. We will, however, have to work out with the Iranians what is
realistic and feasible, what would be marginal, and what would con-
tribute most to Iran’s economic development in light of the state of the
art, Iranian capabilities, and market forecasts.

The Shah has informed us that he is most anxious to take advan-
tage of American know-how in agriculture on the widest possible scale.
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Cooperation in technology transfers might include development
of suitable joint research projects and indigenous manufacturing capa-
bilities. It will require the involvement of American industry and pri-
vate research and engineering companies, although U.S. Government
can make a contribution in some areas. We should consider negotiating
with the Iranians an umbrella agreement under which reimbursable
technical services could be supplied through AID. We could also con-
sider breathing new life into the 1968 U.S.-Iranian Agreement on Scien-
tific Cooperation.

5. Trade. We will seek arrangements with the Iranians to lower bar-
riers to American exports. The Iranians will want our cooperation and
help in guaranteeing or allocating an adequate, regular supply of key
American raw materials at uninflated—ideally at controlled—prices.
They may seek preferential access to the American market for exports
in addition to oil products and by-products. These will be difficult
issues for us. In some case, they may be virtually impossible to resolve
to Iranian satisfaction. We should, however, be ready to discuss them
and explore what can be done.

6. Iranian Investment and External Assistance. We would examine
with the Iranians the effect of their growing foreign exchange reserves
on the global economy and on monetary stability, as well as the role
Iran could play in making investment capital and assistance available
to LDC’s. We would want to work with the Iranians in developing or
identifying third-world investment opportunities which are consistent
with our own interest. Even if the Iranians proceed with their own or an
OPEC-sponsored institution for channeling developmental aid to other
countries, we would encourage them to continue making transfers also
through existing international financial institutions.

We would work with the Iranians in identifying and developing
attractive, direct investment opportunities in the United States. We
would assist the Iranians in the development of joint ventures and the
identification of turnkey purchase arrangements with American firms.
In response to specific Iranian desires, we would seek out places where
the Iranians could invest in research on, for example, new energy
sources. In whatever we do, we will take into account Congressional at-
titudes and domestic sensitivities about foreign investment and poten-
tial foreign control in certain fields.

Mechanisms for Cooperation

Other than for economic cooperation, where we believe a Joint
Commission and Working Groups should operate, we do not see the
need for formal, new mechanisms.

A. Political and Security Cooperation: The Shah has welcomed our
proposals to continue and expand the political and security consulta-
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tions and close ties that already mark our relations. He has proposed in
turn that the Secretary of State and the Iranian Foreign Minister meet
two times yearly, once in Tehran and once in Washington. He wants
such meetings to be separate from regular meetings of the CENTO For-
eign Ministers. We want to continue and perhaps intensify the
two-way flow of senior civilian and military officials between Iran and
the United States to discuss issues of common interest, and would be
prepared to do so in a more structured way; while agreeing in prin-
ciple, the Shah prefers that most such visits be to Tehran because, as he
puts it, in Iran, “I take the decisions ...”

B. Military Cooperation: In response to our questions as to how mili-
tary cooperation might be improved, the Shah has specifically pro-
posed semi-annual meetings between the Chairman of our JCS and his
Iranian equivalent. The meetings, in the Shah’s view, should also be
separate from regular CENTO military conferences. Although the
Chairman of the JCS may not be able to meet such a schedule, we
should be able to devise and carry out a program of suitable, high-level
DOD consultations that would satisfy Iranian desires in this area.

C. Economic Cooperation: We believe that establishment of a Joint
Economic Commission at Cabinet level would provide the needed
focus in this area, while providing a tangible public demonstration of
our determination to intensify our cooperation. Its creation would tend
to stimulate the interest of American firms in doing business with Iran.
The Shah has accepted with enthusiasm our proposal for such a
commission.

The Shah has said he will designate his Minister of Economy to
head the Commission on the Iranian side. The logical U.S. Chairman
would be the Secretary of the Treasury. The Secretary of Commerce
would be a member and serve also as alternate U.S. Chairman. Other
possible U.S. members include: the Under (or Assistant) Secretary of
State for Economic Affairs; the Assistant (or Deputy Assistant) Secre-
tary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs; Director of the
National Science Foundation, and/or the Assistant Secretary of State
for Ocean, International Environment and Scientific Affairs; the
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission (or the Administrator of
the Energy Resources and Development Agency when it comes into
being); the Deputy Assistant to the President for International Eco-
nomic Affairs; and a representative of the Defense Department. But
such a large membership could prove cumbersome, and we will wish
to consider this further.

We believe that the Joint Economic Commission should meet once
a year, and more frequently if necessary, alternating between Tehran
and Washington. (The Shah has suggested semi-annual meetings.)
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Working Groups should be set up to deal with specific topics,
perhaps beginning with the six major areas identified above in the “Ele-
ments” of economic cooperation. Other groups could be established for
specific industrial or technology-transferring projects. Provision may
have to be made for hiring consultants. We will also be exploring
whether a businessmen’s advisory group would be helpful in ad-
vancing the aims of our program.

U.S. Government Coordination

Overall policy direction should come from the Secretary of State,
to assure the proper orchestration and content of our multifaceted rela-
tionship with Iran. We believe he in turn should designate the Under
Secretary of State for Political Affairs to provide day-to-day political
guidance and to take the lead in interagency coordination, using the
State Department’s Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs as
his principal instrument. Secretariat-style support for the activities of
the Joint Economic Commission and its Working Groups would be pro-
vided by the agency of the Commission’s U.S. Chairman.

Scenario

Ambassador Helms has shared with the Shah our current
thinking, and the Shah responded positively and enthusiastically. He
apparently believes that all our proposals for intensified cooperation
can be handled within the spirit of our existing bilateral under-
standings, and has no firm views—pro or con—regarding publicity for
this new program. Although we will have to explore this question at
greater length with the Shah, we believe that a joint announcement of
the new relationship could be issued during the projected early visit by
the Secretary of State to Tehran.

It has been agreed that the first meeting of a joint Working Group
on nuclear power should take place soon in Tehran, possibly immedi-
ately after the projected visit by the Secretary of State. The Chairman of
the Atomic Energy Commission will lead the U.S. team. This meeting
will demonstrate our interest in going ahead with the program in a de-
termined way.

The first session of the Joint Economic Commission might take
place in the Fall of 1974. U.S. preparatory work should begin promptly
in each of the areas of cooperation we envisage so as to identify issues,
collect or initiate studies, and plan for the initial U.S. presentations.

In advance of any public announcement, we should explain our
new cooperative relationship with Iran to our European allies, Japan,
Saudi Arabia and certain other Near Eastern countries, as well as to
Iran’s CENTO partners, Turkey and Pakistan. In addition, we should
notify key members of the Congress and assure them of our inten-
tion to keep them informed as our new relationship with Iran pro-
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gresses. We should emphasize that our new cooperation will be built
on the lon