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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, Foreign Service Institute, under the direction of the
General Editor, plans, researches, compiles, and edits the volumes in
the series. Secretary of State Frank B. Kellogg first promulgated official
regulations codifying specific standards for the selection and editing of
documents for the series on March 26, 1925. Those regulations, with
minor modifications, guided the series through 1991.

Public Law 102-138, the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fis-
cal Years 1992 and 1993, which was signed by President George H.W.
Bush on October 28, 1991, established a new statutory charter for the
preparation of the series. Section 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 must 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 purpose 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 electronic-only volume is part of a subseries of volumes of the
Foreign Relations series that documents the most important issues in the
foreign policy of Presidents Richard M. Nixon and Gerald R. Ford. The
subseries presents in multiple volumes a comprehensive documentary
record of major foreign policy decisions and actions of both administra-
tions. This volume documents U.S. policy toward the Middle East re-
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gion from February 15, 1973, until December 28, 1976, when Presidents
Nixon and Ford and Secretary of State Henry Kissinger devoted much
of their attention to the significant impact on U.S. relations with coun-
tries in the region following the 1973 October War between Israel and
the Arab states.

This period in the Middle East and U.S. foreign policy in the region
is complex and of sufficient importance that the related volumes have
been broken up both chronologically and by area. Readers interested in
bilateral relations with the smaller Arab states should consult Foreign
Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XXIV, Middle East Region and Arabian
Peninsula, 1969-1972; Jordan, September 1970. Readers seeking a more
expansive record of bilateral U.S.-Saudi Arabia relations, in particular,
should consult Foreign Relations, Volume XXXVI, Energy Crisis, 1969-
1974, and Volume XXXVII, Energy Crisis, 1974-1980. Readers in search
of records on the Middle East peace process will find additional infor-
mation in Foreign Relations, Volume XXIII, Arab-Israeli Dispute,
1969-1972, Volume XXV, Arab-Israeli Crisis and War, 1973, and Vol-
ume XXVI, Arab-Israeli Dispute, 1974-1976. Further documentation on
terrorism is available in Foreign Relations, Volume E-1, Documents on
Global Issues, 1969-1972, and Volume E-3, Documents on Global
Issues, 1973-1976. Finally, additional information on Iran and other
topics related to the Middle East region is in Foreign Relations, Volume
XXVII, Iran; Iraq, 1973-1976; Volume E-9, Part 1, Documents on North
Africa, 1973-1976; Volume E-6, Documents on Africa, 1973-1976; and
Volume E-8, Documents on South Asia, 1973-1976.

Focus of Research and Principles of Selection for Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, Volume E-9, Part 2

Following the 1973 Arab-Israeli War, Presidents Nixon and Ford
and Secretary of State Kissinger devoted much attention to the Middle
East region. Though the United States enjoyed cordial relations with
every state on the Arabian Peninsula, with the exception of the People’s
Democratic Republic of Yemen, the U.S. Government was criticized for
its relationship with and assistance to Israel during the war. As a result,
the 1973-1974 oil embargo, led by Organization of the Petroleum Ex-
porting Countries Arab member states against the United States and
Western Europe, further complicated U.S. relations with the Middle
East. First, growing governmental control over oil production and a
rise in oil prices created a troubling financial and diplomatic situation
for the United States. Second, the embargo diminished U.S. prestige in
the region at the same time that Soviet aid for Iraq and the People’s
Democratic Republic of Yemen enhanced Soviet influence in the
Middle East, the long-term effect of which developed into a central as-
pect of U.S. strategy in the region.
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In response to the oil embargo, the United States strengthened dip-
lomatic relations with wealthy Gulf states responsive to offers of U.S.
development expertise, technical aid, and weaponry, particularly mili-
tary systems battle-tested in the Vietnam conflict and in the 1973 Arab-
Israeli War. The Nixon and Ford administrations courted Saudi Arabia
as an economic and strategic U.S. partner, expanded regional Em-
bassies in the Gulf, and defended the presence of MIDEASTFOR in
Bahrain. In addition to a valuable new partnership with Egypt, U.S.
policy toward the Arabian Peninsula relied heavily on the preservation
of relations with Jordan and the development of new and stronger rela-
tionships with Oman, Yemen, and the Gulf states, greatly shaping the
diplomatic landscape of the post-war period through a comprehensive
strategic picture of the Middle East region’s political and military
future.

Despite progress in diplomatic relations and a growing U.S. pres-
ence in the Middle East, the Nixon and Ford administrations also faced
domestic conflicts and challenges. Essential support for, and criticism
of, Kissinger’s policy came from U.S. Ambassador to Saudi Arabia
James Akins. His differences with the administration, including Secre-
tary of Defense James Schlesinger, over potential U.S. military action in
response to a second oil embargo, led to his firing in 1975. A Senate For-
eign Relations Subcommittee investigation into inappropriate contract
payments to the Saudi Arabian Government as well as congressional
scrutiny of arms sales to the Middle East on whole threatened to
damage U.S.-Saudi Arabia bilateral relations. The National Security
Council, Central Intelligence Agency, and Department of State’s Bu-
reau of Intelligence and Research continually developed and reworked
studies and analyses to encompass the far-reaching range and com-
plexity of the region, eventually including the Horn of Africa. Several
National Security Study Memoranda reflected aspects of the changing,
but still critical, economic and strategic situation in the Middle East, de-
fining policy on the expansion of relations with Iran and Saudi Arabia
and the countering of Soviet diplomatic efforts. Despite the complica-
tions in the region, U.S. foreign policy was clear and in fundamental
agreement with that of Saudi Arabia.

Editorial Methodology

The documents are presented chronologically according to Wash-
ington time. Records of discussion are placed according to the time and
date of the conversation rather than the date the memorandum was
drafted.

Editorial treatment of the documents published in the Foreign Rela-
tions series follows Office style guidelines, supplemented by guidance
from the General Editor and the Chief of the Editing and Publishing Di-
vision. The documents are reproduced as exactly as possible, including
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marginalia or other notations, which are described in the footnotes.
Texts are transcribed and printed according to accepted conventions
for the publication of historical documents within the limitations of
modern typography. A heading has been supplied by the editors for
each document included in the volume. Spelling, capitalization, and
punctuation are retained as found in the original text, except that ob-
vious typographical errors are silently corrected. Other mistakes and
omissions in the documents are corrected by bracketed insertions: a
correction is set in italic type; an addition in roman type. Words or
phrases underlined in the source text are printed in italics. Abbrevia-
tions and contractions are preserved as found in the original text, and a
list of abbreviations is included in the front matter of each volume. In
telegrams, the telegram number (including special designators such as
Secto) is printed at the start of the text of the telegram.

Bracketed insertions are also used to indicate omitted text that
deals with an unrelated subject (in roman type) or that remains classi-
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 with headings, source notes, and number
of pages not declassified in their chronological place. All brackets that
appear in the original text are so identified in footnotes.

The first footnote to each document indicates the source of the doc-
ument, original classification, distribution, and drafting information.
This note also provides the background of important documents and
policies and indicates whether the President or his 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.

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
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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 Recordings and Materials Preservation Act Review

Under the terms of the Presidential Recordings and Materials Pres-
ervation Act (PRMPA) of 1974 (44 USC 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
officials, since these 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 historical
materials. The Nixon estate and former White House staff members
have 30 days to contest the release of Nixon historical materials 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 Rela-
tions volumes that include materials from NARA'’s Nixon Presidential
Materials Staff 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 Adminis-
tration 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 Of-
fice 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-
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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 a 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
of State of the documents published in this volume. The review was
conducted in accordance with the standards set forth in Executive
Order 13526, as amended, on Classified National Security Information
and applicable laws.

The principle guiding declassification review is to release all infor-
mation, subject only to the current requirements of national security as
embodied in law and regulation. Declassification decisions entailed
concurrence of the appropriate geographic and functional bureaus in
the Department of State, other concerned agencies of the U.S. Govern-
ment, and the appropriate foreign governments regarding specific doc-
uments of those governments. The declassification review of this vol-
ume, which began in 2007 and was completed in 2018 resulted in the
decision to withhold 15 documents in full, excisions of a paragraph or
more in 11 documents, and minor excisions of less than a paragraph in
25 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 record presented in this
volume provides an accurate and comprehensive account of U.S. for-
eign policy on the Middle East region.
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Sources

Sources for the Foreign Relations Series

The 1991 Foreign Relations statute requires that the published
record in the Foreign Relations series include all records needed to pro-
vide comprehensive documentation on major U.S. foreign policy deci-
sions and significant U.S. diplomatic activity. It further requires that
government agencies, departments, and other entities of the U.S. Gov-
ernment engaged in foreign policy formulation, execution, or support
cooperate with the Department of State Historian by providing full and
complete access to records pertinent to foreign policy decisions and ac-
tions and by providing copies of selected records. Most of the sources
consulted in the preparation of this volume have been declassified
and are available for review at 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 Secretary of State, and memoranda
of conversations between the President and Secretary of State and for-
eign officials; and the files of overseas diplomatic posts. All the Depart-
ment’s indexed central files through 1976 have been permanently
transferred to the National Archives and Records Administration at
College Park, Maryland (Archives II). All of the Department’s decen-
tralized office 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 Department’s cus-
tody to Archives II.

The editors of the Foreign Relations series also have full access to the
papers of Presidents Nixon and Ford as well as other White House for-
eign policy records. Presidential papers maintained and preserved at
the Presidential libraries include some of the most significant foreign
affairs-related documentation from the Department of State and other
Federal agencies including the National Security Council, the Central
Intelligence Agency, the Department of Defense, and the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. Dr. Henry Kissinger has approved access to his papers at the Li-
brary of Congress. These papers are a key source for the Nixon-Ford
subseries of the Foreign Relations series.

XIII
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Research for this volume was completed through special access to
restricted documents at the Nixon Presidential Materials Project, the
Ford Presidential Library, the Library of Congress, and other agencies.
While all the material printed in this volume has been declassified,
some of it is extracted from still classified documents. In the time since
the research for this volume was completed, the Nixon Presidential
Materials have been transferred to the Nixon Presidential Library and
Museum in Yorba Linda, California. The Nixon Presidential Library
staff is processing and declassifying many of the documents used in
this volume, but they may not be available in their entirety at the time
of publication.

Sources for Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume E-9, Part 2

The 1973-1976 period was, in large part, a continuation of the com-
plicated pre-embargo period, as the United States attempted to manage
and adapt to the changing relationships among oil corporations, newly
wealthy Arab states, and a strategic situation fundamentally altered by
the success of the 1973-1974 oil embargo. Coupled with these issues
was Kissinger’s desire to create a new, stable, strategic order in the
Middle East and Indian Ocean region. Thus, nearly every department
involved in the crafting of U.S. foreign policy was involved at the
highest level, especially concerning the developing relationship be-
tween the United States and the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. To a some-
what lesser extent, the Departments of State and Defense, and the NSC
consulted in the formulation of policy concerning the British departure
from its base at Masirah, the U.S. MIDEASTFOR deployment, and new
military and diplomatic ties to Kuwait, the United Arab Emirates, and
the Yemens. Documentation for this volume necessarily came from a
variety of sources and all levels of the administration policy-making
apparatus.

The holdings of the Nixon Presidential Materials Staff at Archives
II, specifically the National Security Council Files, are the most valu-
able resource for Nixon administration foreign policy at the highest
level. It is in these files that high-level memoranda and discussions may
be found relevant to the countries of the Arabian Peninsula. For the
larger strategic issues, the NSC Institutional Files, or H-Files, are cen-
tral sources for NSSMs, NSDMs, and related materials. Box H-068 in
particular holds much of the record for strategic and economic discus-
sions of Saudi Arabia, and the copious materials related to the attempt
to formulate a new regional strategy that occupied the WSAG and SRG
in the aftermath of the October War and embargo. These materials are
interspersed with those more directly concerned with the war and em-
bargo, making them perhaps the single most important source on U.S.
foreign military and financial policy for the entire 1969-1974 period.
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In addition to the Institutional Files, within the same holdings are
ancillary materials of great importance. The Saunders Files are notable,
holding draft materials and a critical set of procedural memoranda
tracing the path of policy through the departmental and NSC bureau-
cracy. The Kissinger Office Files, while less complete, are also useful in
this regard. Additionally, the Agency Files and the Country Files are
valuable, the latter especially so for Saudi Arabia. Much of the attend-
ant supporting material is available in Record Group 59, the Depart-
ment of State Central Files, although it is often clear from an examina-
tion of the NSC files that cable traffic of particular importance was
copied and centralized for the use of principals and NSC Staff. Collec-
tions of Exdis and Nodis cables are far more prominent in the Nixon
Presidential Materials than in the larger, more dilute RG 59 collection.
Of markedly lesser importance for policy making are the Presidential
Correspondence Files, Presidential Trip Files, and VIP Visits Files.
These are also valuable for those researchers concerned with Kissin-
ger’s shuttles, oil, and the Middle East peace process. For U.S.-Saudi
Arabia or U.S.-Gulf state relations, the memoranda of conversation and
correspondence between Nixon and King Faisal are the documents of
interest.

The Gerald R. Ford papers at the Ford Library are of equal impor-
tance to those of President Nixon. Ford implemented many of the pol-
icies in the Middle East formulated by the Nixon administration, partic-
ularly those related to the broader financial relationship with Saudi
Arabia. Kissinger’s concurrent tenure as National Security Adviser and
Secretary of State also makes an examination of the Ford papers a ne-
cessity. The primary sources for the Middle East are the Presidential
Country Files for Middle East and South Asia, and these are supple-
mented by the NSC Staff Convenience Files for the same area. The Trip
Briefing Books and Cables for Henry Kissinger, the Backchannel Mes-
sages, and the Memoranda of Conversation files are all of great impor-
tance for establishing the details of Kissinger’s repeated trips to the
Middle East, especially when he frequently stopped in Jidda, Ta’if, or
Riyadh to brief Saudi leaders on his negotiations with Syria, Egypt, and
Israel, and discuss bilateral issues at the same time. As with the Nixon
Presidential Materials, most of the material on NSSMs, SRG meetings,
and WSAG are to be found in the NSC Institutional Files (H-Files).

The most complete record of Department of State actions is the
aforementioned Record Group 59. For this volume, the files of the POL
series related to the countries of the peninsula were of value. The FN
Saudi Arabia files are also of importance for discussions of petrodollar
and military contracting topics. Also in the same collection are the Lot
Files, of which the Kissinger Lot File, containing memoranda of conver-
sation and the records of the Regional Staff Meetings are extremely
valuable and not reproduced elsewhere.
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By the time of this volume’s publication, many, if not all, of the
Embassy and Desk records currently in the custody of the Department
of State will have been transferred to Archives II and incorporated into
Record Group 84. These Embassy files are of enormous value, and the
Embassy files for Saudi Arabia, in particular, are meticulously kept and
provide a critical set of parallel documentation supporting the high
level discussions of policy in the NSC and Departments of Defense and
State. The Embassy files of the smaller posts, while less complete, are
still crucial sources for policy discussions on topics such as Masirah
Island, arms sales to Yemen Arab Republic and Jordan, and the Dhofar
conflict.

The Henry A. Kissinger Papers in the Manuscript Division of the
Library of Congress were absolutely invaluable for this volume. These
papers contain copies of telegrams and memoranda of conversation,
along with copies of nearly every decision or action memorandum that
concerned Kissinger during his tenure as National Security Adviser
and Secretary of State. The Geopolitical Files and Subject Files were the
most valuable sections, and the Saudi Arabia files of particular
importance.

The Department of Defense was a key player during this period,
and the records of that Department, Record Group 330, Records of the
Office of the Secretary of Defense and the Deputy Secretary of Defense,
are crucial and form a parallel record for decisions on military sales, the
joint commissions with Saudi Arabia, the discussion of NSSMs, and the
implementation of training programs, as well as an important source
for the Northrop and Lockheed defense commissions scandal. This
record group contains memoranda from Secretaries of Defense Elliot
Richardson, James Schlesinger, and Donald Rumsfeld, Deputy Secre-
taries William Clements and Robert Ellsworth, and numerous other
officials.

The records of the Central Intelligence Agency and the National
Security Council Intelligence Files for the Nixon-Ford administrations
were helpful for finished intelligence, intelligence memoranda on
Saudi Arabia, and Soviet strategy.

Unpublished Sources

National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland

Record Group 59, Files of the Department of State
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Central Files. Central files are the general subject files for Department of State materials.
The 1969-1972 period includes two sets of materials (1967-1969 and 1970-1973)
organized by a subject-numeric system. This system consists of seven broad
categories: Administration, Consular, Culture and Information, Economic, Political
and Defense, Science, and Social. In particular, the Political (POL) and Defense
(DEF) related files are important to this Foreign Relations volume. Within each of
these divisions are subject subcategories. For example, Political and Defense
contains four subtopics: POL (Politics), DEF (Defense), CSM (Communism) and
INT (Intelligence). Numerical subdivisions further define the subtopics.

The following represent the most important central files utilized for this volume:
FN 9 Saudi Arabia
PET 17 U.S.-Saudi Arabia
POL 2 Saudi Arabia
POL 7 Saudi Arabia
POL 23 Oman
POL 27 Arab-Israeli
POL 30 South Yemen
POL Iran-Saudi Arabia
POL Kuwait

Lot Files. These files have been or will be transferred to the National Archives and
Records Administration, Record Group 59.

Secretary of State Kissinger’s Staff Meetings, 1973-1977, Entry 5177

Post Files. These are the papers of the regional embassies, and are at the time of
compilation part of Record Group 84, under the control of the Department of State.
At publication time they have been or will be transferred to the National Archives
and Records Administration, Record Group 84.

Abu Dhabi Embassy Files
Lot 79F121, DEF, STADIS (Various), 1976
Doha Embassy Files
Lot 79F187, POL 1-2, Gulf
Lot 79F187, POL 1-3, Qatar
Lot 79F187, POL 7, Visits
Lot 79F187, POL, Political Affairs and Relations 1975
Lot 79F187, POL, Political Affairs and Relations 1976
Jidda Embassy Files
Lot 79F79, POL
Lot 79F80, DEF 12-5 Agent’s Fees
Lot 79F80, DEF 12-5 Jordan
Lot 79F80, DEF 12-5 Jordan January—April
Lot 79F80, DEF 12-5 Northrop/F-5
Lot 79F80, DEF 12-5, Bahrain
Lot 79F80, DEF 12-5, Lockheed
Lot 79F80, DEF 7 Visits, Abdullah
Lot 79F80, POL 154, Denmark File (corruption)
Lot 79F80, POL Northrop & Lockheed
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Lot 79F80, POL Northrop & Lockheed 1975
Lot 79F80, DEF 12-5.13, Northrop
Manama Embassy Files:
Lot 78F118, POL 15, Government (Saudi Arabia), Classified
Lot 79F118, 1976 Subject Files, DEF 21-5, Armaments/Procurement & Sales
Lot 79F118, DEF 15, COMIDEASTFOR
Lot 79F118, POL 15, Bahrain Government
Sanaa Embassy Files:
Lot 70F206, DEF 19, Military Assistance/YAR Arms
Lot 79F206, POL 7, Visits, Prince Sultan

Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library, Ann Arbor, Michigan

National Security Adviser
Backchannel Messages
Kissinger Reports on U.S.S.R., China, and Middle East Discussions, 1974-76
Memoranda of Conversations
NSC Institutional Files (H-Files)
NSC Staff for Middle East and South Asian Affairs, Convenience Files, 1974-77
Presidential Agency File
Presidential Country Files for Middle East and South Asia, 1974-77
Trip Briefing Books and Cables for Henry Kissinger, 1974-76

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

Agency Files
CIA
Country Files
Kuwait
Middle East
Middle East, General
Saudi Arabia
Trucial States
Yemen
Harold H. Saunders Files
Chronological Files
Middle East Negotiations Files
Saudi Arabia
Kissinger Office Files
Country Files
Middle East
Kissinger Trip to Middle East, November 5-10, 1973
Middle East, Kurdish Problem
Middle East, Saudi Arabia
Kissinger Telephone Conversation Transcripts
Chronological Files
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XIX

Presidential/HAK Memcons
National Security Council Institutional Files (H-Files)
Meeting Files
National Security Study Memorandum Files
Policy Papers
Senior Review Group Minutes Files
Washington Special Action Group Meeting Files
Washington Special Action Group Meeting Minutes
Presidential Correspondence.
Saudi Arabia, King Faisal, 1972-75
President’s Daily Brief
President’s Trip Files
Subject Files
NIEs
VIP Visits
Visit of Prince Fahd

White House Central Files
President’s Office Files
President’s Handwriting File

White House, Council on International Economic Policy

Library of Congress, Manuscripts Division, Washington, D.C.

Henry A. Kissinger Papers
National Security Council, Committees and Panels
Senior Review Group
Geopolitical Files
Middle East Chronological File
Saudi Arabia
U.AE.

Central Intelligence Agency, Langley, Virginia

Files of the Office of the Director of Intelligence

Office of Current Intelligence Files (DI/OCI)
Job 79T00866A
Job 79T00889A
Job 79T01022A
Job 85T00353R

Office of Economic Research
Job 80T01315A

Executive Registry Files
Job 79M00467 A
Job 80M01009A
Job 80M01048A
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Job 80MO1066A

Files of the National Intelligence Council
79R01012A
79R0102A
79R01099A

Washington National Records Center, Suitland, Maryland

Record Group 330, Records of the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD)
330-79-0049
330-82-0274

Record Group 330, Records of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International Security Affairs (OASD/ISA)

330-76-117

330-77-0054
330-78-0001
330-78-0002
330-78-0011
330-78-0038
330-79-0037
330-79-0040

Published Sources

U.S. Department of State. Department of State Bulletin, 1969-1976. Washington: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1969-1972.



Abbreviations and Terms

ACDA, United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

ACDA/IR/AT, Arms Transfer Division, Bureau for International Relations, Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency

AD, Abu Dhabi

ADDF, Abu Dhabi Defense Force

ADG, Abu Dhabi Government

AF, Bureau of African Affairs, Department of State

AF/E, Office of East African Affairs, Bureau of African Affairs, Department of State

AID, Agency for International Development

AID/NESA (AA/NESA), Bureau for Near East and South Asia, Agency for International
Development

AID/OPS, Office of Public Safety, Agency for International Development

AIM-9, “Sidewinder” air-to-air missile

Amb, Ambassador

AmEmb, U.S. Embassy

AP, Associated Press

APC, armored personnel carrier

ARAMCO, Arabian American Oil Company

ARP, see NEA/ARP

ASAP, as soon as possible

ASD, Assistant Secretary of Defense

ASD/ISA, Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs

Asst, Assistant

ASW, anti-submarine warfare

AWACS, Airborne Warning and Control System

BBC, British Broadcasting Company

BDF, Bahrain Defense Force

BG, Brigadier General

BMP, Soviet armored personnel carrier (Boyevaya Mashina Pekhoty)
BP, British Petroleum

BPC, British Petroleum Company

BSO, Black September Organization

C, Counselor, Department of State

CDR, Commander

CENTO, Central Treaty Organization (Pakistan, Iran, Turkey, the United Kingdom, and
the United States)

Church Subcommittee, Senate Select Committee to Study Governmental Operations
with Respect to Intelligence Activities chaired by Frank Church

CHUSMTM, Commander of the United States Military Training Mission to Saudi
Arabia, headquartered at Dharan

CIA, Central Intelligence Agency

CINCEUR, Commander in Chief, U.S. Forces, Europe

CINCPAC, Commander in Chief, U.S. Forces, Pacific

CINCUSNAVEUR, Commander in Chief, U.S. Navy, Europe

CJCS, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
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CNO, Chief of Naval Operations, U.S. Navy

COB, close of business

COE, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
COMIDEASTFOR, Commander, Middle East Force
COML, Commercial /Military Section (U.S. Embassy)
CONUS, continental United States

CPO, Central Planning Organization (Saudi Arabia)
CS Army, Chief of Staff, U.S. Army

CV; CVA, Fleet Aircraft Carrier (U.S. Navy)

CY, calendar year

D, Office of the Deputy Secretary of State

DAEN, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

DAO, Defense Affairs Officer

DASD, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense

DATT, Defense Attaché

DCI, Director of Central Intelligence

DCM, Deputy Chief of Mission

DDCI, Deputy Director of Central Intelligence

DEA, Drug Enforcement Agency

DepSec, Deputy Secretary

DepSecDef, Deputy Secretary of Defense

Dept., Department of State

DG, Diego Garcia

DI/OClI, Director of Intelligence, Office of Current Intelligence, Central Intelligence
Agency

DIA, Defense Intelligence Agency

dissem, dissemination

DIVENGR, Division Engineer, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

DOD, Department of Defense

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

DOD/ISA/NESA, Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Near Eastern
and South Asian Affairs

DOD/JCS, Joint Chiefs of Staff, Department of Defense

DOD/OSD, Office of the Secretary of Defense

DOD/OSD/COMP, Comptroller, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense

DOD/OSD/GC, General Counsel, Office of the Secretary of Defense

DOD/OSD/ISA (DOD/ISA), Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Interna-
tional Security Affairs

DSAA, Defense Security Assistance Agency

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

E/P, Political-Economic Affairs Section, U.S. Embassy

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

EB/FSE, Office of Fuels and Energy, Bureau of Economic and Business Affairs, Depart-
ment of State

EC, European Community

ECON, Economic Affairs Section (U.S. Embassy)

Emb, Embassy

EUR, Bureau of European Affairs, Department of State

EUR/SOV, Office of Soviet Union Affairs, Bureau of European Affairs, Department of
State

Exdis, exclusive distribution only

EXIM, Export/Import Bank of the United States
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FAA, Federal Aviation Administration

Fatah, Yassir Arafat-led faction of the Palestine Liberation Organization; Palestine Home-
land Libearation Movement (Harekat at-Takrir al-Wataniyyeh al-Falastiniyyeh)

FBI, Federal Bureau of Investigation

FCO, Foreign and Commonwealth Office (United Kingdom)

FEO, Far East Office

FLO, Foreign Liaison Office (Saudi Arabia)

FMC, Food Machinery Corporation

FMS, Foreign Military Sales Program

FNMA, Federal National Mortgage Association (Fannie Mae)

FonMin, Foreign Minister

FonOff, Foreign Office (United Kingdom); Ministry of Foreign Affairs

FRB, Federal Reserve Board

FRG, Federal Republic of Germany

FY, fiscal year

FY]I, for your information

GDP, gross domestic product

GMT, Greenwich mean time

GNP, gross national product

GOB, Government of Bahrain

GOI, Government of Israel; Government of Iran; Government of India; Government of
Iraq

GOJ, Government of Jordan

GOK, Government of Kuwait

GOO, Government of Oman

GOQ, Government of Qatar

GSA, Government of Saudi Arabia

H, Office of Congressional Relations, Department of State
HAK, Henry Kissinger

HMG, Her Majesty’s Government (United Kingdom)
HRH, His Royal Highness

IAEA, International Atomic Energy Agency

IBRD, International Bank for Reconstruction and Development

IDF, Israeli Defense Forces

IEA, International Energy Agency

IG (IRG), Interdepartmental Review Group

IMF, International Monetary Fund

INR, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Department of State

INR/DRR/RNA/ME, Office of Research and Analysis for Near East and South Asia,
Middle East Division, Directorate for Regional Research, Bureau of Intelligence and
Research, Department of State

IO, Bureau of International Organization Affairs, Department of State

IO/UNP, Office of United Nations Political Affairs, Bureau of International Organization
Affairs, Department of State

IRN, see NEA/IRN

ISA, see DOD/OSD/ISA

JAA, Jordanian Arab Army
JCS, see DOD/JCS

L, Office of the Legal Adviser, Department of State
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L/NEA, Assistant Legal Adviser for Near Eastern Affairs, Office of the Legal Adviser, De-
partment of State

L/PM, Assistant Legal Adviser for Politico-Military Affairs, Office of the Legal Adviser,
Department of State

LAW, M72 light anti-tank/anti-armor weapon

LCU, landing craft utility

LDC, lesser developed country

Limdis, limited distribution only

LOA, Letter of Offer & Acceptance

LOS, Law of the Sea

LOU, limited official use

LTC, Lieutenant Colonel

LTG, Lieutenant General

MAAG, Military Assistance Advisory Group

MAP, Military Assistance Program

ME, Middle East

MED, Mediterranean region

MEF, see MIDEASTFOR

MemCon, memorandum of conversation

MFA, Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Minister of Foreign Affairs

MG (MGen), Major General

MICV, mechanized infantry combat vehicle

MIDEASTFOR, Middle East Force, U.S. Navy, stationed at Bahrain
MiG, Mikoyan-Gurevich (Soviet Aircraft Design Bureau); Soviet aircraft designation
MinDef, Minister of Defense

MinPet, Minister for Petroleum

MinState, Minister of State

MODA, Ministry of Defense & Aviation (Saudi Arabia)

MOU, Memorandum of Understanding

MTG, meeting

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 Arabian Peninsula Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian
Affairs, Department of State

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

NEA/IALI, Office of Arab-Israel Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs,
Department of State

NEAV/INS, Office of India, Maldives, Nepal, and Sri Lanka Affairs, Bureau of Near
Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of State

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

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

NEASA, Near Eastern Area/South Asia, Department of Defense

Niact, night action

NIC, National Intelligence Council

NIE, National Intelligence Estimate

Nodis, no distribution

Noforn, no foreign distribution



Abbreviations and Terms XXV

NPT, Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty

NSA, National Security Agency

NSC, National Security Council

NSDM, National Security Decision Memorandum
NSSM, National Security Study Memorandum
NUF, National Union Front (PDRY)

OAPEC, Organization of Arab Petroleum Exporting Countries

OASD, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense

OBE, overtaken by events

O, Office of Current Intelligence, Central Intelligence Agency

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

OER, Office of Economic Research, Central Intelligence Agency

OPEC, Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries

OPR, Office of Political Research, Central Intelligence Agency

OPS, Office of Public Safety, Agency for International Development

ORCON, dissemination and extraction of information controlled by originator
OSD, see DOD/OSD

P, Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs

PARA, Office of Program Analysis and Resource Allocation

PDASD, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense

PDRY, People’s Democratic Republic of Yemen

PermRep, Permanent Representative (United Nations)

PetroMin, Minister of Petroleum

PFLO, Popular Front for the Liberation of Oman

PFLOAG, Popular Front for the Liberation of Oman and the Arab Gulf

PLO, Palestine Liberation Organization

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

PM, Prime Minister

PMI/ISA, Office of International Security Affairs, Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, De-
partment of State

PM/MC, Office of Munitions Control, Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, Department of
State

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

POL, Political Section (U.S. Embassy)

POL/MIL, Political, Military Affairs Section (U.S. Embassy)

PRC, People’s Republic of China

Qte, quote

RA, see NEA/RA

RADM, Rear Admiral

RAF, Royal Air Force

reftel, reference telegram

RG, Record Group

ROC, Republic of China

ROK, Republic of Korea

rpt, repeat; report

RSAF, Royal Saudi Air Force
RSNF, Royal Saudi Naval Force
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S, Secret; Office of the Secretary of State

S/S, Executive Secretariat, Office of the Secretary of State
SA, Saudi Arabia

SAA, Saudi Arabia Army

SAAF, Saudi Arabia Air Force

SAG, Government of Saudi Arabia

SAM, surface-to-air missile

SAMP, Saudi Arabia Mobility Program

SANG, Saudi Arabia National Guard

SAVAK, National Bureau of Security and Intelligence (Iran)
SEC, Securities and Exchange Commission

SecDef, Secretary of Defense

SecState, Secretary of State

SECNAYV, Secretary of the Navy

Secto, series indicator for telegrams from the Secretary of State to the Department of State
septel, separate telegram

SFRC, Senate Foreign Relations Committee

SitRep, situation report

SNEP, Saudi Naval Expansion Program

SNIE, Special National Intelligence Estimate

SRG, Senior Review Group

Stadis, Department of State distribution only

SYG, Secretary General (United Nations)

T, Office of the Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance

telcon, telephone conversation

ToHAK, series indicator for telegrams to Secretary of State Kissinger

Tosec, series indicator for telegrams from the Department of State to the Secretary of
State

TOW, tube-launched, optically tracked, wire-guided missile

TS, Top Secret

U, Unclassified

U.K,, United Kingdom

U.S., United States

UAE, United Arab Emirates

UAEG, United Arab Emirates Government

UK, United Kingdom

UN, United Nations

UNFDAC, United Nations Fund for Drug Abuse Control
UNGA, United Nations General Assembly

Ungte, unquote

UNRWA, United Nations Relief and Works Agency
USAF, United States Air Force

USAID, see AID

USC, Under Secretaries Committee

USCINCEUR, United States Commander in Chief, Europe
USEUCOM, United States European Command

USG, United States Government

USIB, United States Intelligence Board

USIS, United States Information Service

USLOK, United States Liaison Office, Kuwait

USMTM, United States Military Training Mission; see also CHUSMTM
USN, United States Navy
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USSR, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics or Soviet Union
USUN, United States Mission to the United Nations

VCNO, Vice-Chief, Naval Operations, U.S. Navy
VPWG, Verification Panel Working Group

WH, White House
WSAG, Washington Special Actions Group

YAR, Yemen Arab Republic
YARG, Yemen Arab Republic Government

Z, Zulu time (Greenwich mean time)
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Abdullah ibn Abd al-Aziz Al Sa’ud, Second Deputy Prime Minister of Saudi Arabia
from 1975; Commander of the Saudi National Guard

Adham, Kamal, Adviser to King Faisal; Chief of the General Intelligence Directorate of
Saudi Arabia

Ahmann, James H., Brigadier General, USAF; Chief, U.S. Military Training Mission,
Saudi Arabia, from 1975 until 1977

Akins, James, U.S. Ambassador to Saudi Arabia from 1973 until 1975

Ali, Ahmad Ismail, Minister of Defense of Egypt from 1972 until 1974

Allon, Yigal, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Israel from 1974

Arafat, Yassir, Chairman, Central Committee, Palestine Liberation Organization

al-Asnaj (Asnag), Abdallah, Foreign Minister of the Yemen Arab Republic

Assad (Asad), Hafez, President of Syria

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

al-Awadi, Muhammed, Minister of Commerce and Industry of Saudi Arabia

Barger, Thomas, member of the Northrop Corporation Board of Directors

Bennett, Jack, Deputy Under Secretary of the Treasury for Monetary Affairs until 1974;
Under Secretary of the Treasury for Monetary Affairs from 1974 until 1975

Bhutto, Zulfiqar, Prime Minister of Pakistan

Biller, Joel, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Economic and Business Affairs

Bird, Eugene H., Political-Economic Section, U.S. Embassy in Jidda

Bourguiba, Habib, President of Tunisia

Brown, George S., Lieutenant General, USAF; Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff from
1974

Brzezinski, Zbigniew, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs from 1977
until 1981

Butcher, Duane C., Economic-Commercial Section, U.S. Embassy in Jidda

Carter, James E., Democratic Presidential nominee in 1976; President of the United States
from 1977 until 1981

Case, Clifford P., Senator (R-New Jersey)

Casey, William, Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs until 1974

Cecil, Charles O., Political Officer, U.S. Embassy in Jidda; Country Director for Saudi
Arabia

Church, Frank, Senator (D-Idaho)

Clements, William, Deputy Secretary of Defense

Cluverius, Wat Tyler, IV, U.S. Ambassador to Bahrain from 1976

Colby, William, Director of the Central Intelligence Agency

Cooper, Charles A., member, National Security Council Staff, until 1974; Assistant Secre-
tary of the Treasury for International Affairs from 1974 until 1975

Crawford, William R., U.S. Ambassador to the Yemen Arab Republic until 1974

Crosland, Anthony, Foreign Secretary of United Kingdom from 1976

Davies, Rodger P., Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian
Affairs, Department of State
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Davis, Jeanne W., Administrative Staff Director of the National Secuiry Council

Dickman, Frangois M., Director, Office of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Yemen, Aden, and Gulf
States Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of State;
U.S. Ambassador to the United Arab Emirates from 1976

Dinitz, Simcha, Israeli Ambassador to the United States

Draper, Morris, Director, Office of Lebanon, Jordan, Syrian Arab Republic, and Iraq Af-
fairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of State, from
1976

Dunlop, John T., Director of the Cost of Living Council until 1974; Secretary of Labor
from March 1975 until January 1976

Eagleburger, Lawrence S., Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Secu-
rity Affairs; National Security Council Staff member from June until October 1973;
Executive Assistant to the Secretary of State until 1975

Eban, Abba, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Israel until 1974

Eilts, Hermann F., U.S. Ambassador to Egypt

Eliot, Theodore, Executive Secretary to the Secretary of State until 1973

Ellsworth, Robert, Assistant Deputy Secretary of Defense for International Security Af-
fairs in 1975; Deputy Secretary of Defense in 1976

Fahd ibn Abd al-Aziz Al Sa’ud, Crown Prince of Saudi Arabia from 1975; First Deputy
Prime Minister until 1975; Prime Minister from 1975

Fahmy, Ismail, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Egypt

Faisal ibn Abd al-Aziz Al Sa’ud, King of Saudi Arabia until 1975

Feldman, Mark, Deputy Legal Adviser, Department of State, from 1973

Fifer, William A., Lieutenant Colonel; Defense Attaché, U.S. Embassy in Jidda, until 1973

Fish, Howard M., Lieutenant General, USAF; Director, Defense Security Assistance
Agency; Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs
from 1974

Flanigan, Peter, Assistant to the President for International Economic Policy until 1974

Ford, Gerald R., President of the United States

Friedersdorf, Max L., Assistant to the President for Legislative Affairs

al-Ghani, Abdal Aziz Abd, Prime Minister of the Yemen Arab Republic from 1975
al-Ghashmi (Gashmi), Ahmed, Lieutenant Colonel; Deputy Commander in Chief of the
Yemeni Armed Forces

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

al-Hamdi, Ibrahim Muhummad, President of the Yemen Arab Republic from 1974

Hassan bin al Talal, Crown Prince of Jordan

Helms, Richard M., Director of Central Intelligence until 1973; U.S. Ambassador to Iran

Holloway, James L., III, Admiral, USN; Chief of Naval Operations

Horan, Hume, Deputy Chief of Mission, U.S. Embassy in Jidda

Hoskinson, Samuel, National Intelligence Officer for the Middle East and Islamic World,
Central Intelligence Agency

Huffman, B. Keith, Assistant Legal Adviser for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs,
Department of State

Humphrey, Hubert, Senator (D-Minnesota)

Hussein (Husayn) I bin Talal, King of Jordan

Hyland, William P., Director of the Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Department of
State, until 1975; thereafter Deputy Assistant to the President for National Security
Affairs

Ingersoll, Robert S, Deputy Secretary of State



Persons XXXI

al-Iryani, “Abd al-Rahman, President of the Yemen Arab Republic until 1974
Ik1¢é, Fred, Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

Janka, Les, member, National Security Council Staff
Javits, Jacob, Senator (R-New York)
Jungers, Frank, President of Arabian American Oil Company

Kennedy, Richard T., Colonel, USA; member, National Security Council Staff, until 1974

Khalatbari, Abas Ali, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Iran

Khalid ibn Abd al-Aziz Al Sa’ud, Crown Prince of Saudi Arabia until 1975; thereafter
King of Saudi Arabia

al-Khalifa, Khalifa ibn Salman, Prime Minister of Bahrain

al-Khalifa, Shaikh “Isa ibn Salman, Amir of Bahrain

al-Khalifa, Shaikh Hamad ibn Isa, Minister of Defense of Bahrain; Chief of the Bahrain
Defense Force

al-Khalifa, Shaikh Mohammad ibn Mubarak, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Bahrain

Khashoggi, Adnan, Saudi financier; owner of Triad Financial Establishment

Kissinger, Henry A., Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs until 1975;
Secretary of State from 1973

Knoche, E. Henry, Deputy Director of Central Intelligence from 1976

Leigh, Monroe, Legal Adviser, Department of State, from 1974 until 1975
Lewis, William, Special Assistant to the Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance
Lowrie, Arthur L., Principal Officer, U.S. Interests Section in Iraq, until 1975

Maestrone, Frank E., U.S. Ambassador to Kuwait from 1976

Mansouri, Abdal Rahman, Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs of Saudi Arabia

Maw, Carlyle, Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance from 1974

McNamara, Robert, President of the International Bank for Reconstruction and
Development

Meir, Golda, Prime Minister of Israel until 1974

Moorer, Thomas, Admiral, USN; Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff until 1974

Murphy, Nicholas M., Political Section, U.S. Embassy in Jidda, from 1974

Nazir, Hisham, President of the Central Planning Organization of Saudi Arabia

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

Noyes, James H., Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security
Affairs

Oakley, Robert, member, National Security Council Staff, from 1974
Odeen, Philip, member, National Security Council Staff, until 1973

Paganelli, Robert, U.S. Ambassador to Qatar from 1974

Pahlevi, Mohammad Reza, Shah of Iran

Palmer, Stephen, Jr., Director, Office of Regional Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and
South Asian Affairs, Department of State; Staff Director, National Security Council
Interdepartmental Group for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs from 1974

Parsky, Gerald, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury for Trade, Energy, and Financial Re-
sources Policy from 1974 until 1975; thereafter Assistant Secretary of the Treasury for
International Affairs

Pendleton, Miles, Special Assistant to the Deputy Secretary of State

Percy, Charles, Senator (R-Illinois) and member of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee

Pharon, Rashad, Adviser to King Faisal of Saudi Arabia
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Pickering, Thomas R., Executive Secretary, Department of State, until 1974; thereafter
U.S. Ambassador to Jordan

Plowden, Robert, member, National Security Council Staff, from 1976

Porter, William, Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs until 1973; U.S. Ambas-
sador to Saudi Arabia from 1976

Proxmire, William, U.S. Senator (D-Wisconsin)

Qaboos (Qabiis, Qabus) ibn Sa’id Al ‘Bu Sa’id, Sultan of Oman

al-Qadafi, Mu’ammar, Chairman of the Libyan Revolutionary Command Council; Com-
mander in Chief of the Libyan Armed Forces

Quandt, William B., member, National Security Council Staff, until 1974

Ransom, David, Chargé d’Affaires, U.S. Embassy in Sana’a, from 1975

Richardson, Elliot, Secretary of Defense until May 1973

al-Rifai, Zayd, Prime Minister of Jordan

Robinson, Charles W., Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs from 1974; there-
after Deputy Secretary of State

Rockefeller, David, Vice Chairman, Rockefeller Brothers Fund; Chief Executive Officer,
Chase Manhattan Bank

Rockefeller, Nelson, Vice President of the United States

Rogers, William P., Secretary of State until 1973

Rumsfeld, Donald, Secretary of Defense from 1975 until 1976

Rush, Kenneth, Deputy Secretary of State until 1973

al-Sabah, Sa’ad al-’Abdallah, Minister of Defense of Kuwait

al-Sabah, Sabah al-Ahmad al Jabir, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Kuwait

al-Sabah, Sabah al-Salim, Amir of Kuwait

al-Sabah, Shaikh Salim Sabah al-Salim, Kuwaiti Ambassador to the United States

Sadat, Anwar, President of Egypt

al-Saqqaf, Sayyid ‘Umar (Omar), Minister of State for Foreign Affairs of Saudi Arabia
until 1975

Sa’ud ibn Faisal ibn Abd al-Aziz Al Sa’ud, Minister of State for Foreign Affairs of Saudi
Arabia from 1975; thereafter Minister of Foreign Affairs of Saudi Arabia

Saunders, Harold H., member, National Security Council Staff, until 1973; Deputy
Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs

Schlesinger, James, Secretary of Defense from 1973 until 1975

Scotes, Thomas J., U.S. Ambassador to Yemen from 1974

Scowcroft, Brent, Deputy Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs until
1974; Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs from 1975

Shaker, Sharif Zeid Bin, Commander in Chief, Jordanian Armed Forces

Shultz, George, Secretary of the Treasury until 1974

Sick, Gary, Comander, USN; Country Director for Oman, Department of Defense, until
1975; member, National Security Council Staff from 1976

Simon, William, Deputy Secretary of the Treasury until 1974; Secretary of the Treasury
from 1974

Sisco, Joseph, Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs until
1974; Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs from 1974

Sober, Sidney, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian Af-
fairs from 1974 until 1975

al-Sowayel, Ibrahim Abdallah, Saudi Ambassador to the United States

Spiers, Ronald I., Director, Bureau for Politico-Military Affairs, Department of State,
until 1973

Stein, Robert A., Deputy Chief of Mission, U.S. Embassy in Sana’a, until 1973; Chargé
d’Affaires, U.S. Embassy in Bahrain, from 1973
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Sterner, Michael E., U.S. Ambassador to the United Arab Emirates from 1974

Stoltzfus, William, U.S. Ambassador to Kuwait; Non-resident Ambassador to Bahrain,
Oman, Qatar, and the United Arab Emirates until 1974

Sultan ibn Abd al-Aziz Al Sa’ud, Minister of Defense & Aviation of Saudi Arabia

al-Suwaydi, Ahmad Khalifa, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the United Arab Emirates

Tarr, Curtis W., Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance of the United Arab Emi-
rates until 1973

Thacher, Nicholas, U.S. Ambassador to Saudi Arabia until 1973

Turki bin Abd al-Aziz Al Sa’ud, Deputy Minister of Defense and Aviation of Saudi
Arabia

Turki bin Faisal Al Saud, Deputy Director General of the Saudi General Intelligence
Directorate

Twinam, Joseph, U.S. Ambassador to Bahrain from 1974 until 1976

al-U“Utayba (Otaiba), Mani’ Sa’id, Minister of Oil and Mineral Wealth of the United
Arab Emirates

Vest, George S., Director, Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, Department of State, from
1974

Walters, Vernon A., Deputy Director, Central Intelligence Agency; Acting Director from
July until September 1973

Warner, John, Secretary of the Navy

Wickham, John, Major General, USA; Military Assistant to the Secretary of Defense until
1974; Military Assistant to the Deputy Secretary of Defense from 1975

Wolle, William D., U.S. Ambassador to Oman from 1974 until 1976

Yamani, Ahmad Zaki, Minister of Petroleum and Mineral Wealth of Saudi Arabia

Zayid ibn Sultan al-Nuhayan, Shaikh, President of State of the United Arab Emirates;
Amir of Abu Dhabi
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1. Memorandum From the Acting Assistant Secretary of
Defense for International Security Affairs (Eagleburger) to
Secretary of Defense Richardson'

Washington, February 15, 1973.

SUBJECT
U.S. Policy in the Persian Gulf

(U) You expressed an interest in U.S. Persian Gulf policy during
your recent meeting with King Hussein. The purpose of this memoran-
dum is to bring you up to date on the subject and to note, in particular,
the role DoD plays in supporting our Gulf policy.

(U) As you are aware, three events have focused increasing atten-
tion on the Gulf since 1968:

—the January 1968 UK decision to withdraw its military forces
from east of Suez by the end of 1971

—the entry of the Soviet Navy into the Indian Ocean for the first
time on a sustained basis in March 1968

—the growing awareness, beginning in 1970, of a probable future
U.S. dependence on Persian Gulf oil.

! Summary: Eagleburger briefed Richardson on current Department of Defense
arms and training policies toward the Middle East, in the context of NSC decisions on
the subject.

Source: Washington National Records Center, OASD/ISA Files: FRC 330-76-117,
Box 19, Persian Gulf, 1973, 000.1. Secret. Drafted by Jason Timberlake (OSD/ISA/NESA).
NSSM 66 and NSDMs 92 and 186 are in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, vol. XXIV, Middle
East Region and Arabian Peninsula, 1969-1972; Jordan, September 1970, Documents 73,
91, and 120.



2 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume E-9, Part 2

Background

(S) NSSM 66, dated 12 July 1969, directed a study be made of U.S.
policy toward the Persian Gulf. The study was required to address
two specific Defense issues: the future of the U.S. Navy’s Middle East
Force (MIDEASTFOR), and U.S. arms policy in the area. The initial
draft of the study discussed but did not give the pros and cons of these
two issues. At ISA suggestion, pros and cons were added, though not
as fully as we desired. The final study, together with a paper describing
the principle elements of a U.S. presence in the Gulf and their budgetary
implications, was forwarded to the President on 30 July 1970.

(S) The President in NSDM 92 of 7 November 1970, approved a
general strategy for the near term of promoting cooperation between
Saudi Arabia and Iran as the desirable basis for maintaining stability
in the Gulf, while recognizing the preponderance of Iranian power
and developing direct relations with other Gulf states. The President
approved expansion of U.S. diplomatic representation in the Lower
Gulf and directed that plans be developed for such representation. He
also directed that plans be developed for technical and educational
assistance and cultural exchange through private as well as public
programs. Plans were subsequently submitted on both subjects in late
1971. In the area of diplomatic representation, the U.S. has accredited
our Ambassador resident in Kuwait as non-resident Ambassador to
Bahrain, Qatar, the United Arab Emirates, and Oman. A small mission
has been opened in each of these countries except Qatar, and one is
expected to be opened there shortly. We are responsive to requests
from the lower Gulf states and Oman for reimbursable technical assist-
ance and have asked for authority to provide “topping off” of salaries
for U.S. personnel in certain cases.

Naval Presence

(S) In NSDM 92, the President decided in principle not to reduce
the U.S. naval presence in the Persian Gulf at this time. In a decision
relating to the Indian Ocean, the NSC Senior Review Group a year later
approved a recommendation to improve the quality of MIDEASTFOR
ships (a flagship homeported at Bahrain and two destroyers rotated
on temporary assignment from the Atlantic Fleet). In August 1972, we
replaced the flagship (a 26-year old converted seaplane tender) by a
larger and more modern ship (amphibious transport dock), and we
have now begun to assign better destroyers as occasion permits.

(C) The independence of Bahrain on 14 August 1971 and the British
military withdrawal in December meant that MIDEASTFOR, which
had previously been supported at the British base on Bahrain, would
have to make direct arrangements with the Government of Bahrain
(GOB). On 23 December 1971, the USG and the GOB concluded a
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stationing agreement. This agreement, which came under Senate scru-
tiny and some criticism last year, contains no military or political com-
mitment, either explicit or implied, to the GOB or any other state. It
merely provides for the continued use of support facilities formerly
made available by the British. A leasing agreement, fixing the first
year’s rent at $600,000, was concluded on 1 January 1972. As a result
of the assumption of shore facilities (10% of the former British base)
and the assignment of a larger flagship, MIDEASTFOR personnel
homeported at Bahrain have had to be increased from 261 to 527.

(U) The primary mission of MIDEASTFOR is to demonstrate, by
visiting friendly countries in the Persian Gulf, Red Sea, and western
Indian Ocean, the continuing interest of the U.S. in those countries and
our desire to maintain good relations with them. By being homeported
in the Gulf, MIDEASTFOR gives special emphasis to our interest in
that strategically important area. MIDEASTFOR, unlike the former
British forces in the Gulf, has no protective mission to perform; U.S.
officials have repeatedly said that we do not plan to take over the
former British role in the Gulf.

Arms Policy

(S) The President on 17 January 1971 declared Kuwait eligible for
arms under the Foreign Military Sales Act. In April 1972, the NSC
Under Secretaries Committee forwarded a report to the President on
U.S. arms policy toward the lower Persian Gulf States and Oman. This
study drew a distinction between our arms supply policy toward Iran,
Saudi Arabia and Kuwait on the one hand, and the lower Gulf States
and Oman on the other. With respect to the former states, we look to
them to bear the main responsibility for peace and stability in the Gulf
and to deter Iraq, which borders them and is considered to be the main
external threat. We are, therefore, willing to help these states modernize
and expand their armed forces and are already deeply involved in
major arms, advisory, and training programs with Saudi Arabia and
Iran. Kuwait, with our help, is studying its defense requirements and
may turn to the U.S. for some of its arms. In the case of the Lower
Gulf States and Oman, we consider the main threat to be internal and
to come from Arab revolutionary elements hostile to U.S. interests. The
only likely external threat to these states would come from Saudi Arabia
or Iran, which might intervene for limited territorial objectives or to
restore order and stability of the sort we might also desire.

(S) In NSDM 186 of 18 August 1972, the President accepted the
major recommendations of the NSC study. U.S. arms policy will be
based on the principles that primary responsibility for stability in the
Gulf falls upon the states of the region, that the U.S. should encourage
cooperation among them for this purpose, that a continuing British
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role should be encouraged, and that the U.S. should play an active and
imaginative direct role. The U.S. will sell defense articles to the lower
Gulf States and Oman that will enhance their internal security. It will
refuse articles that are offensive or sophisticated in nature, that could
undermine area stability, or that could divert economic resources from
pressing civil needs. The U.S. will provide arms on a sales basis and
will avoid transactions that require the presence of U.S. military person-
nel on other than a temporary basis for advice or maintenance.
Although the U.S. encourages the British to play a continuing role in
the Gulf, the U.S. will respond sympathetically to reasonable requests
for arms from the lower Gulf States and Oman, which may prefer U.S.
to British equipment or may wish to diversify their source of arms.

(C) On 2 January 1973, the President found the lower Gulf States
and Oman eligible under the Foreign Military Sales Act. To date, U.S.
arms sales to Kuwait and to the lower Gulf States and Oman have
been negligible. They are expected to remain modest, especially when
compared to those to Saudi Arabia and Iran.

Other Defense Activities

(U) We expect to provide some training in the U.S. for Gulf military
personnel. We have already trained the Crown Prince of Bahrain at the
Command and General Staff College, Ft. Leavenworth. An increasing
number of high-ranking DoD civilian and military officials are visiting
the Gulf, especially Kuwait and Bahrain. Each year we join the UK
and Iran in a CENTO naval exercise in the Gulf.

U.K. Role

(U) The UK, with more experience than any other outside power,
continues to play an important role in the Gulf, especially in financial
and commercial matters. Although the UK retains no operational forces
in the Gulf for peacekeeping purposes, it continues to pursue an active
military diplomacy. It maintains an RAF staging base Masirah off the
southern coast of Oman, plans to conduct periodic exercises with Gulf
military forces, and makes flag showing visits to the area. The UK will
endeavor to maintain its arms market in the Gulf, its advisory role
with Gulf armed forces, and the training of Gulf military personnel in
the UK. It will also, through seconded and contract personnel, continue
to play an active operational role in Gulf armed forces and in the police
and intelligence services of Gulf states.

Jordanian and Pakistani Role

(C) We welcome efforts by Jordan and Pakistan to play an active
and constructive role in the Gulf. Jordan and Pakistan can provide
much-needed skilled manpower and contribute to Gulf stability at a
time when the lower Gulf states and Oman are under pressure to lessen
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their dependence on historic British sponsorship of their armed forces.
Jordan has military advisers in Bahrain, Abu Dhabi, Dubai, and Oman,
while Pakistan has advisors in Abu Dhabi and Oman and plans to
assign some to Qatar.

Areas of Concern

(S) On the whole, political-military developments in the Gulf have
gone very well this past year. There are, however, some areas of concern
to us.

Iran

The Shah’s ambition to play a dominant role in the Gulf and the
build-up of his armed forces, with U.S. help, is causing some uneasiness
on the Arab side of the Gulf. Were Iran to act against Arab interests,
the U.S. could find itself identified once again, as in the case of Israel,
as an enemy of the Arabs. Iran’s overwhelming military strength could
tempt her to resort too readily to military action in response to some
real or perceived threat to her interests.

Saudi Arabia

Progress toward political and social reform in Saudi Arabia contin-
ues to be miniscule. While there are no signs of internal opposition to
the regime, dissatisfaction is bound to increase over time in the steadily
growing numbers of educated armed services officers and civilian
technicians.

Iraq

Iraq and Iran are major antagonists. The greatly superior military
strength of Iran is causing Iraq to turn increasingly to the USSR for
arms. This, in turn, will result in greater Soviet influence in the Gulf,
and could stimulate a regional arms race, fueled by the two external
superpowers. In its own quest for greater influence in the Gulf, Iraq
will continue to support dissident groups that seek to overthrow tradi-
tionalist governments of the smaller Gulf states, although these efforts
have not had much success thus far.

Oman

The Sultan’s campaign to suppress the Dhofari rebellion has met
with marked success this past year, but the effort is absorbing roughly
one half of Oman’s oil revenues. This heavy defense burden is hindering
efforts at much-needed domestic reform and development.

Jordan

The efforts of Jordan to play a more active role in the Gulf could
create problems with other powers active in the area. Reports have
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already been received of friction between Jordanian and British officers
in Oman and Abu Dhabi. There is also some question of the extent to
which Jordan, burdened by financial difficulties and heavily dependent
on foreign powers, including the U.S., for financial assistance, can or
should play a significantly greater role in Gulf affairs. If Jordan’s activi-
ties are carefully monitored and coordinated with those of the British,
the Iranians, and the Saudis, the overall net result for Gulf stability,
however, should be positive.

Lawrence S. Eagleburger

2. National Security Study Memorandum 181!

Washington, May 10, 1973.

TO

The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defense
The Secretary of Central Intelligence

SUBJECT
U.S. Policy in the Arabian Peninsula and the Persian Gulf

The President has directed a review of U.S. policy in the Arabian
Peninsula and the Persian Gulf. NSDM 92 and NSDM 186 have already
established a framework for U.S. policy in this region based on Saudi-
Iranian cooperation and an indirect U.S. role in arms supply. The
purpose of this new review is to evaluate our present policy in light
of recent developments in this area.

The study should identify U.S. interests and objectives in the area.
As to U.S. interests and objectives deriving from U.S. energy require-
ments, the study should draw on the work done in response to
NSSM 174.

! Summary: The President directed a review of policies toward the Arabian Penin-
sula and the Gulf.

Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 365, Subject
Files, National Security Study Memoranda (NSSMs) 104-206, NSSM 181. Secret. A copy
was sent to Admiral Moorer. NSSM 174 is in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, vol. XXXVI,
Energy Crisis, 1969-1974, Document 171.
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The study then should specifically address the following questions:

—What is the state of regional cooperation and in particular Saudi-
Iranian cooperation? What steps can the U.S. take to strengthen it?

—What role would the United States like to see Kuwait play and
what can the U.S. do to encourage it? In the light of Kuwait’s current
defense needs, what is an appropriate relationship between Kuwait
and other nations of the area? What are possible U.S. roles in responding
to Kuwait’s defense needs?

—What measures can be taken to strengthen the U.S.-Saudi and
U.S.~Iranian bilateral relationships? In particular, how can a sense of
cooperation toward common strategic objectives be developed? How
can commercial and financial ties be strengthened, including considera-
tion of steps the U.S. could take to encourage oil producing countries
to use oil revenues to increase production?

—What are the prospects for stability in the UAE, Qatar and
Bahrain?

—How can Saudi Arabia and Iran contribute most effectively to
the security of the area and in particular of Kuwait, Oman and the
Yemen Arab Republic? What is the appropriate role for Jordan? What
are the options for the U.S. in relation to the cooperation among these
governments?

—Is U.S. arms supply policy in this area appropriate?

—Is the U.S. official presence in the area appropriate as to numbers
and level?

In discussing these issues, reference should be made as appropriate
to Iran’s and Saudi Arabia’s growing economic and military power;
sources of instability in the area including the role of Iraq and the
PDRY; and the policies of states outside the region (Europeans, Japan,
USSR) as they affect U.S. interests. In each section of the study, options
for U.S. policy should be presented and analyzed.

This study should be conducted by the NSC Interdepartmental
Group for the Near East and South Asia. This study should be submit-
ted to the NSC Senior Review Group by June 22, 1973.

Henry A. Kissinger
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3. National Security Study Memorandum 182!
Washington, May 10, 1973.

TO

The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defense
The Director of Central Intelligence

SUBJECT

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 President has noted that a number of leaders of friendly coun-
tries in the Near East and South Asia have the view that the Soviet
Union is intensifying its diplomatic, economic and military activity
throughout these areas. He has directed a study of the implications
for U.S. policy of probable lines of Soviet strategy, policy and actions
in the Eastern Mediterranean, the Near East, the Arabian Peninsula
and the Persian Gulf, and South Asia.

The study should include:

—Definition and assessment of basic U.S. interests and objectives
in these areas identifying how they may be affected by Soviet interests,
objectives, policies and actions.

—Identification and assessment of Soviet strategic interests and
objectives in these areas and the ensuing lines of policy and actions
which the Soviets are likely to pursue over the next five years.

e Interests, objectives and policies which may be common to more
than one of the specific areas included in this study or which may
reflect strategic concerns extending beyond these areas should be iden-
tified and assessed.

* The extent to which Soviet policies and actions in any or all of
these areas may be designed to support its policies toward or posture
vis-a-vis the People’s Republic of China or Western Europe should
be assessed.

* The extent to which Soviet policies are influenced by U.S. actions
(e.g., the USSR naval reaction to TF 74) should be assessed.

! Summary: The President directed a study of the implications of Soviet strategy
toward the Middle East and South Asia.

Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, National Security Council
Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-200, NSSM 182. Top Secret. A copy was sent to
Admiral Moorer.
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—Identification of policies or actions that are common to the inter-
ests of the U.S. and USSR (e.g., non-nuclear India, freedom of the
seas, etc.).

—Assessment of the implications of political, economic and secu-
rity factors and trends in these areas as they may affect the interests,
objectives, and policies of either the United States or the USSR or both.

In assessing Soviet lines of policy and actions, the study should
consider but not be limited to the following:

—Continued economic and military assistance and political sup-
port for Egypt.

—Military assistance to and political support for Iraq, Syria, and
South Yemen.

—Military presence, including basing arrangements, in the areas
of the study.

—Support for subversive and radical groups and movements
throughout the areas of the study.

—Economic and political support for India.

—Economic and political reEl)ations with Iran, Kuwait and other
states in the Persian Gulf.

Based upon these assessments, the study should discuss the strat-
egy and policy options open to the U.S. to protect and advance U.S.
interests.

This study should be conducted by an NSC Ad Hoc Group to be
chaired by the representative of the Secretary of State and to include
representatives of the addressees and the NSC Staff. The study should
be submitted by July 1, 1973, for consideration by the NSC Senior
Review Group.

Henry A. Kissinger
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4. Summary of Conclusions of a Washington Special Actions
Group Meeting'

Washington, May 15, 1973, 3:20-4:09 p.m.

SUBJECT
Lebanon and Middle East Hostilities
PARTICIPANTS
Chairman CIA
Henry A. Kissinger James Schlesinger
State John Waller
William Porter Samuel Hoskinson
Joseph Sisco NSC Staff
David Korn Brig. Gen. Brent Scowcroft
Defense Richard T. Kennedy

Harold H. Saunders

Willi P. Clements, Jr.
illiam em J Jeanne W. Davis

James H. Noyes

JCS
Vice Adm. John P. Weinel

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

It was agreed that:

1) A Working Group would prepare some plans based on various
contingencies;

2) State and Defense would prepare an options paper on Libyan
nationalization of American oil companies;

3) the overall strategy paper on the Middle East will be updated
and submitted.

My. Kissinger: (to Schlesinger) Can you give us a run-down?
(Mr. Schlesinger briefed from the attached text.)

Mr. Sisco: 1 agree with this evaluation. It accords with State’s
analysis.

Mpr. Kissinger: What I want to get out of this meeting is to get a
Working Group started on three contingencies: (1) a plan for an out-

! Summary: WSAG considered new arms sales to Saudi Arabia as part of a broader
bilateral relationship.

Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box SCI 21,
National Security Council, Committees and Panels, WSAG, April 1972-August 1973.
Top Secret; Sensitive; [handling restriction not declassified]. The meeting took place in the
White House Situation Room. King Faisal’s meeting with the President of Aramco is
reported in telegram 1891 from Jidda, May 8, 1973. (National Archives, RG 59, Central
Foreign Policy File, [no film number]).
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break of fighting in Lebanon that might involve Syria—an approxima-
tion of what we should do if a situation similar to that in Jordan in
1970 occurs. What might the Israelis do? What would we want them
to do? How would we react to a Syrian invasion of Lebanon?

Mr. Porter: Would you include an Israeli invasion to push the
Syrians out?

My. Kissinger: That’s right.

M. Sisco: Eban told us that when the Israelis last got together
with the Lebanese in their Military Armistice Commission contacts,
the Lebanese said they assumed Israel would be there if the Syrians
should intervene.

Mr. Kissinger: In 1970 Jordan wanted the Israelis to come in at the
right moment. Let’s focus on our diplomatic posture, our military
posture, and our attitude toward the Soviet Union and any moves they
might make in such a situation.

My. Porter: Including the evacuation of American citizens?

Mr. Kissinger: 1 have assumed that was a State Department
responsibility.

Mr. Porter: This could put you ashore momentarily if you wanted.

Mpr. Kissinger: 1 don’t know whether we will want to go ashore,
but we had damned well better have the option and know how to do
it. I would like to know with some precision the various ways in which
we might become involved. For example: (1) if the Israelis go in and
the Soviets threaten; (2) if the Israelis go in and we want to get them
out; (3) if we want to keep the Israelis out while we evacuate American
citizens. We're certainly not looking for an excuse to go into Lebanon;
we want to stay out. But in 1970 the planning we did in this room
enabled us to move with great speed if we had had to.

I also want to know the contingencies in which US intervention
might be contemplated. We shouldn’t focus initially on military move-
ments, but on [illegible] diplomatic moves and what military moves
we might have to make to back them up.

The second contingency relates to the kinds of things the Egyptians
might do, the various ways in which the Israelis might react and the
diplomatic issues that might ensue. Short of actual Soviet intervention,
it’s hard to envisage any direct US action. But we should consider what
to do to keep the Soviets out; the ways in which we might use the
crisis to get diplomatic movement, if that is what we want, or to return
to the status quo ante if it is decided that is desirable.

My. Schlesinger: [1 line not declassified] Egypt has moved no equip-
ment up to the Canal. This means that their military options are limited
to an air attack on Israel which would be extremely ill-advised.

Mr. Kissinger: That’s all they could do?
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Mr. Schlesinger: Yes; they’re extremely limited.

Mpr. Kissinger: Didn’t 1 see a report that they were dropping a
parachute brigade into Sinai?

Mr. Sisco: That was one isolated report.

My. Schlesinger: If Egypt should start something, it would be part
of a diplomatic move to elicit sympathy when they were whipped by
the Israelis.

Myr. Sisco: They’re trying to follow the Vietnamese pattern. They
need a little fighting to attract attention. I think the reason Egypt played
a major role in mediating the situation in Lebanon was that they are
afraid the balloon might go up in Lebanon, Syria might invade, and
Egypt might be shown up as a paper tiger.

My. Clements: (to Schlesinger) [less than 1 line not declassified]

Mr. Schlesinger: [less than 1 line not declassified]. All indicators were
that things were calming down.

My. Porter: Do you think there’s any connection with the Security
Council review?

M. Schlesinger: Possibly, if it is considered a prelude to a diplomatic
or military move for sympathy.

Mr. Kissinger: What form of military move? If they bomb Israel,
they would [illegible] sympathy if they should get a tremendous Israeli
counterblow. It would be all over. There would be no war going on.
They have to start something that they could continue.

Mr. Schlesinger: 1 agree it would be unrealistic. Even if they are
talking about only getting a toehold on Sinai, the best estimate is that
they could hold it only for a week. It wouldn’t give them the kind of
war they need to get negotiations started.

Mr. Clements: 1 take a different view. The area to watch is Syria.
They’re volatile as hell.

My. Kissinger: The thing might develop a momentum of its own.
Let’s do a contingency plan for that. Dick (Kennedy), will you help
them, based on our Jordan experience.

My. Porter: What about the draft cable that has been circulated
authorizing an approach that is meant to be reassuring to the Lebanese?

Mr. Kissinger: If there is no great urgency, could we wait on that
until we have a chance to develop some of these contingency plans?

My. Sisco: We can hold it another week. We have two problems:
(1) no answer we can conceivably give will provide the kind of blank
check the Lebanese want, so any reply will be disappointing; (2) on
the other hand, they asked for this last September and no reply at all
will have a worse effect.

Mr. Kissinger: I'm in favor of an answer. In fact, we think we can
be a bit more forthcoming than your draft.
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Mr. Porter: It would be better to wait then.

Mr. Schlesinger: With regard to the telegram, I'd like to raise a
question about pressuring them on Black September. Let’s be careful
we don’t jump from the frying pan into the fire. If we force Black
September headquarters out of Lebanon, they will go to Syria. [2 lines
not declassified]

Mr. Kissinger: Why are they not in Damascus?

Mr. Porter: They like it in Lebanon.

My. Sisco: If they were operating out of Syria, the counterblow
would come from Israel on Syria, not Lebanon.

Mr. Porter: And the banks that pay them are in Lebanon. No respon-
sible bank will operate in Syria.

My. Clements: How much of the pressure on the fedayeen is really
coming from Israel?

My. Sisco: There are two kinds of pressure. The Israeli pressure is
operating on a worldwide scale to route them out wherever they are.
But the more important pressure is coming from the Lebanese Army
and Government. They’re not trying to kick the fedayeen out of Leba-
non. That would buy Syrian intervention. They’re just trying to make
the situation more manageable, by restricting them to light arms, con-
centrating them in camps, etc.

Mpr. Clements: Isn’t there Israel-Lebanon government-to-govern-
ment pressure?

Mpr. Noyes: Dayan has been making strong statements against Leba-
non, not Syria.

Myr. Sisco: We have called that to their attention. We think they
should continue to do what they’re doing, but should keep quiet
about it.

M. Noyes: Do we accept the Israeli thesis that Jordan can be equated
with Lebanon?

My. Sisco: We have to acknowledge that Israeli military pressure
has forced the hand of the Lebanese Government and Army. And they
have been more forceful than we thought they would be.

Mr. Kissinger: I have reluctantly come to that conclusion.

Mr. Sisco: We would be concerned if we thought the Lebanese
Government objective was to drive the fedayeen out. But they have
no such intention.

Mr. Kissinger: I understand Defense wants to take up the question
of Libyan nationalization.

Mr. Clements: Representatives of the international oil companies
are meeting with (Deputy Secretary of State) Ken Rush tomorrow to talk
about Libya. We hear the Libyan Government is going to nationalize
American oil interests.
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Mr. Porter: They’ve already started.

My. Clements: There is $3 billion plus in US investment there. And
we estimate there are 3000 Americans there. There’s a question of their
safety. We think we should have some response ready if they take this
action. It’s about to happen and we should be prepared.

Mr. Kissinger: What do they mean ‘nationalization’? Do they mean
expropriation with compensation?

Mr. Clements: They are taking the assets—the production, property,
pipelines, gathering and loading systems. They will take the depre-
ciated value then sign an agreement that they must market and sell at
the world price. Out of Libya’s profits, they will pay back the depre-
ciated value.

My. Porter: We've been playing it very softly with Libya in the
hope that we can hang on to the oil property until September 1 when
the federation with Egypt is supposed to take place. This might bring
a change of direction. In the new situation it might be possible to
protect our interests better. Of course, it could be worse if the Egyptians
want to push us around. The issue should be discussed. In the first
place, the Libyans don’t have the people to run things. The Assistant
Secretary for Africa should be here for a discussion of Libya.

Mpr. Kissinger: You mean Newsom?

My. Sisco: Yes. We should consider what we could do. Break diplo-
matic relations? Take counter-measures? Sit on our haunches?

Mr. Clements: We have to make some move to protect the
Americans.

My. Sisco: We need an options paper.

M. Kissinger: Okay.

Mr. Clements: There’s a nuance here. Contrary to the situation in
other parts of the world, you have a combined company, Oasis, which
doesn’t have extensive overseas holdings. This is their only major
endeavor. It’s different for Texaco, Esso or Mobil, so the oil companies
don’t all have the same position.

Mr. Sisco: The majors are in a better position to resist.

My. Clements: We have a long cable in on the meeting between the
President of Aramco and Saudi Arabian King Faisal. Faisal is feeling
the pressure. We need to think how we can reinforce our position and
hold Faisal’s hand.

My. Sisco: I agree, and we are working with the Defense people on
this. We think the answer is to deepen our relations and provide eco-
nomic assistance to Faisal.

Myr. Clements: That avoids the central question which is that he
wants visible US pressure on Israel.
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Mr. Kissinger: We can always solve the problem for half a year by
giving him what he wants and avoiding the real problem. When the
French were selling Mirages to Libya we were told that this was the
only way to prevent the horror of the Communist countries invading
this market, etc. Baloney! We need a strategy for the Middle East. If
we give F—4s to Saudi Arabia they will show up in the central conflict
sooner or later. This will just stimulate demands on the Israeli side. If
every country comes in with a list of demands we just try to keep them
happy. We need a strategy over the next three to five years. I agree
that Saudi Arabia will keep the pressure on us because of the overall
Middle East situation.

Mr. Porter: If we don’t give them planes for dollars, they will start
selling dollars in Europe which will present us with a new problem.

Mpr. Clements: 1 agree. But in the meantime, someone of stature
needs to go over and hold Faisal’s hand.

Mr. Sisco: We have in mind (Under Secretary for Economic
Affairs) Casey.

My. Porter: The economic thing is superficial.

My. Sisco: We're talking about mutual economic relationships, not
economic assistance.

Mr. Kissinger: Could we get a strategy paper?
My. Kennedy: We have the NSSM in work.

My. Sisco: We have a paper on the Saudi thing that we have been
discussing with Defense which takes the Israelis into account. In the
next ten days, the French may well get in and sell aircraft to the Saudis.
We would lose the kudos and the balance of payments advantage as
well as the possible help in the oil situation. I stand by our recommenda-
tion to sell them F—4s. It’s possible they will end in the combat zone.
But we’re only talking about one squadron for the Kuwaitis and two
squadrons for Saudi Arabia—36 planes—with delivery between 1975
and 1980. If we get in rather than the French, we can control their
training and education and can impose a third-party caveat. We can’t
guarantee that they won’t end up in a battle against Israel, but our
ability to control them would certainly be better than the French.

M. Noyes: There’s a good case to be made that the Israeli military
might be better served by F—4s in Saudi Arabia and Kuwait rather
than Mirages.

Mr. Kissinger: Why?

Mr. Noyes: Because US involvement means implicit control. US
technicians would act as a hedge against Saudi Arabia’s doing some-
thing foolish.

Mr. Schlesinger: 1 agree. The only thing we have to build on there
is Saudi Arabia. It’s the only country able to provide any basis of
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stability. Unless we extend some sign that we are willing to meet them
part way, they will drift into the camp supporting Egypt against Israel.
Deepening economic relations may be superficial, but the Saudis are
deeply concerned about down-stream investment.

Adm. Weinel: In getting a handle on their military the best thing to
do is to control their spare parts.

My. Sisco: Right. We're also interested in the political impact the
first provision of F—4s to the Arab world will have. It can be explained
to the Israelis. The signal would be that the Americans are not afraid
to provide aircraft to their friends. It would enhance our capability as
a peace-maker.

Mr. Clements: 1 agree; this is not just cosmetics. The Saudis are
our friends.

Mr. Kissinger: I want a strategic definition of friendship in this area.
I agree that I have never met an unattractive Arab. But how do we see
the situation developing in the next 3-5 years?

Mr. Porter: By our being able to restrain the Saudis as we could
not do if they go the French route.

Mr. Kissinger: If I may be the devil’s advocate, if they go the French
route, we must assume they are going because of some objective neces-
sity or desire. That they want to participate in the anti-Israel effort. If
they buy Mirages, they will not be under control. If they buy F-4s,
they will be. But if they want to follow the Egyptian line, they will.

My. Clements: The Saudis don’t look at Egypt the way you think
they do. What about South Yemen?

My. Kissinger: 1've been trying to get State to turn loose our friends
on South Yemen. We wanted to do something in Oman?

M. Sisco: Yes, we got them some helicopters.

Mr. Clements: And the Army is going in with some mechanized
equipment to modernize their National Guard. But we can’t consider
Saudi Arabia in the sole perspective of how it affects Israel.

Mr. Kissinger: 1 agree. But we have to consider Saudi Arabia in the
overall context of American purposes.

Mr. Sisco: We will send you a copy of the overall strategy paper
that was cleared at the White House. We're trying to update it. We're
not operating on day-to-day seat-of-the-pants tactical decisions.

Mr. Kissinger: Okay. We'll get you a decision fairly soon.

Mpr. Clements: I'm sorry, but I have to leave for a talk with the
Emperor (Haile Selassie).

Mr. Porter: Don’t take Kagnew back.

Mr. Clements: We should.
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Myr. Kissinger: Now the Departments cannot gang up and come
over here with a recommendation and think the President will rubber-
stamp it.

My. Porter: But we can argue up to the point of decision. The
Emperor wants us to stay. Can’t we at least think up some other things
we can do.

My. Clements: Oh yes, we're thinking of other things, but we don’t
have to keep on doing the same things when they are hurting us.

5. National Intelligence Estimate Prepared in the Central
Intelligence Agency’

30-1-73 Washington, June 7, 1973.

[Omitted here is the table of contents.]

PROBLEMS IN THE PERSIAN GULF
PRECIS

Much of the old political framework in the Persian Gulf area, site
of two-thirds of the world’s oil reserves, has gone, opening the way
for new patterns of development.

—The end of British political and military responsibility for the
smaller states, whose leaders and institutions will be hard pressed to
coge with demands for change, leaves them vulnerable to external
subversion, internal discord, and the vicissitudes of regional politics.

—The Soviet Union, having established an important political influ-
ence in the Arab world and a significant military presence in the Medi-
terranean area, shows a growing interest in the Indian Ocean and the
Gulf—on its own and as patron of the radical regimes in Iraq and
South Yemen.

—The increasing importance of Gulf oil, coupled with Arab frustra-
tion over the impasse with Israel, raises the specter of oil being used

! Summary: The CIA assessed potential security threats to U.S. interests in the wake
of British withdrawal from the region, concentrating on radical threats to new and
moderate Gulf regimes.

Source: Central Intelligence Agency, NIC Files, Job 79R01012A, Box 464, Folder 5,
Problems in the Persian Gulf. Secret. The CIA, the intelligence organizations of the
Departments of Defense, State, and the Treasury, and the NSA participated in the prepara-
tion of this estimate. It was submitted with the concurrence of all USIB members, except
for the representative of the FBI, who abstained on the grounds that the subject was
outside his jurisdiction.
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for political purposes—something occasionally threatened but not
attempted on a large scale before.

The relationship of Saudi Arabia and Iran is of key importance to
the Western position in the Gulf. Relations between the two are good,
but not likely to become close. Both seek to resist the spread of revolu-
tionary forces. The Shah, with a large and growing oil income to pay
for an expanding military establishment, has embarked on an activist,
forward policy in the Gulf—reflecting Iranian apprehensions about
radical Arab power and the Shah’s ambitions in the Gulf. This bothers
Saudi Arabia, which aspires to a position of leadership among the
smaller Arab states of the Gulf.

Given the fragility of the smaller states, the crosscurrents of rivalry
between the regional powers, and external support for radical subver-
sion, important change appears inevitable.

Certain developments would be of little consequence either for oil
or political relations in the area, e.g., the replacement of one ruler in a
smaller state by another. Even a radical regime replacing an incumbent
conservative in one or another of the lesser states would not necessarily
interfere with oil, though dealing with radical regimes on access to oil
is marked by special difficulties and political complications.

Other developments could endanger US interests.

—Turmoil in one of the lesser states could lead to Iranian interven-
tion, which in turn would set the Arabs, including Saudi Arabia, against
Iran. This could badly erode US relations with both Saudi Arabia
and Iran.

—The unlikely contingency of an upheaval led by revolutionary
forces in the larger oil-producing states would be difficult or impossible
to reverse and would threaten the US position in the Gulf as a whole.

—A recrudescence of Arab-Israeli hostilities would be likely to
lead some Gulf states to embargo oil shipments to the US for a time
and perhaps to nationalize or otherwise hit at American firms. It would
not be as easy for the US to ride out this kind of storm as in the past.?

1. The already great importance of the Persian Gulf region as a
source of oil for the industrial world is certain to grow. Gulf states
control nearly two-thirds of the world’s proved oil reserves and cur-
rently produce about one-third of the oil consumed in the non-commu-
nist world. This paper assesses local pressures for change, the interests
and actions of forces from outside the Gulf, the aims and policies of
the USSR, the consequences of the large Gulf states’ efforts to fill the
vacancy left by the end of the British protectorate, and likely develop-

2 The likelihood of hostilities in the near term is discussed in NIE 30-73, “Possible
Egyptian-Israeli Hostilities: Determinants and Implications,” dated 17 May 1973,
SECRET, [handling restriction not declassified] [Footnote is in the original.]
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ments over the next few years flowing from the interaction of these
elements. Finally, it assesses the implications for the US.

I. RADICAL CHALLENGE IN THE GULF

2. Almost all the Gulf states are conservative societies governed
by traditional monarchical regimes. Only Iraq has succumbed (15 years
ago) to revolution. After several violent changes of regime, Iraq is now
ruled by the socialist Baath Party.® In some of the other states of the
Gulf, the growth of the oil industry has provided vast financial
resources. Foreign workers, administrators, and teachers—including
many Palestinians—have brought in social and political ideas at odds
with traditional attitudes. Generally speaking, the leadership and insti-
tutions of these states will be hard pressed to cope with demands
for change.

3. The rulers use varying means to keep frustrations and hostility
under control.* The Shah of Iran has sought with some success to
deflect political pressures by leading a so-called “White Revolution”.
But at the same time he vigorously represses dissent. The Amir of
Kuwait has established a parliament and permits a relatively free press.
King Faisal has not permitted such free expression of ideas in Saudi
Arabia’s very conservative society, but makes cooperation with the
regime advantageous in many ways. Moreover, the oil boom has pro-
vided such extensive social services and opportunities for personal
gain that few have thus far been inclined to risk dangerous or radical
means of expressing dissatisfaction. But in time, discontent seems likely
to grow, especially where regimes do not satisfy the demands of the
increasingly educated and politically aware elements of the population.

4. Antiregime revolutionary forces are active in the smaller Gulf
states® and are supported by the radical regimes in Iraq and in the
People’s Democratic Republic of Yemen (PDRY)—also called South
Yemen. Both aid the Popular Front for the Liberation of Oman and the
Arab Gulf (PFLOAG), an umbrella group dedicated to the overthrow
of all monarchies in the region. Iraq also supports branches of its faction
of the Baath Party in Bahrain, Qatar, and the UAE and backs a variety
of other dissidents. Syria does something along these lines, but has

3 The Baath Party of Iragq—in power since July 1968—is part of a pan-Arab ideological
movement founded over a quarter century ago in Syria. Baath means resurrection or
rebirth in Arabic. [Footnote is in the original.]

* At annex is a more detailed description of revolutionary and subversive elements
in the Persian Gulf area and a discussion of security conditions in certain individual
countries. [Footnote is in the original.]

5 These states include Bahrain, Qatar, Oman, and the United Arab Emirates (UAE)—
itself composed of Abu Dhabi, Dubai, Sharjah, Ras al-Khaimah, Umm al-Qaiwain, Ajman,
and Fujairah. [Footnote is in the original.]
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few supporters. Socialist splinter factions which are even smaller and
which are not backed by any Arab state (e.g., the Arab Nationalists
Movement and the National Liberation Front of Bahrain) are also active.

5. The radical regime in South Yemen has concentrated its subver-
sive activity on the adjacent Dhofar Province of Oman. It is offering
materiel, financial assistance, and a safe-haven to the rebels, now under
PFLOAG, who have been fighting the Sultan’s forces in the hinterland
for 10 years. The leaders of the PDRY regime are also encouraging
PFLOAG dissidents in Bahrain and elsewhere along the Gulf in hopes
of facilitating the establishment of revolutionary governments in the
Gulf proper.

6. Most Palestinian fedayeen groups have representatives in the
Gulf states. Although they are there primarily to raise money, the
sheikhdoms, as a sign of support for the Arab cause, accord the fed-
ayeen a degree of freedom which has increased the latter’s influence.
The fedayeen have some potential for terrorist activity against Western
interests, including American oil installations, and also against conserv-
ative regimes. In the event of an outbreak of major Arab-Israeli hostili-
ties, their presence would increase pressure on the Gulf states to act
against US interests.

II. EXTERNAL FORCES
The Oil Consumers

7. Britain abandoned its historic role as protector of the smaller
Gulf states at the end of 1971, but it has not disengaged entirely. British
seconded and contract officers remain the backbone of the security
services and defense forces in Oman and the former protected states.
The Royal Air Force (RAF) maintains a detachment at Salalah in accord-
ance with an agreement imposed by Oman in exchange for the right
to maintain the RAF station on the island of Masirah. In 1972, sales of
UK military and civilian goods and services to the Gulf states amounted
to $820 million, while the US sold them $1.1 billion worth of goods.
Together this comprised over a third of the imports of the Gulf regimes.
British companies retain a large share of oil production in the Gulf
and US oil companies produce and market somewhat over half of
production from this region. The US and UK are the principal sources
of arms for the Gulf states (except for Iraq, which relies on the USSR).
The small US Navy presence (MIDEASTFOR) in the Gulf symbolizes
US interest in the area. Japan and some large West European states
consume sizable quantities of Gulf oil and are expanding commercial
activity to pay for it. None of these countries plays an important political
or security role in the Gulf, but government level contacts with oil
producers are growing. France, however, is becoming increasingly
active in efforts to sell arms in the Gulf.
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The USSR

8. The USSR in recent years has shown a growing interest in Gulf
affairs. Soviet moves have been probing and exploratory. Despite their
efforts, diplomatic relations have yet to be established with some states.
Moscow sees the Gulf as part of its overall policy in the Mediterranean
and the Indian Ocean areas, and seeks to expand its influence there.
Not only do the Soviets wish to buttress their relations with radical Arab
states, but they want access to shore facilities to extend the deployment
duration of their naval forces.® Western dependence on Gulf oil
resources and the growing importance of the Gulf to the US further
attract Soviet attention to the region. If one or more area state on its
own should undertake to limit or stop production, the USSR would
be in a position to lend political and propaganda support, perhaps
even using naval ships to make a demonstration. But the USSR will
not, for many years to come, have the financial resources, the transport,
or the marketing mechanism to broker any large quantity of oil.”

9. In seeking to establish themselves in the Gulf, the Soviets fre-
quently find their interests and objectives in conflict. The objectives
of good relations with Iran, continuing military support to Iraq, and
establishing a presence in the lesser Gulf states are pursued, although
they are not always compatible. The USSR gives political support to
national liberation movements both directly and through Iraq and
PDRY. The Soviet position is also complicated by divisions and antago-
nisms among Arab revolutionary groups who seek Moscow’s aid, by
lack of control over such groups, and by rivalry with the People’s
Republic of China. The Soviets are providing weapons, and the Chinese
provide arms and training directly to the rebel movement in Oman.

10. Beyond this, the national interests of the Persian Gulf states
impose limits on what the Soviet Union is likely to seek or to be able

© The Director of Naval Intelligence, Department of the Navy, and the Assistant
Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF, believe that the ability to influence, control, deny, or
disrupt Western and Japanese access to energy resources of the Persian Gulf—especially
in time of crisis—or for diplomatic-economic leverage—is fundamental to Soviet long-
term strategic goals in that part of the world. The Soviet Union will likely continue to
exploit every feasible, low-risk opportunity to attain the above goals. While it is doubtful
that an accurate assessment of Soviet techniques of subversion, bribery, and clandestine
support to radical elements can be projected, there can be little doubt that such means
will continue to be employed in concert with rapid delivery of arms and profferings of
limited economic assistance. While Soviet success to date has been limited, the USSR
has nevertheless contributed much to the region’s growing instability, to uncertainty
about futures, and to conditions which make for miscalculation. It is believed that the
current estimate understates the increasing threat to Western interests represented by
Soviet efforts in the Persian Gulf and its periphery. [Footnote is in the original.]

7 This matter is addressed in greater detail in NIAM 3-73, “International Petroleum
Prospects,” dated 11 May 1973, CONFIDENTIAL. [Footnote is in the original.]
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to accomplish in coming years. The Soviets are unlikely to gain much
influence in Saudi Arabia, Iran, or the lesser Gulf states, at least so
long as the present anticommunist regimes remain in power. For the
moment, Moscow’s progress in establishing diplomatic relations with
the smaller states is blocked by the latter’s deference to Saudi and
Iranian objections. Moscow is likely to make slow headway at best in
increasing its influence in Iraq. It will probably get rights to greater
usage of port facilities at Umm Qasr, which it now uses intermittently.
The Soviets have now established an almost continuous naval presence
on the Arabian Sea and the Gulf of Aden, and they could attempt to
do the same in the Gulf. On balance, despite limitations and possible
temporary setbacks, the overall Soviet position in the Gulf area can be
expected gradually to improve.

11. Knowing how critical the resources of the area are to the West
and Japan, the Soviets would no doubt like one day to be in a position
to be able to control or deny the flow of these resources. Were they
able to do this, the balance of power in the world would be drastically
changed in their favor. But they are a long way from achieving such
a position, and the self-interest of the states in the region will remain
a considerable obstacle. Moreover, the Soviets know that an attempt
to affront the vital interests of all the advanced industrial states in this
manner would entail the highest risks.

Regional States

12. Some of the larger and richer states in the Middle East and South
Asia view the Gulf as an arena in which to exercise their nationalist
ambitions. Egypt, which once had pretensions to leadership in the Gulf,
isno longer particularly active there. President Qadhafi of Libya aspires
to take part in the defense of Arab interests against Iran. Qadhafi used
British acquiescence in the Shah’s 1971 occupation of three small islands
in the lower Gulf as the occasion for nationalizing the British Petroleum
Company in Libya. He strongly supports the fedayeen and encourages
them to act against US interests in the Gulf. At the same time, his
strong anticommunist convictions led him to promise Sultan Qabus of
Oman $30 million in military aid to assist in the fight against the
PFLOAG guerrillas.

13. Syria, Jordan, Egypt, Yemen (Sana), and Sudan have all sought
and received financial aid from the smaller Gulf states. Jordan, which
is also seeking political allies, is providing military supplies and techni-
cians, security advisors, and some technical assistance to economic
projects. Less directly concerned with money, but worried by the poten-
tial for turbulence in the area, the Pakistani regime is providing similar
services to Saudi Arabia and Kuwait and, on a smaller scale, to various
Gulf states. India is concerned about oil supplies and countering Paki-
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stani maneuvering in the Gulf. It is establishing closer relations with
Gulf states, especially Iraq. India has recently signed a 12-year oil
agreement with Iraq and is supplying advisors and training to the Iraqi
Air Force. However, this association has created strains on India’s
relations with Iran due to Iranian hostility to Iraq and its closeness
with Pakistan.

II. PROSPECTS FOR THE GULF

14. The Gulf states have weathered the 18 months since the with-
drawal of British forces rather better than was generally expected.
Iran has drawn Arab criticism of its self-declared mission as guardian
power, but it got away with the occupation of three islands near the
Strait of Hormuz with little more than verbal abuse. Bahrain held its
first general election in an orderly fashion. The UAE has hung together.
But there remain many problems and uncertainties in the Gulf situation,
and disquieting and potentially destabilizing events continue to occur.
The rebellion in Dhofar Province of Oman persists; an extensive net-
work of antiregime elements has been turned up in Bahrain; Iraq
attacked a Kuwaiti border post to reinforce a territorial claim. Over
the next four or five years, the key questions in the Gulf system are
the durability and adaptiveness of the several regimes and whether
conflict and difference among the larger ones upsets—or only modi-
fies—the present pattern of relationships.

The Individual States

15. The Shah of Iran, a strong and effective ruler, has coopted or
suppressed internal political opposition. Even if succession arrange-
ments do not prove lasting, a coalition of forces based on the military
and the Shah’s loyal subordinates is a good bet to run Iran for some
time after he leaves the scene. There almost certainly will be changes
in the distribution of power. But the chances of a radically different
successor taking over are not great, given the wariness of the Shah and
the effectiveness of his security service, SAVAK. Although nationalist
feeling is on the rise, the dependence of any successor government on
oil revenue, which has become central to Iranian hopes for develop-
ment, would temper the desire to act rashly. If a more violently national-
ist regime took charge, it might justify its takeover by loosening pres-
ently close political ties to the West. But its view of Iran’s national
interest and role in the region would probably not differ much from
the Shah’s.

16. The Saudi Arabian regime is more conservative and less efficient
than that of the Shah. Moreover, Faisal is almost 70 and has some
health problems. Arrangements for succession in the event of his death
have been made and are likely to be carried out, although factional
conflict within the royal family remains a possibility. If he should
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undergo an extended decline in health and mental capacity, there
would be increasing prospect for intrafamily dispute over a successor.
The large Saudi royal family has a number of capable individuals and
probably would unite against outside threats. Princes serve in the army,
and the national guard is closely controlled by the royal family. For
the next several years, therefore, the chances seem reasonably good
that the Saudi monarchy will survive.

17. The Baathi regime in Iraq has a firm grip on the reins of govern-
ment. It faces continued opposition from the Kurds who have main-
tained effective autonomy for more than 10 years in the north, although
they cannot operate successfully outside their mountain fastness. Other
dissidents have been ruthlessly suppressed. While military factions
have the power to overthrow the present ruling group, the main facets
of Iraqi foreign policy would probably be basically unchanged under
new leadership. Any Iraqi regime would persist in antipathy to Iran,
maintain designs on Kuwaiti territory, and attempt to influence Gulf
affairs. Infighting, however, might distract the Iraqi Government from
disruptive activity in the Gulf.

18. The durability of the regimes in the smaller states is less assured.
Kuwait has managed to avoid revolutionary dissidence by a generous
system of social welfare, high wages, and deportation of anyone who
attempts to agitate against the regime. The loyalty of the immigrant
population (about half the total) is suspect to many Kuwaitis, who
solidly support the government policy of not granting citizenship or
political status to immigrants, even to Arabs. Although there are some
200,000 Palestinian residents, most are there for the money and are
politically passive; nonetheless, there is a small but growing number
of fedayeen who present a potential hazard. Kuwaiti attempts to
increase its security by buying friends abroad through loans and devel-
opment have not secured the strong backing it sought among Arab
states against such ever-present dangers as Iraqi territorial demands.
The Kuwaitis keep tight control of all military and security services.
They will have internal security problems, but dissidents are unlikely
to find the means to overthrow the government.

19. Oman is the sole state in the area experiencing active rebellion.
The war stretches the regime’s financial and manpower resources,
taking more than half the budget. Thanks to continuing British assist-
ance and aid from Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Pakistan, and Iran (which has
sent a military contingent to Oman), Sultan Qabus has been able to
contain the rebellion in Dhofar Province, far from the capital and from
the oil producing areas of the Gulf. The promised Libyan aid, if it
materializes, will also help. Yet the recent series of arrests in northern
Oman indicate that a subversive threat persists there as well, and it
will be difficult in any case to eliminate small guerrilla bands from
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Dhofar’s rugged terrain. The war is likely to continue as long as the
rebels find safehaven in neighboring South Yemen. In this situation,
the prognosis for the Oman regime remains uncertain.

20. Bahrain is also potentially unstable, but at the same time its
more educated, sophisticated population has perhaps the best chance of
the smaller Gulf states of developing political and economic institutions
that can meet its needs. Oil production is slowly declining and jobs
and money are growing tighter. The population is also divided between
Sunni and Shia Muslims, many of the latter of Iranian origin. The
presence of British officers in charge of its security service is important
to the regime’s chances of survival.

21. The other sheikhdoms are challenged more by traditional tribal
factionalism than by dissidents seeking to change the orientation of
the regimes. The UAE remains a collection of small, traditional commu-
nities largely lacking central governmental institutions. With a total
population of 225,000 and area roughly the size of West Virginia, there
are still two ministries of defense, five armies, eight police forces, one
navy, one helicopter force, and one air force. While the states of the
UAE are slowly learning to work together, it will be a long time—if
ever—before they speak with one voice.

22. Replacement of any one of the UAE'’s rulers by a tribal or
dynastic rival would probably have little effect upon either the larger
alignment in the Gulf or upon US interests. The UAE could probably
cope with a small band of revolutionaries if it has some warning.
Nonetheless, these regimes are fragile and could be overthrown sud-
denly by relatively small forces.

23. While the chances that the smaller Gulf regimes will survive
appear fair, there are always unforeseeable events—the accidental
death or assassination of a key figure, the carefully hidden coup plot—
which could bring a revolutionary regime to power in one state or
another. Even if such a government were short-lived it would have
great potential for making trouble among the Gulf states.

Regional Conflicts

24. Enmity between Iraq and the principal monarchies—Iran and
Saudi Arabia—is not likely to moderate as long as the Baath regime
in Baghdad survives. Each side frames its policies in response to the
success or failure of the other in expanding influence in the area. Iraq
continues to receive Soviet arms, but Iran is the stronger power, and,
with its program of purchasing the most modern weapons, primarily
from the US, is almost certain to remain so for many years to come.
Despite their arms buildups, both sides are reluctant to engage in all-
out hostilities. The Shah would respond to Iraqi thrusts if he saw
them as a major threat to Iran. Otherwise he would be inhibited from



26 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume E-9, Part 2

responding forcefully, as in the case of the recent Kuwaiti border incur-
sion, by fears for Iran’s oil installations and by concern at arousing a
strong negative reaction among Arabs generally. And the Iraqis would
probably draw back if they felt they were provoking a major confronta-
tion with the Shah.

25. Although they have a common interest in opposing the spread
of revolutionary forces in the region, Saudi Arabia and Iran are uneasy
associates. The Shah is using Iran’s rising oil revenues to expand Iranian
military power and will continue to exploit American (and Western
Europe’s) need for oil to assure support for Iran’s ambitions. King
Faisal is disturbed by the Shah’s pretensions to dominate the Gulf and
also by Iran’s ties to Israel. Faisal looks to the US to discourage the
Shah from actions that would embarrass Saudi Arabia in the Arab
world or challenge its leadership. The Saudis believe that they should
be not only the pacesetters for oil matters, but spokesman for the Arab
interest and the country to which the smaller Arab states of the region
look for guidance.

26. Relations between Iran and Saudi Arabia appear good on the
surface, but are not likely to become close. While Faisal and the Shah
both seek to cooperate in maintaining stability in the Gulf, their capacity
for cooperation is limited. The pervasive suspicions raised by the deep
incompatibilities of Iranian and Arab nationalism will not be easily
overcome and neither ruler has confidence in the long-term stability
of the other’s regime. And the Saudis’ effectiveness in dealing with
Iranians is not high; they resent being pushed toward action by the
latter. The Shah and Faisal generally act independently in opposing
radical threats, e.g., in providing assistance to Sultan Qabus of Oman.
Some improvements in consultation between the two governments
may nevertheless be effected.

27. In this atmosphere the ouster—or threat of imminent ouster—
of a ruler in a smaller Gulf state by revolutionary forces would strain
the present tentative cooperation between Iran and Saudi Arabia. Iran
has the military force and command structure to intervene rapidly.
The Shah is not spoiling for a fight, but would probably react quickly
if he judged that only urgent action could foil revolutionaries. Such
action would raise serious problems for Faisal, who tends to respond
more cautiously to external events. Saudi Arabia, whose military forces
would require longer reaction time than Iran’s, would prefer that only
Arab troops be used on the western side of the Gulf. Hence, the prospect
of Saudi-Iranian misunderstanding or even confrontation would be
high if Iran should unilaterally send troops to an Arab state. Indeed,
all Arab states of the region would be concerned in face of a serious
confrontation; pressures of Arab nationalism might compel even Gulf
states directly threatened by the prospect of another revolutionary
regime in the area to oppose Iran.
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28. Relations between Saudi Arabia and the smaller Arab states of
the Gulf also are uneasy, largely because of Saudi Arabia’s paternalist
approach and certain unsettled territorial claims. Faisal will probably
not renounce his demands to Abu Dhabi territory, though he is unlikely
to press them vigorously. Similarly, while Saudi Arabia’s dispute with
Oman is now in abeyance, it has, at least until recently, been a constraint
against closer Saudi-Omani relations. At the same time, other small
states will seek to enlist Saudi support in their own petty dynastic
rivalries; such involvement will make an effective Saudi role in the
Gulf more difficult.

IV. ALTERNATIVE PATTERNS OF DEVELOPMENT:
IMPLICATIONS FOR THE UNITED STATES

29. The present situation in the Gulf is relatively favorable to the
US. The traditional regimes there provide oil, mostly through US and
other Western companies, offer rapidly expanding markets, and pro-
vide important communications and transit facilities. There will con-
tinue to be mutual interest between the producers of oil, who want to
sell it, and consumers, who want to buy it. Likewise, the states of the
Gulf want the military and commercial goods that the industrialized
oil consumers produce. The outlook in the near term is not for political
upheaval, but there are uncertainties in the situation and over time
these could evolve in several different ways.

[Omitted here is a map of the Gulf region.]

30. It is, of course, possible that something like the status quo will
continue in the Gulf for some time. This is not to say that there would
not be change, but that overall it would not be sufficiently great to
alter the general alignment of forces or affect major US interests. For
example, one dynastic rival might replace another in one of the smaller
states without changing its political complexion. The UAE might even
split in two or more parts. The Amir of Bahrain might delegate more
authority to elected institutions. But the sum and substance of such
changes would not cause wide reverberations in the Gulf.

31. A second possible line of development would be the overthrow
of one of the smaller states by revolutionary forces. This would not
necessarily have serious consequences for the US, though dealing with
radical regimes on access to oil is marked by special difficulties and
political complications. But as long as neighboring states could agree
either to intervene to expel the revolutionary regime or to tolerate it,
the ouster of the government in one of the minor sheikhdoms would
have little significance.

32. A more serious challenge to US interests would arise from
the confrontation of Iran and Saudi Arabia over ways to handle a
revolution—or the threat of revolution—in the smaller monarchies of
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the Gulf. Iran enjoys such a commanding military advantage over Saudi
Arabia that King Faisal would be unlikely to initiate military action to
assert his position. But each party would press the US to support
its stand. The US probably has considerable power to restrain both
contenders, though it might have little ability to restore the status quo.
But this would be a painful process and could badly erode US relations
with both Saudi Arabia and Iran.

33. The unlikely contingency of an upheaval which brought revolu-
tionary forces to power in Iran or Saudi Arabia would have serious
consequences for the US position in the Gulf as a whole. It probably
could not be reversed and would inevitably entail a major shift in
power away from conservative forces.

34. A serious setback to the US position in the Gulf could also
come from a major intensification of the crisis in Arab-Israeli affairs
and particularly if another Arab military defeat ensued. Except for the
Shah, who maintains friendly relations with Israel, the other Gulf states,
including Saudi Arabia and Bahrain, would all feel compelled to take
actions against the US, which they regard as Tel Aviv’s principal ally.
In this situation some Gulf states would likely embargo oil shipments
to the US for a time and perhaps would nationalize or otherwise hit
at American firms. (US requirements for Persian Gulf oil are growing
and the Arabs know it.) It would not be as easy for the US to ride out
this storm as it was in the past.

35. In any event, the US will be far more intimately involved in
Gulf affairs than in the past. Given the fragility of the smaller states, the
crosscurrents of rivalry among the regional powers, growing Western
dependence on Gulf oil, and external support for radical subversion,
important change appears inevitable.
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6. Memorandum From Harold H. Saunders and Richard T.
Kennedy of the National Security Council Staff to the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)!

Washington, July 12, 1973.

SUBJECT

SRG Meeting on NSSM 182—"Implications for US Policy of Probable Lines of
Soviet Strategy and Policy in the Eastern Mediterranean, Near East, Arabian
Peninsula, and South Asia”

The paper for discussion at this meeting is the one you asked for
to focus on the issue of Soviet intentions and efforts in the arc extending
from the eastern Mediterranean through South Asia. In the develop-
ment of the paper, it became clear that the tendency in the bureaucracy
is to dismiss the notion that there is a new and persistent Soviet thrust
into this area.

The purpose of this meeting, therefore, is to accomplish fwo objectives:

1. To examine the thesis that there is a Soviet effort in this area by
assessing the degree of Soviet activity there and discussing possible
responses to it. In the next several weeks—with the visits of Bhutto
and the Shah, your trip to Peking and a possible mission to Saudi
Arabia—we shall hear a great deal about this thesis. A simple objective
of the meeting is to put those who will be participating in those events
in a position to respond with a sensible position of our own.

2. The other objective is to begin to articulate a US strategy for this
area. At present, much of our policy is a collection of responses in the
context of bilateral relationships. While it may be artificial to try to
construct a detailed concept for an area as diverse as this, it should be
possible to give greater coherence to our activities there.

The fact is that our friends who live in and near this area see a
concerted Soviet effort to achieve hegemony there for the dual purpose
of containing China and dominating a major center for supply of the
world’s energy.

! Summary: Saunders and Kennedy briefed Kissinger on the upcoming SRG meeting
to discuss NSSM 182, and provided him with an analytical summary of the response.

Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, National Security Council
Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-068, Meeting Files, 1969-74, Senior Review Group
Meeting, Soviet Strategy in Near East/South Asia, NSSM 182, 7/13/73. Top Secret. Sent
for information. Brackets are in the original. Quandt drafted the attached analytical
summary on July 12. Attached but not published are the undated talking points and
the Department’s draft response to NSSM 182, which is published as Document 3.
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—DPresident Bhutto believes the Soviets are working through India
and Afghanistan as well as in Baluchistan to encourage the further
dissolution of Pakistan and to achieve a position on the Indian Ocean.

—The Shah sees a Soviet pincers movement, with bases in India
and Irag, aimed at Pakistan, the Indian Ocean and the Persian Gulf.

—The PRC, deeply worried about Soviet “encirclement,” must be
concerned about an apparent Soviet thrust toward its southern borders.
The PRC Foreign Minister’s recent endorsement in Tehran of Iranian
policy in the Persian Gulf is one recent indication.

—Kin§ Faisal, while predominantly preoccupied with the conse-
quences of the continued Arab-Israeli impasse, is also worried by the
increase of Soviet military aid to Iraq and to South Yemen, which he
sees as a threat to stability in the Arabian Peninsula.

—Other friends like Bourguiba and Hussein talk increasingly about
the passivity of the US in the face of an “obvious” Soviet thrust into
the Persian Gulf.

In developing a sensible US strategy that protects our direct interests
and limits Soviet influence, our choices are not mutually exclusive but
are rather a matter of emphasis. The general elements of a strategy
include these possible approaches:

1. We can continue to pursue bilateral relationships throughout this
area in a routine way. If we operated primarily on the basis of the
judgments in the paper prepared for this meeting, this would probably
be the result.

2. We could concentrate not just on strengthening our bilateral
relationships but on (a) giving new emphasis to our programs in this area
in order to create an impression of a reinvigorated American position
and (b) actively promoting the relationships evolving among countries
friendly to us in the area. There is a trend toward a set of inter-relation-
ships there which can serve our interests. There is an evolving back-
channel relationship between the Shah and Faisal and between the
Shah and Hussein. Complementing this is a very close relationship
between Faisal and his chief of intelligence and Sad};t. Hussein is work-
ing increasingly closely with the Saudis and in Oman and the Persian
Gulf, where the Shah is also heavily involved. In an unusual way, the
Israelis are tied into this network through their relationship with the
Shah and their unique position vis-a-vis Jordan. Lebanon and Turkey
also have their relationships with some of these countries. Pakistan
developed an even closer tie with Iran and has military assistance
relationships with Saudi Arabia, Abu Dhabi and Jordan. Ethiopia has
its tie with Israel and may become more involved with affairs of the
Arabian Peninsula. A US strategy which consciously promotes these
relationships and works with them would provide a broader dimension
to our policy. It would also leave the US sufficient flexibility not only
to develop a close relationship with these friends but also to compete
for position in countries somewhat less friendly like India and Egypt.
In contrast to the policy of containment, this would be a policy of
diffusion—nurturing enough local resistance so that Soviet thrusts are
absorbed without damage.

3. A third possible strategy, often recommended by Israeli leaders
and the Shah, is fo concentrate principally on the points of strength within
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this area. The points most commonly mentioned are Iran, Israel and
Ethiopia. One could also add Saudi Arabia because of its potential
economic power and perhaps even Pakistan, though less for its own
power than for the importance of its stability for Iran and the subconti-
nent. This strategy differs from the second mainly in degree. The more
the US depends openly on these points of power and cooperation, less
on regional, the more we risk alienating other nations in the area,
especially in the Arab world, but also India. The alienation of India
and Egypt is obvious if we were to concentrate on Pakistan and Israel.
It is less obvious, but possible, that we would alienate Saudi Arabia
by focusing on Israel and Iran.

4. A complement to any of the above would be to seek US-Soviet
understandings on issues in the region, drawing on our global relationship
to limit the potentially dangerous aspects of rivalry there. What you
want from the meeting is to lay a foundation for acceptance of an approach
between the second and third possible strategies outlined above. One
objective is awareness that a regional strategy would enhance US inter-
ests and at the same time meet the concerns of our friends in the area.

In conducting the meeting, we recommend that you:

—ask the CIA to assess the pattern of Soviet activity throughout
this area;

—then lead discussion through a series of questions toward some
judgments on whether or not a concept for US policy is possible that
would cover this whole region. A progression of such questions is in
your talking points at the next tab.

The problem you will face in this discussion will be that most of
the people around the table will be tempted immediately to slide into
consideration of problems in one sub-region or another, for example
the Arab-Israeli conflict or Persian Gulf issues. Constant effort will
have to be made to keep the focus on the plane of higher strategy. One
way of doing this would be to say that separate discussion of the
Arabian Peninsula and Persian Gulf problem is scheduled a little later
when the NSSM 181 paper will come up for discussion.

To bring this meeting to a point, we would suggest that at the end
of the session you ask that the present paper be refined in the light of the
discussion and that a series of actions be drawn up that would be particularly
directed at strengthening the impression of significant US attention to this
area and encouraging the development of inter-relationships within the region
that help us to pursue our interests.

The papers in this book include:

—Talkinff? points which could lead discussion toward articulation
of a regional concept are at the next tab.

—The Analytical Summary describes what is in the State paper and
then poses issues for discussion. The issues portion of the analytical
summary will give you a sense of the issues that can provide the basis
for discussion.

—The NSSM 182 paper prepared in the State Department. This
has been discussed in an inter-agency group, but there are still changes
to be made. However, it can serve as a reasonable basis for discussion.
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Attachment

Paper Prepared by William B. Quandt of the National Security
Council Staff

Washington, July 12, 1973.

Analytical Summary and Issues Paper—NSSM 182

1. The Paper in Brief

The study prepared by the State Department in response to NSSM
182, “Implications for LS. Policy of Probable Lines of Soviet Strategy and
Policy in the Eastern Mediterranean, Near East, Arabian Peninsula, and
South Asia,” is primarily a catalogue of US and Soviet interests in this
broad region, plus a brief assessment of trends and their implications
for the United States. Options for US policy in the Middle East, Persian
Gulf, and South Asia conclude the study.

What is lacking in this paper is a convincing portrayal of the region
from the eastern Mediterranean through South Asia as it must appear
to Soviet leaders as they consider their global strategy. Similarly, there
is little portrayal of the network of inter-relationships among friends
of the US that tends to draw together diverse nations across this broad
area and thereby limits Soviet influence. Nowhere does one find a
description, for instance, of how Soviet designs in this area relate to
the US breakthrough with China or of the strategic importance that
may be attached to this area by the Soviet military. For example, the
Sixth Fleet, Polaris and Poseidon, with their associated nuclear capabil-
ity, are absent from the study.

Instead the emphasis is on Soviet efforts to extend influence, to
exploit tensions, and to improve bilateral relations, all within a context
of limited competition with the United States. This is not so much an
inaccurate view as it is incomplete. Defense and CIA have not yet
formally contributed to the study, and their spokesmen can be expected
to stress the need for including these added dimensions. Mr. Clements
will probably suggest the need to devote more attention to Soviet policy
in the Persian Gulf and to Soviet interests in oil. CIA will propose that
constraints on Soviet policy in this region be discussed, in particular
the impact of global US-Soviet relations, China and Europe.

II. Summary of the Study
A. US Interests and Objectives

In the broad area from the Eastern Mediterranean to South Asia,
the paper describes the United States as primarily concerned with the
following issues:
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—Avoidance of nuclear war resulting from regional crises.

—Maintenance of US influence.

—Access to Persian Gulf oil for ourselves and our allies, and associ-
ated commercial and monetary interests.

—Use of facilities and transportation routes in the region.
—Independence and security of US friends (Iran, Pakistan, Turkey,
Israel, Lebanon, Jordan, Saudi Arabia).

These interests suggest the desirability of cooperation with the
Soviet Union where possible, but it is judged that détente will not be
translated into less competitive relations in this area. The immediate objec-
tives of the United States, in order of priority, are identified as:

—Settlement or containment of the Arab-Israeli conflict.

—Regional cooperation in the Persian Gulf.

—Détente and development in South Asia.

—A special relationship with Saudi Arabia to encourage increased
oil production to meet world needs.

B. Soviet Interests and Objectives
The Soviets are seen as having the following interests in this area:

—Extension of Soviet influence.

—Avoidance of nuclear war.

—Competition with the Chinese within the area.
—Support for friends (Syria, Iraq, Egypt, India, PDRY).
—Access to ports and airfields.

These interests suggest that the Soviets are satisfied with a no-war,
no peace situation in the Middle East, and will consequently not help
(or hinder) US peacemaking efforts; influence will be extended by
exploiting regional disputes; and in order to offset recent setbacks in
Egypt, the Soviets will try to build up their presence in Syria, Iraq and
South Yemen.

C. Regional Trends

Israel, Iran and India will remain the primary power centers, with
Saudi Arabia progressively playing an important economic role
because of oil and increasing financial reserves. Nationalism will
remain a basic force constraining the efforts of outside powers to influ-
ence events in the region. In the Middle East, the Arab-Israeli dispute
and oil will be the two major factors shaping events, and increasingly
they will be linked. In South Asia, the Soviets want peace and stability,
not the dismemberment of Pakistan or a renewal of conflict. [Comment:
Egypt’s continuing importance as a power center within the Arab world
is not considered. The British certainly continue to base their Middle
East policy on the assumption that Egypt is the key to relations with
the Arab world, and many in our own government would agree.]
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In the region as a whole, the prospects for US-Soviet cooperation
are not good, except in limiting the consequences of another Arab-
Israeli war. The Soviets have no grand design for this area, but it is of high
priority for them and they will seek to extend their influence through aggressive
competition with the US.

D. Policy Guidelines for the US

The study does not suggest any broad approach to the area as a
whole, but rather deals with three sub regions, suggesting that they
are better dealt with separately because the priorities and problems
are so different.

—In the Middle East, an Arab-Israeli settlement is of highest priority.
The study avoids considering this issue directly, but does suggest some
bilateral measures that might improve US-Egyptian relations (e.g., help-
ing to finance the SUMED pipeline).

—In the Persian Gulf, the choice lies between continuation of our
low-profile policy of encouraging Iran and Saudi Arabia to take the
lead in insuring the security of the area, or of playing a more prominent
role, especially in areas of conflict such as Oman and Yemen.

—Finally, in South Asia the options are described as actively coun-
tering Soviet influence, trying to cooperate with the Soviets, or standing
back from the politics of the region.

Each of these broad choices implies a number of specific actions
in the political, economic and military spheres. As the paper is now
drafted, however, these options are not closely tied to the Soviet dimen-
sion of our concern with this region. In the next section, a more general
approach to dealing with the Soviets will be discussed.

In the Middle East, apart from promoting peace negotiations, the
study discusses the following steps that the US might take:

—DMaintain dialogue with USSR on dangers of Arab-Israeli conflict.
The objective would be to obtain Soviet non-involvement in future
hostilities.

—Make public statements dissociating ourselves from some Israeli
policies, such as territorial acquisition, settlements in occupied areas,
Jerusalem. Reduce financial assistance to Israel.

—Talk with Saudis to encourage them to moderate Egyptian
behavior.

—Promote private US economic cooperation with Egypt (e.g.,
SUMED), including support from EXIM Bank.

—Continue private diplomatic dialogue with Egypt.

—Urge Israel not to overreact against Lebanon; seek Soviet help
in restraining Syrians from intervening in Lebanon; enhance Lebanese
military capabilities.

In the Persian Gulf, these measures could be adopted:
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Low Profile Policy

—Encourage regional cooperation, especially in providing military
and economic aid to Yemen and Oman; keep US programs in Yemen
and Oman at modest levels.

—Continue to develop military relations with Iran, Saudi Arabia
and Kuwait, but limit advisory presence to essential minimum.

—Emphasize manpower training in Saudi Arabia.

—Expand diplomatic and commercial presence in Gulf Emirates.

—Seek understanding with USSR on avoiding naval competition
in Indian Ocean.

—Be alert to possibilities of building Western influence in Iragq.

More Direct Involvement

—Establish small military advisory presence in Oman and Yemen;
set up MAP training program and increase technical assistance and
development programs to both countries.

—Actively encourage Iranian-Saudi discussions on security issues.

—Offer to mediate dispute between Abu Dhabi and Saudi Arabia
over the Buraymi Oasis.

—Provide military advisory presence in Kuwait.

—Encourage more active Jordanian and Pakistani role in Gulf,
underwritten by US, Saudi Arabia and Iran.

—Arrange for US naval visits to countries of region.

In South Asia, the following actions are suggested:
Counter Soviet Influence

—Reinforce ties with Pakistan and coordinate efforts with China.

—Ease restrictions on military supply in favor of Pakistan.

—Encourage the military relationship between Pakistan and Iran.

—Seek improved relations with India and encourage China to do
the same.

—Try to strengthen CENTO.

—Press India and Bangladesh to settle with Pakistan along lines
of Simla agreement.

[Comment: While designed to counter Soviet influence, some of
these actions could obviously increase Soviet opportunities in India.]

Regional Stability Through Cooperation with USSR

—Reduce military aspects of CENTO.

—Talk with Soviets on avoiding naval competition in the Indian
Ocean.

—Seek US-Soviet agreement to remain non-involved in regional
disputes.

—Improve relations with India and encourage Chinese to do
likewise.

—Remain on sidelines of Simla process; limit arms to both Pakistan
and India.

Leave Regional Stability to Responsibility of Local Parties
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—Encourage Simla process.

—Seek good relations with both India and Pakistan.
—Remain uninvolved in regional disputes.
—DMaintain a restrained arms supply policy.

III. Issues for Discussion

Some of the principal questions raised by Soviet policies in this
region are not adequately covered in the paper or are not focused
sufficiently. Of particular importance are the following;:

A. Soviet Global Priorities: What is the intent of Soviet activity in the
area? Is there a strategic perception of the area’s role in Soviet global policy
which gives some coherence to this activity? Or, as the State paper says, is
it accurate to conclude that “the pattern of their actions does not suggest the
existence of some kind of grand design for the area as a whole?” The basic
issue—mentioned in the paper but not discussed in depth—is where
this area stands on the scale of Soviet global priorities. Where does it
fit in the interplay of Soviet relationships with the US and the PRC,
and, consequently what is likely to be the intensity of the USSR'’s
pursuit of its interests there? Is it more accurate to say that the USSR
is making a routine effort in the region commensurate with present
opportunities or to say that the Soviet Union has gradually changed
its view of the area in the wake of the opening of a US-PRC relationship,
the South Asian war of 1971, the British retrenchment in the Persian
Gulf, the growing importance of Persian Gulf oil, and the change in
the relationships with Europe and the US? The answers to these questions
will to some degree affect the level of our own effort.

B. Strategic Issues: A corollary question is how this area fits into Soviet
military strateqy. This is another of the issues now omitted from the
paper. The Soviets face an actual or potential threat from US nuclear
forces operating from the Eastern Mediterranean and Indian Ocean.
How does the Soviet leadership view these forces, especially the Sixth
Fleet, and how important is it for them to counter this threat? What
facilities are needed in the Middle East-South Asia to support Soviet
forces with the mission of targetting the Sixth Fleet and US Polaris
and Poseidon submarines? With these questions in mind, the possible
strategic significance in Soviet doctrine of the following military assets should
be addressed:

—the Soviet Squadron in the Mediterranean (anti-Sixth Fleet and
ASW missions);

—port and airfield facilities in Egypt and Syria;

—the Suez Canal;

—the Iraqi port of Umm Qasr;

—Soviet submarines in the Eastern Mediterranean and Indian
Ocean

C. Persian Gulf Oil: From the Soviet point of view, how might the “energy
crisis” and the effect it could have on US-European-Japanese relations work
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to Soviet advantage? What could they do to bring about such a result?
How will these considerations affect their behavior in the Gulf? Even
if the Soviets are unlikely to need large quantities of Persian Gulf oil
for their own consumption, are they likely to seek a marketing role for
Gulf oil because of the hard currency earnings this would produce?

D. Instruments for Extending Political Influence. In trying to build our
own influence in this region one question to consider is what instruments
the USSR is most likely to use to counter our efforts. Will they rely primarily
on extending military and economic aid? What importance will they
attach to local communist parties, and what problems is this likely to
cause in state-to-state relations? Are the Soviets likely to encourage
accommodations among their friends in the region in order to avoid
having to choose sides in various conflicts? Will they promote subver-
sion in the weak states of the Arabian Peninsula? The following issues
deserve special attention:

—Are the Soviets likely to be limited in building their influence
in Iraq by their position on the Kurdish issue or on the constitution of
a national front government including communists? How reliable are
recent reports that Iraqi-Soviet ties are strained?

—Can we expect the Soviets to press for Iraqgi-Syrian rapproche-
ment; or Iragi-Iranian détente? With what chances of success and what
consequences?

—If the Egyptians openly break with the Soviets on the Indonesian
pattern, what etfect would this have on their presence elsewhere in
the region?

In short, the issue for the United States is to adjust its efforts to
gain political influence and to pursue its interests on the basis of our best
judgment of Soviet tactics. Will military assistance, counter insurgency
training, economic development aid, or broad political support be most
relevant in offsetting Soviet efforts in the region?

E. The Shah’s View: In the light of our own thinking, what is our view
of the Shah’s analysis? Iranian officials are concerned with the danger
of growing Soviet influence in the Persian Gulf. The Shah apparently
feels that the best way to keep the Gulf stable and secure is for both
superpowers to keep their military forces out of the area. Consequently,
the Shah would like the US to remove MIDEASTFOR, the small US
naval unit stationed at Bahrain. In his view, our presence there insures
that the Soviets will eventually establish comparable forces operating
out of Umm Qasr. Since the Shah is likely to raise this issue during
his visit, it should be discussed at a high level in order to develop a
consistent US position. It is important for us to reach a judgment on
whether the Shah’s approach would help to enhance the stability of the
Gulf or whether it would lead to Iranian dominance and intervention
on the Arab side of the Gulf, with attendant dangers for US interests
in Saudi Arabia.
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F. Bhutto’s Perception of a Soviet Threat: In the light of our own thinking,
what is our view of Bhutto’s analysis? The Pakistani government holds
that the Soviets, perhaps in collusion with the Indians, have sought in
recent years to weaken Pakistan by encouraging and aiding separatist
groups in Pakistan’s western frontier provinces. We have no good
evidence of our own that would confirm this. The intelligence estimate
is that the Soviets believe their own best interests would not be served
by the dismemberment of Pakistan or by the renewal of conflict and
instability in Pakistan or elsewhere on the subcontinent. What needs
to be analyzed more closely is just what kind of situation—peace and
stability, controlled or limited tension, or instability—the Soviets view
as serving their best interests on the subcontinent. In this context, it
may be worth considering what the Soviets have in mind when they
press for an Asian collective security system.

IV. Broad Choices for the United States

Several alternative perspectives exist on how the United States
should best pursue its own interests and restrict Soviet opportunities
in this region. Briefly stated they are as follows:

A. Strengthen bilateral ties with friends. Most of our friends in this
region—Israel, Iran, Jordan, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia—are worried about
threats from the Soviet Union or its clients. Their strong preference is
for us to provide increased military, economic and political support to
permit them to resist “radical” pressures. We can draw on their con-
cerns to strengthen our position in the area through fairly routine
measures.

In this approach, the United States would seek to maximize the
number of its friends in the area by providing aid and support when
opportunities to do so arise. Little effort would be spent on trying to
compete for the favors of Soviet clients or on encouraging the develop-
ment of relations among the countries of the area.

B. Encourage the Development of a Regional Framework. While this
approach does not preclude strengthening US bilateral relations with
friends, it emphasizes the development of relations of friendly states
within the region as the primary means of limiting Soviet influence.
At the same time, it may suggest a less direct form of US involvement
and a conscious decision to place some limits on certain bilateral
relations in order to enhance our interests in other countries.

One set of regional ties that we would want to encourage is the
relationship between Iran, Saudi Arabia and Jordan, with further link-
ages to Pakistan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Egypt and even Israel. For these
relations to take on substance, the United States cannot be too intimately
involved in their creation. Instead, we have to relate indirectly to the
process, lending aid where needed, but relying primarily on the self-
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interest of the regional actors to develop an informal security and
development network within their own area.

In addition to encouraging these relations, the United States, under
this approach, would deal with regional disputes in a generally “even
handed” manner in an effort to retain access to both sides of any
conflict. In South Asia, this would suggest a restrained arms policy
and efforts to cultivate both Pakistan and India. In the Persian Gulf,
the main danger to be avoided is an exacerbation of Iranian-Saudi
Arabian relations, which may require that we cut back somewhat in
our generous arms policy toward Iran or enhance the quality of our
relations with Saudi Arabia.

In the Middle East, the object of a balanced US policy would be
to gain influence in Egypt, which, as the most important Arab country,

continues to have a significant ability to affect US interests throughout
the Arab world.

One practical test of this policy approach could be presented in
the near future if President Sadat further downgrades his relationship
with the Soviet Union and replaces its support with Saudi financing
of European arms purchases. The Saudis have indicated that Sadat is
considering this possibility and have queried as to whether we would
have any objections. Encouraging the Saudi-Egyptian relationship, and
perhaps following it up with efforts to engage Egypt in serious peace
negotiations, would be consistent with this general approach.

C. Concentrate on points of strength. This approach differs from the
others primarily by emphasizing the importance of our relations with
a few key countries in the area—Israel, Iran and Ethiopia at a minimum,
and perhaps Saudi Arabia because of its oil wealth. These few key
countries would receive generous military support (and economic if
needed) and in turn would be encouraged to help defend US interests
in other parts of the region. Israel would play a special role in protecting
the regimes in Lebanon and Jordan and in limiting Egypt’s ability to
attack US interests in the Arab world. Iran would be expected to per-
form a comparable task in the Persian Gulf. Ethiopia might have a
special place in securing transit through the Red Sea and in countering
radical trends on the periphery of the Arabian Peninsula.

The Israelis enthusiastically support this view, arguing that as the
strongest military power in the region, Israel can play a significant role
in limiting Soviet influence. In addition to providing direct protection
to pro-Western regimes in Jordan and Lebanon, Israel, by maintaining
clear military superiority over Egypt and Syria, shows up the ineffec-
tiveness of Soviet support and discredits the pro-Soviet policies of these
countries. Sadat’s expulsion of Soviet advisers was one positive result
of this policy.

The main drawback of this strategy is that it reduces the ability of
the United States to develop its own base of influence in countries such
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as Egypt, Syria, Iraq and India, and could limit our effectiveness in
dealing with Saudi Arabia if we continue support of Israel and Iran at
present levels. This approach has the elements of polarizing the area
between pro-US and pro-Soviet forces, and while protecting US inter-
ests and limiting Soviet influence in a large part of the region, it does
little to enhance US opportunities in the Arab world and inhibits the
development of a potentially more stable regional balance of power
system.

D. Seek US-Soviet Understandings on Regional Issues. The thrust of
this approach would be to draw on the substance of the global US-
Soviet relationship to limit the competitive and potentially dangerous
aspects of US-Soviet rivalry in this region. At a minimum we might
seek to clarify how we could behave in future conflict situations (e.g.,
Arab-Israeli, Lebanon, Pakistan-India); on the disposition of our mili-
tary forces in the Mediterranean, Persian Gulf and Indian Ocean; and
on the quality and quantity of arms provided to states in the area.
More ambitiously, we might seek Soviet agreement on principles of
an Arab-Israeli settlement and enlist their support in gaining Egyptian
and Syrian cooperation. In the Persian Gulf area, we might agree to
complement Soviet efforts to moderate Iraqi behavior by encouraging
the Shah to pursue a more relaxed policy toward Iraq by resuming
private contacts. Finally, in the field of energy, we could seek Soviet
agreements on the importance of the free flow of oil from the Persian
Gulf and might even propose a joint US-Soviet venture with the Iraqis
to expand production from their vast reserves.



44 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume E-9, Part 2

7. Summary of Conclusions of a Meeting of the Senior Review
Group!

Washington, July 13, 1973, 3:41-4:14 p.m.

SUBJECT
Soviet Strategy in Near East/South Asia

PARTICIPANTS
Chairman JjCS
Henry A. Kissinger Adm. Thomas H. Moorer
State B/Gen. Keith L. Christensen
Kenneth Rush CIA
Joseph Sisco Lt. Gen. Vernon Walters
Roy Atherton Samuel Hoskinson
Thomas Thornton NSC
Defense B/Gen. Brent Scowcroft
William Clements Harold Saunders
James Noyes William Hyland

Jeanne W. Davis
SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

It was agreed that:

—a Working Group of the Interdepartmental Group for the Near
and Middle East and South Asia with DOD and JCS participation
would prepare a comprehensive U.S. approach to the area including
Ethiopia and Somalia, and an assessment of what we might build on;

—the paper should contain DOD and CIA annexes, if appropriate;

—the paper should be finished within a week so as to provide
guidance to the President before his July 24 meeting with the Shah.

Mr. Kissinger: I would like to say a word about the genesis of this
meeting. It is not geared to produce immediate, concrete decisions.
However, when we talk to various countries—Iran, Pakistan, to some
extent the PRC—they see the area and believe the Soviets do also, as
a strategic whole from India through Turkey. We don’t see it as a
cohesive unit and our policy is conducted more on a bilateral basis.
Next week we will discuss the Persian Gulf and Arabian Peninsula in

! Summary: The SRG discussed Soviet strategies in the Middle East and South Asia
and recommended the drafting of a “comprehensive U.S. approach to the area.”

Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box SCI 18,
National Security Council, Committees and Panels, Senior Review Group, February
1971-July 1973. Top Secret; [handling restriction not declassified]. The meeting took place
in the White House Situation Room. The briefing paper, attached but not published and
drafted by Walters, formed the basis for a July 19 summary of operations in the area.
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more detail. But I wanted to get a preparatory judgment from you on
how we view the area. If we should think of it as a cohesive unit, how
should we approach it? It is possible that the Soviet Union is explicitly
treating it as a cohesive unit and that they are planning a pincers move
through Iraq and Iran. It is also possible to look at it as a unit without
granting the theory of a Soviet long-range plan. It is possible that the
Soviets have a less specific long-range plan. We have never had an
explicit approach to the area, and I would like a discussion of this as
a basis for next week’s more detailed meeting. Could we hear from CIA?

(Gen. Walters briefed from the attached text.)

M. Kissinger: What is the data on Soviet aid to India and Iran
relevant to?

Gen. Walters: It is relevant to the fact that Iran has been doing
things with the Soviet Union such as the Isfahan Steel Mill. I saw this
text only about an hour ago and I don’t entirely agree with it. The
Soviets have introduced TU-22 medium bombers into Iraq. This is the
first time these bombers have been seen outside the Soviet Union. [less
than 1 line not declassified]

My. Kissinger: Why have they done this? What is their range?

Gen. Walters: They can hit anything in the Middle East. They could
hit Iran.

Adm. Moorer: They're also flooding missiles into Syria. They're
replacing Egypt with Syria.

Gen. Walters: They have also introduced MIG 21s into South Yemen.
There are 300 Cubans training South Yemenis.

Myr. Kissinger: Gromyko told me they weren’t doing anything in
South Yemen. He wouldn’t lie to me, would he? Whatever happened
to that exercise in Saudi Arabia with regard to South Yemen that we
wanted you to do?

[4 lines not declassified]

Mr. Rush: Is that surprising?

Gen. Walters: If they don’t intend to do anything, it is surprising.
There is a schizophrenic quality in Soviet policy. The fact that they are
seeking détente in Western Europe doesn’t mean that they want détente
in the Middle East. They're pushing political disarmament of the West;
but if that fails, they want a second option. They want a stranglehold
on our energy sources.

M. Kissinger: Do you gentlemen agree with CIA’s estimate or with
that of the Deputy Director of CIA? How do you explain the Soviet
aid program in Iran?

Gen. Walters: They have a traditional interest there. They have been
taking pieces of Iran since Peter the Great.
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Myr. Clements: This is an insidious thing. When they complete the
steel mill or build the natural gas pipeline, it's good for Iran and it’s
good for the Russians. It breaks down some of their historical barriers
and the traditional belief that the Soviets are the enemy. This is against
our interest.

M. Kissinger: (to Mr. Sisco) Joe, what do you think?

M. Sisco: I agree that the Soviets look at the area as a strategic
whole but the Persian Gulf and the Arabian Peninsula have one set of
unique problems, and the traditional Middle East has another set of
unique problems. They overlap, of course, in the Arab-Israeli dispute.
But I don’t think that the Soviets have a systematic policy leading to
Soviet-Iraqi and Soviet-Indian access that Pakistan says they have.
They would like to get us out of Europe. And they are pursuing an
opportunistic strategy of probing soft spots and seeking to enhance
their position everywhere they can without risking confrontation. I
think they will continue their policy of proxy aggression. I think the
concerns of Bhutto and the Shah are somewhat exaggerated but that
their assessment is fundamentally sound. Our policies should be
responsive to their increasing concerns which are based on such things
as the exodus of the British, the increase in Soviet military supply,
Soviet support of the radical regime in Aden, increased Soviet activities
in the Persian Gulf, and the increase of Soviet capability in the Indian
Ocean. I think it is important that we be responsive to these concerns
and that we not be asleep.

Mr. Clements: And Somalia too.

Gen. Walters: 1 agree.

Mr. Kissinger: That is why we didn’t want you to get out of Ethiopia.
My. Clements: That is a misstatement. We didn’t want to get out.
Mr. Kissinger: That is how it looks to the Ethiopians.

Mpr. Rush: The Emperor told me that Kagnew was not important.
He said, “That is your decision.” He is not concerned.

Mr. Clements: He told me the same thing.
M. Kissinger: That is not the message he sends us.

Mpr. Noyes: When you talk about introduction of Soviet weapons
into Syria, you should remember that Iranian military power has
increased too. The Soviets may be responding to that.

Mpyr. Rush: There are a series of regional and local problems. The
Soviets have many fish to fry in this area, but the Shah is ambivalent.
He wants the relationship with the Russians, but he thinks the Indians
are trying to spread their influence with Russian help and that they are
trying to dismember Pakistan. The PRC is, of course, in the background.
There are a series of regions. The Shah is looking north to Russia, east
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to Pakistan and India, south to the Persian Gulf, and west to Iraq. This
is not a simplistic issue; it is highly complex.

M. Kissinger: It could be a strategic region with all of the character-
istics you describe. It is possible that India and Iran are not part of a
deliberate master plan which would have Iraq moving in on Iran. I
agree that the Shah is trying to get as many anchors to windward as
possible, but that doesn’t change the basic fact. Indian policy may be
to surround itself with a series of Bhutans and Sikkims.

It appears likely that a Baluchistan is to be carved from Pakistan
and Iran, it will appear that countries backed by the U.S. suffer or are
not fully protected, while those backed by the Soviet Union prosper.
They don’t need a diagram to know who has the horses.

Mr. Rush: But all the area is uncommitted; it’s not frozen. The
Russians are playing their cards as they think best.

My. Kissinger: We don’t have much in Iraq, do we?

Mr. Rush: We could have. We used to have.

M. Kissinger: Since 19587

Mr. Clements: Not since 1958.

Mpr. Rush: Iraq doesn’t want to be Russian dominated.

Mr. Clements: All is not lost in Iraq.

Mr. Kissinger: Which means what?

Mr. Rush: That we shouldn’t wash it off. We should continue to
fish in all waters.

Mr. Clements: We should do constructive things in Iraq to keep
them stimulated.

Mr. Kissinger: Like what?
My. Clements: Help the Kurds.

Mr. Kissinger: 1 agree we shouldn’t write these countries off. If Dick
Walters is right about the MIG 21s in Syria, they’re not there to stabilize
the situation. Can we get a comprehensive scheme of what we should
be doing? What do we have in mind? What is the role of Iran with
regard to the Persian Gulf, for instance? Let’s try to get a strategic
assessment of what we might build on. It is in our interests to make
it as tough as possible for the Soviets to do what they are trying to do
everywhere.

Gen. Walters: The Chinese are pulling out of South Yemen.

Mpr. Kissinger: The Chinese assessment is the same as General
Walters.

Mr. Sisco: Following the CENTO meeting everyone stressed the
dangers of Soviet subversion. The PRC commended the emphasis of
the CENTO communiqué. There was no concern about Chinese activi-
ties, but there was concern and suspicion about the Soviets.
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M. Kissinger: Could the IG or some special group work out the
coherent approach?

Mr. Sisco: Yes.
M. Kissinger: Also those forces we would like to work with should

know we are there. They should know they can expect support from
us and those backed by the Soviets should know they’re in for a scrap.

Mr. Clements: (to Mr. Sisco) Both DOD and JCS want to participate
in writing this paper. We may dissent from you, but we want to
participate.

Mpr. Rush: We agree; we want your input.

Mpr. Kissinger: Can we get this paper in a week? There should
probably be CIA and DOD annexes. I would like it so we can give
some guidance to the President before the meeting with the Shah.

Adm. Moorer: The Chinese emphasis is now moving out of South
Yemen into Africa.

Mr. Kissinger: Let’s include Ethiopia.
Mr. Clements: And Somalia.

Mr. Kissinger: Yes—the Horn of Africa. The CIA annexes might
contain some 40 Committee ideas.

Gen. Walters: You mean participant as well as spectator?
Mr. Kissinger: Yes.
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8. Memorandum From Harold H. Saunders of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, July 19, 1973.

SUBJECT

SRG Meeting on NSSMs 181 and 182—Regional Strategy and the Arabian
Peninsula/Persian Gulf

The purposes of this meeting are:

—To follow up the effort begun at last Friday’s SRG meeting to
define a strategy for the area ranging from the Indian subcontinent to
the eastern Mediterranean and the Horn of Africa. This is relevant to
your meeting with the Shah next Tuesday.

—To address specific issues relating to our policy toward the Ara-
bian Peninsula and Persian Gulf (NSSM 181). Again, this will be useful
before you see the Shah because it raises the basic question of whether
we can continue in real terms to press for Saudi-Iranian cooperation
in maintaining Gulf stability.

Specifically what you want from the meeting is as follows:

1. Ask State to take another crack at defining a regional strategy. As it
now stands, the State Department paper presents a choice between
two strategies, but I do not feel their formulation is helpful. I have
drafted an alternative.

—State puts its alternatives this way:
(;11:))1 One approach would be to counter the Soviets as actively as
ossible;

P (b) the other would be to concentrate on resolving local conflicts
and reducing local tensions on the assumption that that will reduce
Soviet opportunities for expanding influence.

—I have written an alternative formulation which may require fur-
ther work, but I feel it is closer to the mark. This poses a choice between:
(a) a “neo-containment” strategy of concentrating heavily on Iran, Tur-

! Summary: Saunders briefed Kissinger for a July 20 SRG meeting, following the
July 13 meeting on NSSMs 181 and 182.

Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS 71,
National Security Council, Committees and Panels, Senior Review Group, March 1972-
July 1973. Top Secret. Attached at Tab A is the Department of State paper entitled “A
U.S. Strategy for the Region of the Soviet Southern Flank,” with a covering paper from
Saunders dated July 19, published as Document 9. Attached at Tab B is the analytical
summary of the study for NSSM 181, published as Document 10. The full NSSM 181
study is not published. Attached at Tab C is a paper on contingencies in the event of
instability in Saudi Arabia, published as Document 11. Kissinger requested this paper
on July 12. [text not declassified]
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key, Israel and Ethiopia with secondary concentration on Pakistan and
Jordan; and (b) a modification of the former which concentrates on
strengthening the associations among those powers and also drawing
in Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and the peripheral states on the Arabian
Peninsula.

After discussion at the meeting, I suggest you instruct State to try
to refine these strategies and that you give an indication of how you
view the issues involved.

2. On the Arabian Peninsula and Persian Gulf paper, there are some
basic general issues that can be discussed and several decisions that can be
considered. The basic issue to be discussed is the assumption which has
been at the base of our policy to date—that Iranian-Saudi cooperation 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 cooperation. The
alternative into which we are drifting is to assume that the Iranians
will take care of stability in the Gulf. A second issue is how effective
the Jordanian role can be in this area and whether we, the Iranians and
the Saudis want a Jordanian role there badly enough for someone to
pay for it. Finally, these specific issues could be discussed with an eye
toward early decision:

—Should we expand our diplomatic and commercial presence in the Gulf?
You will recall [less than 1 line not declassified] how inadequate this
representation is, and others tell us the same story. You could ask State
to prepare a plan for upgrading our representation. The technical issue is
whether we should upgrade our presence in every Gulf post or whether
we should begin selectively in the Union of Arab Emirates and in Oman.

—You may wish to discuss the question of how we improve our
political position with the Saudis. You may be pressed on the question
of the mission to Saudi Arabia. Since the political mission as now
proposed is cumbersome and is not likely to be able to convey the
right message, you might want to raise the question of inviting Prince
Fahd to come here. This would avoid Faisal’s emotionalism and would
also permit you to have a talk with him.

—You might ask for a decision memo on military supply policy.

3. The Saudi contingency plan you asked for is in good shape. You
may not have time to deal with this at the meeting, but you will want
to read it before talking with the Shah. If you want to get a quick sense
of the group’s feeling, the key issue is how extensively we should do
some advanced thinking with the Shah and Hussein. Otherwise you
can say this paper will be discussed by the WSAG later and that you appreciate
having it so promptly.

Three papers are available at succeeding tabs for this meeting:

A. “Regional Strategy Paper.” This is the paper you asked Joe Sisco
for at the SRG meeting last Friday. It is an effort to define a regional
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strategy. Sub-tabs identify alternative formulations of this strategy, one
in the State paper and another by me.

B. “Peninsula/Gulf Paper.” This is the paper prepared in response
to NSSM 181 which asked for a study of the situation and our options
in the Arabian Peninsula and the Persian Gulf. This leaves aside such
issues as oil and financial problems and the Arab-Israeli conflict and
concentrates on the political-security relationships in the Gulf and
Peninsula.

C. “Saudi Contingency Plan.” Included for your reading and possible
discussion at this meeting if there is time is the contingency plan for
instability in Saudi Arabia [less than 1 line not declassified]. Whether or
not you have time to deal with this in the meeting, it is available for
your reading before you talk to the Shah.

D. A 40 Committee Annex to the regional strategy and Peninsula/
Gulf papers is being sent to you separately. [1 line not declassified]

Conduct of the Meeting. Your talking points are at the next tab. They
suggest that you first take up the regional strategy issue which is
carried over from last week. Then you could move to the Peninsula/
Gulf paper [less than 1 line not declassified]. If time allows, a short discus-
sion of the Saudi contingency plan would fit into the broader discussion
of the Peninsula/Gulf area.

9. Paper Prepared by Harold H. Saunders of the National
Security Council Staff!

Washington, July 19, 1973.

ANALYTICAL SUMMARY
A US Strategy for the Region of the Soviet Southern Flank

In response to your requests at the SRG meeting on NSSM 182,
the State Department has produced a short paper (immediately

! Summary: Saunders prepared a paper analyzing a Department of State study on
U.S. Strategy in the Middle East.

Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS 71,
National Security Council, Committees and Panels, Senior Review Group, March 1972-
July 1973. Secret. This paper was attached as Tab A to the July 19 Saunders memorandum
to Kissinger published as Document 8. Attached is the signed analytical summary from
Saunders critiquing the paper. The points in this summary are reproduced in the July
19 briefing memorandum from Saunders to Kissinger published as Document 8.
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following) on what regional strategies might look like if we were to
think in terms of the entire area from the Indian subcontinent to the
eastern Mediterranean and Horn of Africa. This paper is essentially a
think-piece which tries to define possible strategies. Once an approach
is defined, the next stage would be to think through in more detail what
courses of action one might follow in implementing such strategies.
The paper now contains a variety of suggested actions to illustrate the
differences between the two suggested strategies, but their purpose at
this point is essentially illustrative.

The principal issue is how to define the strategies. This has been
difficult and there has not been agreement. This summary will describe
the issue. At sub-tabs in the attached State paper you will find alterna-
tive formulations—one is State’s, the other is mine.

Following is a summary of the main points in the paper:

I. How the Soviets see the region.

The paper judges that, while both the US and USSR take actions that
affect the entire region, the Soviets probably have less of an integrated
concept of the region than we do. They tend to see it in two ways:
(1) as a part of the Asian rimland stretching from Turkey to Korea
which is vital to them both because parts of it lie along Soviet borders
and because other parts encircle China; or (2) as a series of individual
countries or conflict situations toward which they must develop policy
approaches. They have several interests:

—Their general determination to play a global role compels them
to want to assure that no important decisions can be taken here, as
elsewhere, without Soviet interest being taken into account.

—The paramount Soviet interest here is national security.

—A third objective is the avoidance of any risk of nuclear conflict
in this area.

—The Soviets also have an interest in the current pursuit of détente
with the West. But while the inter-related concerns of security and
détente have had some impact on Soviet actions in the area, this impact
has been differentiated by area and activity. Nowhere does the Soviet
pursuit of détente seem to have played a major constraining role on
efforts to increase Soviet influence.

—The Chinese impact on Soviet policy is not, on balance, a bad
one from the US viewpoint. It reinforces the current Soviet leaders’
predilection to be a status quo power, to discourage regional conflicts
or even domestic turbulence which might provide Peking with oppor-
tunities for anti-Soviet exploitation. Probably above all, Moscow is
concerned about the prospects of Sino-US collusion in the area.

Thus, the paper concludes that the Soviets lay claim in the Middle
East to at least equal influence with the US and in South Asia probably
feel that they are entitled to preeminence. Their success in the final
analysis will depend on how well they satisfy the aspirations of the
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individual countries there. On this, the prospects do not look bright,
at least without cooperation rather than competitive rivalry with the
West and the US in particular.

II. How the US views the region.

Historically, the US has formulated its policies toward this region
on the basis of two perceptions, often held simultaneously, never fully
reconciled and sometimes in conflict:

—One perception has been that the Soviet threat is the overriding
reality with which we must deal. In this view, conflicts, rivalries and
alignments within the region are secondary considerations subordinate
to the Soviet factor when it comes to assigning priorities and making
policy choices.

—The second perception has been that the separate sets of local
conflicts and problems within the region arising largely from indige-
nous factors constitute the overriding realities with which we must
deal. Policies based on this perception have emphasized strengthening
our bilateral relationships across the board while seeking to defuse
or resolve local conflicts and to keep a foot in both camps in local
conflict situations.

The paper points out that a further characteristic of the US view
of this region has been a tendency to compartmentalize our approach
into sets of largely, though not exclusively, separate subregional poli-
cies in South Asia, the Arabian Peninsula/Persian Gulf, the Arab-Israeli
area and the Horn of Africa. While we have tended to a compartmental-
ized view of the region, the leaders and governments in the area often
do not see it this way. It is one of the new elements on the scene that
there is a complex of cross-regional relationships that suggest that we
need to broaden our perception of the region in recognition of that
fact that our compartmentalized view does not accord with the percep-
tions of many of those in the area.

One other major new element in the equation of US-Soviet relations
in this region is the presumed Soviet desire to avoid situations that
will seriously jeopardize US-USSR bilateral relations and détente in
Europe and could foster the coalescence of a US-Chinese community
of interests in this region. The priority the Soviets attach to these new
considerations and the price they are prepared to pay for them in this
region in terms of modifying their traditional policies remain to be seen.

III. Toward a Regional Strategy.

Since there is disagreement on how alternative strategies might be
formulated, you will find one formulation in the attached State paper
under the sub-tab marked “State Strategy” and a second possible for-
mulation which I have written under the sub-tab marked “Alterna-
tive Strategy.”
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In brief, the State Department paper poses the two strategies in this way:

—Strategy 1. “We can base our éaolicies on the view that, to protect
our interests in the region, we need to move more actively to counter
the Soviets where we believe those interests threatened. While continu-
ing to seek improvements in our bilateral relationships in the region
and the elimination of sources of local tension, we would not let such
considerations stand in the way of actions we deemed necessary to
carry out the main thrust of this strategy.”

—Strategy 2. “We can base our policies on the view that our interests
will best be served and Soviet influence checked and reduced by con-
centrating on the resolution of local conflicts and the improvement of
our bilateral relationships where they are unsatisfactory in the region.
This strategy would be%ased essentially on the premise that (1) local
conflicts, in which the Soviets align themselves with one side, have
been a principal vehicle for the expansion of Soviet influence, and
(2) once the pressures of those conflicts are relieved, the forces of
nationalism and fear of Soviet domination will operate to limit
Soviet inroads.”

The shortcoming of these formulations is that they are not real
alternatives. One says we should counter the Soviets and the other
says we should counter the Soviets by reducing local tensions. It seems
to me (Saunders) that one can assume that we will be working to
increase our influence relative to the Soviets and that the issue is how
to do it. Therefore, I have tried two different formulations and put
them under the State paper as an alternative ending to the paper. My
formulations would go as follows:

—Strategy 1. We could base our policies on the view that it is,
above all, important for the US to be identified as much as possible
with those nations in the area historically friendly toward us and with
the power to dominate their respective neighborhoods. This approach
would be a sort of neo-containment strategy. By providing stronghsuEport
to current points of strength across a wider area now that the USSR
has leap-frogged CENTO, we would try to close the Soviets” option of
extending their influence through the military adventures of proxies
in the area. This approach woul§ give the US a capacity through these
friends to encourage their use of force in support of other friendly
governments without necessarily involving ourselves militarily. It
would also provide for the assertion of influence in non-military ways
since those countries that would be identified as points of strength are
also nations of considerable economic weight.

—Strateqy 2. We could base our policies on the view that, while
building a strong relationship with the military powers in the area, we
would concentrate on encouraging the widest possible network of
associated states friendly to us. Many of these relationships are already
being cultivated by the leaders in the area—Shah-Hussein, Shah-
Bhutto, Shah-Faisal, Hussein-Faisal, Jordan-Oman, Iran-Oman, Paki-
stan-Iran-Saudi Arabia-Abu Dhabi-Jordan, Saudi Arabia-Egypt, Israel
in unique ways with Iran, Jordan, Turkey and even Lebanon.

The assumption of this strategy of promoting regional associations is
that it would provide the most durable means of enabling the nations
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of the region fo absorb any Soviet thrust. In promoting these associations,
we wou%d recognize that sometimes this might require us to give the
major regional powers something less than total and unquestioning
support. We would also have to recognize that this strategy would
require more careful and continuous attention to policy in this region
than the first strategy above.

These may not provide the most desirable formulations of possible
US strategies, but they do seem closer to what is going on in the area
and what we have to work with there.

I would recommend that we and State take another crack at these
formulations after hearing your views. It would help to know what
issues concern you in relation to your dealings with the Soviets and
Chinese on global issues.

Harold H. Saunders

Attachment

Paper Prepared in the Department of State

Washington, undated.

A U.S. STRATEGY FOR THE REGION OF THE SOVIET SOUTHERN
FLANK, FROM THE SUBCONTINENT TO THE EASTERN
MEDITERRANEAN AND HORN OF AFRICA

I. How the Soviets See the Region

In an area as diverse as the Region from the Subcontinent to the
Eastern Mediterranean and Horn of Africa, no power can have a totally
unified view of the Region or a single policy toward it. Both the U.S.
and the USSR do, however, take actions that affect the Region in the
broader sense, and fit its component parts into some sort of framework
for analytical purposes. For a variety of reasons, the Soviets probably
have less of an integrated concept of the Region than do we. Over the
last two years we have more and more looked at the Middle East,
Persian Gulf, Arabian Peninsula and South Asia in overall strategic
terms, while recognizing each of the aforementioned areas has prob-
lems unique to its own immediate concerns in an increasingly overlap-
ping context. The Soviets tend to see the Region through two focuses:

—As part of the Asian rimland stretching from Turkey to Korea
that is of vital concern to them both because parts of it lie along Soviet
borders, and other parts of it encircle China. Moscow has increasingly
focused on this concept of Asia in recent years—Brezhnev’s advocacy
of an Asian security system is the best known expression of this concern.
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—As a series of individual countries or conflict situations toward
which the USSR must develop policy approaches. This traditional
approach remains the mainstay of Soviet policy and provides the frame-
work within which we and they have, so far at least, interacted.

Thus there is probably no precise, overall Soviet “grand design”
peculiarly tailored to the Region under discussion. As elsewhere, Soviet
policy is largely opportunistic, exploiting what opportunities it per-
ceives filtered through its special amalgam of national interests and
Communist dogma. The probable absence of a precise, overall “grand
design,” however, may make little difference. Diverse considerations
of both a global and a regional nature in fact impinge on large parts
of the Region. Regional states are themselves forming ties across the
various segments of the Region. Consequently, we need to take account
of the various factors that bear upon Soviet activities in the Region
with varying degrees of intensity.

—The USSR is fully determined to play to the hilt its new role as
one of the world’s two super and global powers. As Gromyko has put
it, the Soviets contemplate a world where no important decisions can
be taken without the interests of the Soviet Union being taken into
account. But the Soviets have definite priorities:

—Paramount is USSR national security. This is a dominating moti-
vation in Soviet policy toward the countries on the USSR’s southern
border, and an important consideration in Moscow’s Middle East pol-
icy generally.

—A second overriding objective, and the major mutual interest the
Soviets share with the U.S,, is to avoid any serious risk of nuclear
conflict.

—Still another Soviet consideration is Moscow’s current pursuit
of détente with the West. Brezhnev has described it as basic strategy,
not tactics, and for a variety of reasons this seems to be true. It is added
reason for Soviet restraint on such critical issues as the Arab-Israeli
conflict, and also on other issues in the area which are of vital concern
to the West. For example, the Soviets are unlikely to disrupt Middle
East oil supply to the West, even if they could, and the more so since
they are currently in no position to replace the West either as consumer
or broker. They would certainly like to have a major voice eventually
in the disposition of the area’s energy supplies, which in the long run
they may need themselves. They certainly entertain this fond expecta-
tion, but as a distant goal and not feasible within the next ten years
at least.

The China factor looms large in Soviet foreign policy formulation,
but its importance also varies according to area and country. China is
not of major significance for Moscow in the Arab-Israeli conflict or
other important Middle East issues simply because the Chinese do not
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have the capability to exert major influence in these areas. However,
Moscow’s concern about China is of paramount importance in Soviet
policy formulation on the subcontinent, and probably also in Moscow’s
desire to extend its influence into the Indian Ocean.

The China impact on Soviet policy is not, on balance, a pernicious
one from the point of view of U.S. interests. To the contrary, it reinforces
the current Soviet leaders’ predilection to be a status quo power, to
discourage regional conflicts or even domestic turbulence in individual
countries which might provide Peking with opportunities for anti-
Soviet exploitation. Probably above all, Moscow is concerned about
the prospect of Sino-U.S. collusion in regional conflicts in the area such
as it professed to see in the Indo-Pakistan War of 1971.

The interrelated concerns of security and détente have had some
impact on Soviet actions in the area, but this impact has been differen-
tiated by area and activity. In the Middle East, the Soviets are much
more acutely aware of the security problem and the danger of confron-
tation with the U.S. Their posture there emphasizes military aspects
and is more cautious. In South Asia, their approach is more political
and under fewer restraints since they see less risk of a collision with
the U.S. Nowhere, however, has the Soviet pursuit of détente thus far
played a major constraining role on efforts to increase Soviet influence
through such time-honored techniques as military and economic assist-
ance. And nowhere in the area does the USSR grant the U.S. pride of
place. In the Middle East, they lay claim to at least equal influence,
and in South Asia probably feel that they are entitled to preeminence.
In the Gulf and Arabian Peninsula, they are seeking to consolidate
their positions in Iraq and, by their support of Aden and military
assistance programs to Somalia, attest to the strategic importance they
attach to the tip of the Arabian Peninsula and entrance to the Red Sea,
Persian Gulf and Arabian Peninsula.

The Soviets will seek to pursue their traditional tactic of exploiting
regional disputes to further their own influence, endeavoring simul-
taneously to work both sides of the fence. They will take advantage
of the special opportunity that Iraq offers them to advance their interests
in the Middle East and Persian Gulf area, while at the same time
striving to maintain good relations with Iraq’s major rival, Iran, and
getting the Shah accustomed to live with the situation. Moscow appears
to want to show some greater even-handedness toward India and
Pakistan, even though it is obvious that in a crunch India will be
favored. The Soviets also endeavor to take advantage of Somalia’s
concerns and ambitions vis-a-vis its neighbors to obtain facilities that
will enhance Soviet strategic capabilities in the Indian Ocean, yet they
carefully cultivate Somalia’s neighbors. And Soviet exploitation of the
conflict between the two Yemens, and between South Yemen and
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Oman, has the same objectives and is characterized by the same attempt
to maintain a balance on both sides. The tactic to date has been highly
successful in expanding Soviet influence into the area, reinforcing its
geopolitical advantages and in giving the USSR a voice as major arbiter
in its affairs.

Soviet standing in the final analysis will, however, depend on how
successful Moscow is in satisfying the aspirations of the individual
countries there. Here the prospects do not look too bright, at least
without cooperation rather than competitive rivalry with the West,
and the U.S. in particular. Moscow’s impotence in achieving progress
toward a settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict has been demonstrated
in Soviet unwillingness to run risks of major confrontation and their
inability to influence the major country in the equation—Israel. Their
presence in the volatile Arab countries of the Middle East is tenuous,
as the example of Egypt has shown, and involves a heavy political/
economic commitment. And Moscow’s hope to be the major arbiter of
affairs on the subcontinent could raise the prospect of heavy economic
commitments to India which could impose a serious burden on Soviet
resources. In sum, the Soviets are on the make, but are paying a price,
and the price is constantly going up.

II. How the U.S. Views the Region

Historically, we have formulated our policies in this Region on
the basis of two perceptions, often held simultaneously, never fully
reconciled and sometimes in direct conflict.

One perception has been that the Soviet threat is the overriding
reality with which we must deal. In this view, conflicts, rivalries and
alignments within the Region are secondary considerations, not to be
ignored but subordinate to the Soviet factor when it comes to assigning
priorities and making policy choices. It is largely this perception that
has led us to sponsor and support regional defense groupings (the
abortive Middle East Defense Organization, the Baghdad Pact and
CENTO) and to concentrate on strengthening militarily key states in
the Region opposed to the Soviets or to Soviet-supported neighbors
(Ethiopia, Israel, Turkey, Iran and—until 1965—Pakistan).

The second perception has been that the separate sets of local
conflicts and problems within the Region, arising largely from indige-
nous factors, constitute the overriding realities with which we must
deal. In this view the Soviet factor—while not to be ignored—is often
a kind of secondary infection rather than a primary cause, so that
measures to cope with it directly must be subordinate to policies aimed
at dealing with local situations within the Region. Policies based on this
perception have emphasized strengthening our bilateral relationships
across-the-board while seeking to defuse or resolve local conflicts and
to keep a foot in both camps in local conflict situations.
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When these two perceptions (and the policies flowing from them)
have come into conflict in deciding how we should act or respond in
specific situations, the former has historically tended to prevail. The
result has often been that our perceived need to demonstrate strength
directly and/or through our friends vis-a-vis the Soviets has exacer-
bated certain of our bilateral relationships in the Region and limited
our ability to influence the resolution of local conflicts.

A further characteristic of the U.S. view of this Region has been a
tendency to compartmentalize our approach into sets of largely (though
not exclusively) separate sub-regional policies. This approach has
changed in the last eighteen months in the aftermath of the British
exodus from the Gulf, the upsetting of the balance in South Asia, and
the increasing awareness of our energy resource needs from the Gulf
and Arabian Peninsula. Thus a brief description of our policies in the
Region would look something like this:

A. South Asin—disengage from an active U.S. role, let the Simla
process work, and adopt a low-key posture in our bilateral relations.

B. Arabian Peninsula/Persian Gulf—play a supportive role in foster-
ing a regional security consciousness and cooperative measures among
the states of this sub-region; strengthen key states militarily—Iran,
Saudi Arabia, Kuwait—against the threats they perceive to themselves
and their neighbors from Soviet-supported states in the area; seek to
deepen our relations with the key oil producers to safeguard our energy
supplies, and to insulate this sub-region from the spillover effects of
the Arab-Israel problem.

C. Arab-Israel—encourage a negotiating process among the parties
leading to a political settlement or, failing that, to agreement on interim
steps that will defuse the situation; meanwhile safeguard the ceasefire
by maintaining the military balance through military supplies to Israel,
and strengthen the Arab moderates (Jordan and Lebanon) to withstand
radical pressures.

D. Horn of Africa—continue to give priority to close relations with
Ethiopia and Kenya while seeking to broaden our dialogue with
Somalia and encouraging resolution of Somali-Ethiopian problems
within an African context.

The leaders and the governments in the area see matters primarily
in overall regional strategic terms, and there is a deep suspicion of
Soviet-sponsored subversion, a lingering fear that détente will blur
America’s perception, awareness and responsiveness to continued
Soviet probes of soft spots and creeping expansionism. The Shah is
concerned not only about the Gulf but also about Pakistan and the
threat he sees from Soviet-Indian ties. India is seeking to strengthen
ties with Iraq. Pakistan has tightened its links with Iran and has military
assistance relationships with Jordan and Arab Gulf states. Saudi Arabia
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and Egypt have increasingly close ties, and Sadat is seeking to enlist
Faisal’s political as well as financial and rhetorical support in the Arab-
Israel context. Hussein is looking increasingly eastward to his role in
the Lower Gulf, Oman and Yemen, and has special ties with the Shah.
Israel maintains a close relationship with Iran and Ethiopia and also has
ties with Turkey—a quadrumvirate which in Israeli strategic thinking
should, with U.S. backing, constitute the basic structure for countering
Soviet inroads into the Region. In Ethiopia, the Emperor sees his coun-
try not just as an African country with African interests but as a bastion
in the path of Soviet ambitions in the Near East.

The foregoing observations suggest that we need to heighten even
more our perceptions of the overall strategic elements of the Region
in recognition of the fact that a compartmentalized view does not
accord with the perceptions of many of those in the area, which need
to be taken into account in our approach to the Region and to our
relations with them. This broadened perception makes sense independ-
ent of any Soviet role or overall Soviet perception, although it could
be most useful in dealing with Soviet trans-regional activities. At the
same time we should recognize the basic instability of most of the
states of the region and that their perceptions, consequently, are liable
to sudden change—e.g., following the division of Pakistan or the over-
throw of the Mosadeq regime in Iran.

Finally, our thinking and approach must also take into account the
new emphasis in the equation of U.S.-Soviet relations in this Region
which has not been historically present. This is the presumed Soviet
desire to avoid situations that will seriously jeopardize U.S.-Soviet
bilateral relations and détente in Europe and could foster the coales-
cence of a U.S.-Chinese community of interests in the Region. The
priority the Soviets attach to these new considerations and the price
they are prepared to pay for them, in terms of modifying their tradi-
tional policies in the Region, remain to be seen but should be tested.
Certainly the Soviets will not easily abandon those policies, if at all—
the exploitation of local tensions; the provision of arms, economic aid
and political support to tie countries of the Region to them; the probing
for weak spots to undermine the U.S. position and extend their own.
Today the Soviets are pursuing a policy of seeking to disarm the West
and Europe while trying to maintain, develop and enhance their posi-
tion in the Middle East, South Asia, the Persian Gulf and the Arabian
Peninsula. They can do this today with less risk of confrontation with
the U.S. than in times past.

Modification of such Soviet policies would help the U.S. position
in the Region, which is certainly not a goal of Soviet strategy. The
extent to which they may nevertheless be prepared to move in this
direction will depend on their assessment of the relative costs and
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benefits of not doing so—an assessment which will in turn depend on
the extent to which we are prepared to take risks to make those costs
and benefits clear to them. Also, of course, the Soviets will expect us
to make reciprocal concessions. The Soviets are acting now in the area
on the assumption that there is wide strategic latitude, and they have
not been particularly inhibited—short of confrontation—in seeking to
exploit opportunities in the area. For example, to compensate for the
Egyptian loss there has been a meaningful increase of Soviet supply
of Syria and a continuance of Soviet supply of Iraq and Aden. Even
in Afghanistan—while there is no evidence they had a direct hand in
the coup—no such coup could take place without at least the acquies-
cence of the Soviets who have military advisors at every level of the
Afghan Army.

III. Toward a Regional U.S. Strategy

From the foregoing, it seems possible to state certain assumptions
on which to base a regional strategy:

A. The Soviets seek predominant influence if not hegemony in this
area, although they may have no overall, well-coordinated “grand
design” there.

B. The region is so important to the U.S. that we will want to
remain in a position to influence developments there.

C. Thus both the U.S. and the Soviet Union will be competing for
influence vis-a-vis the other. One important standard for measuring
success will be the ability of each side to help nations in the area to
fulfill their aspirations, one of which is preserving their own security
and independence.

D. The issue for the U.S., therefore, is what combination of U.S.
actions and what kind of relationships with and among the nations of
the region will enhance U.S. influence there. Since this is a diverse area
with many conflicts cutting across it, the choice for the U.S. is how to
build the strongest possible position in the area consistent with its
many interests, one of which is maintaining or enhancing its influence
vis-a-vis the USSR.

Before attempting to define two possible strategies for discussion,
two other approaches need to be mentioned:

A. It is assumed that the U.S. will continue to conduct active bilat-
eral relations with most of the nations in the area, taking into account
the special problems of each of the main sub-regions in the area. That
has essentially been the U.S. policy. All of those relationships together
could continue to comprise a U.S. approach to the area. This approach
is not dealt with in detail here because the purpose of this paper is to
examine whether a new dimension would be suggested by looking
even more broadly at the area as a whole.
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B.Itis also assumed that in connection with any strategy mentioned
in this paper, we could probe to see where Soviet cooperation might
be enlisted in reducing local tensions.

Conceptually, we can adopt one of the two broad strategies out-
lined below in our approach to this Region. In the real world, it is
difficult to envisage a situation where we would follow totally one or
the other. Any set of policies and actions is likely to involve some mix
of the two. However, if we define them in this way and opt for one
or the other as the basic framework for our approach to the Region,
this will provide a consistent guide as to where we place our emphasis,
how we determine priorities when there are choices to be made, and
how we assess the risks involved.

Strategy One

We can base our policies on the view that, to protect our interests
in the Region, we need to move more actively to counter the Soviets
where we believe those interests threatened or, alternatively, build up
proxies who can do the job. While continuing to seek improvements
in our bilateral relationships in the Region and the elimination of
sources of local tension, we would not let such considerations stand
in the way of actions we deemed necessary to carry out the main thrust
of this strategy.

In terms of specific regional situations, the policy implications
flowing from this strategy could include the following:

A. Build up according to their requests the military capabilities of
the major military powers in the region—Iran, Israel, Ethiopia, and
Turkey. We would go on providing arms to other countries in the
region but (1) would be guided by the major regional powers” views
on any limits on type or quantities of equipment that should be imposed
and (2) would make no effort to limit their own equipment regardless
of the sensitivities of others in the area.

B. Rely heavily on the military action of those countries to confront
aggression in their areas (e.g., Iran to support Kuwait and Pakistan
against Iraq and India, Israel to support Lebanon and Jordan against
Syria and Iraq) or to restore stability (e.g., Iranian action in a chaotic
situation in a Gulf state, Israel in Jordan, Iran in Pakistan).

C. Concentrate special military and economic assistance on Paki-
stan because of their importance to the stability of Iran. We would do
this accepting its negative effect on our relationships with India
(1) because of the greater importance of the Persian Gulf than of South
Asia and (2) because of the importance of demonstrating to both the
USSR and the PRC as well as to other nations in the area that friends
of the U.S. fare better than friends of the USSR (like India).

D. We would concentrate special military and economic assistance
on Jordan because of its importance to the security of Israel and to the
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avoidance of Arab-Israeli hostilities which could draw the USSR into
the conflict.

E. In the settlement of sub-regional disputes, an effort would be
made to assure that our friends negotiated from a position of strength.

F. Step up our naval presence in the Indian Ocean—Arabian Sea—
Persian Gulf—Red Sea area and seek opportunities for demonstrations
of our military air capabilities in the Region.

G. Promote more active, broadly based and institutionalized
regional security measures among friendly states in the area (e.g., Israel,
Iran, Ethiopia, Turkey) to the extent local antagonisms—as between
Israel and moderate, pro-Western Arabs—make this feasible.

H. Undertake a more direct U.S.G. role to supplement Saudi/
Iranian/Jordanian/UAE efforts to strengthen Oman and Yemen mili-
tarily, reallocating resources as needed from other areas.

I. Explore possibilities for covert actions against Soviet-supported
regimes in Iraq [less than 1 line not declassified], in PDRY and in Syria.

This strategy vigorously pursued would demonstrate to the Soviets
that we were not being lulled by détente in Europe and progress in our
bilateral relations into acquiescing in the consolidation and extension
of their position, whether directly or by proxy, in the Region. It would
be a strategy welcomed by a number of our friends in the area, though
certain aspects of it [less than 1 line not declassified] would cause concern
to other of our friends [less than 1 line not declassified]. At the same time
it would tend to polarize local conflict situations and reduce our ability
to defuse threats to our interests arising out of such situations—[6 lines
not declassified].

Strategy Two

We can base our policies on the view that our interests will best
be served and Soviet influence checked and reduced by relying heavily
on the nationalism of the regional states and concentrating on the
resolution of local conflicts and the improvement of our bilateral rela-
tionships where they are unsatisfactory in the Region. This strategy
would be based essentially on the premise that (1) local conflicts, in
which the Soviets align themselves with one side, have been a principal
vehicle for the expansion of Soviet influence, and (2) the forces of
nationalism and fear of Soviet domination will operate to limit Soviet
inroads, especially once the pressures of local conflicts are relieved.

In terms of specific regional situations, the policies flowing from
such a strategy could include the following:

A. Seek to enlist Soviet cooperation in defusing local conflicts and
limiting our respective military inputs into the Region, through a sys-
tematic dialogue with them about each of our policies toward and
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interests in the Region as a whole. This could begin by exploring
whether our positions are compatible to some degree and whether we
can achieve mutual acknowledgment of the importance of the Region
to both of us. The 1969 Brezhnev Asian security proposal could provide
a possible framework for such explorations.

B. Be less forthcoming with respect to rates and magnitude of
delivery and levels of sophistication, in responding to arms requests
from our friends, [less than 1 line not declassified].

C. Engage the Soviets, if possible, in agreements for selective
mutual reductions in military supply to our respective clients.

D. Maintain but do not increase our present military profile in the
Region. Explore with the Soviets the possibility of at least tacit mutual
restraint in our military postures, notably in our naval presences in
the Indian Ocean (cf. NSSM-110).

E. Seek to persuade friendly states in the area to channel more of
their efforts at regional cooperation into economic development rather
than military and security-oriented programs. As one example, encour-
age Pakistan, Iran, the Peninsula/Gulf states and Jordan to develop
areas of cooperation that utilize the particular human, financial and
technical resources each has to offer. Reallocate from other regions
available USG economic and technical assistance resources to help
support such efforts in a coordinating and pump-priming role.

F. Promote a closer relationship between Ethiopia and the moderate
Arabs and Iran while encouraging Israel to lower the visibility of its
program without reducing it. Particularly encourage the cultivation of
mutual interests among Ethiopia, North Yemen and Saudi Arabia.

G. With respect to the Soviet-supported regime in PDRY, encourage
anti-PDRY area states to concentrate on strengthening the economic,
social and political fabric of North Yemen and Oman, [1 line not
declassified]

H. With respect to Iraq, foster the present trend toward conciliation
with Iran and the Kurds and more pragmatic relations with western
nations.

L. In the subcontinent, continue to encourage resolution of Paki-
stani-Indian-Bangladesh issues on the basis of the Simla agreement,
avoiding advocacy of any party’s position. Continue efforts to normal-
ize U.S.-Indian relations on a basis of reciprocity.

J. Temper somewhat our relationship with Pakistan and Israel so
as to preserve the possibility of some relationship with India and Egypt.
Actively encourage an even closer relationship between Saudi Arabia
and Egypt. At some point, this might require less than full support for
the diplomatic positions of Pakistan and Israel, although this would
not necessarily be the case.
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K. Engage ourselves more directly in diplomatic efforts to move
the Arab-Israeli issue off dead center, even though this would inevitably
involve some strains in U.S.-Israeli relations.

L. Encourage India and Iran to talk out their differences and cooper-
ate in ensuring the security of the Western Indian Ocean region.

In pursuing this strategy, we would start with certain advantages.
Taking the Region as a whole, we have a number of strong assets.
For the most part we, not the Soviets, have the militarily strong and
economically viable friends in the area. The Soviets, being both power-
ful and geographically contiguous, are seen as a greater longer-range
threat by nationalistic local governments—even by those presently
allied with them. We only seek to prevent Soviet domination of the
Region, whereas the Soviets seek dominant influence if not hegemony.

Against these advantages, the strategy outlined above has two
principal risks for us:

(1) It could be interpreted as weakness on our part by the Soviets
and extremist elements in the area, encouraging them to press for
additional advantages if we pursued to the fullest the course of
attempted accommodation this strategy suggests.

(2) It would have a seriously unsettling effect on our friends in the
Region, leading to shifts in their policies that could make even more
intractable the local conflicts we seek to resolve.

IV. Conclusions

These two options are not mutually exclusive and in fact we have
been successfully pursuing the elements of both with the results that
we are limiting Soviet gains and in some instances even reversing the
trend. On balance, our basic interests of preventing Soviet domination
and maintaining access for ourselves, including to the Region’s petro-
leum resources, have been preserved despite the undeniable fact that
the Soviets, while they have experienced some setbacks, have improved
their overall position in the Region as a whole on the last decade. But,
given the unnaturally low base from which the Soviets started in the
1950s, this is hardly surprising. As we weigh our future strategy, the
critical questions are these:

(1) Can we assume that a continuation of policies based more on
a Strategy One than a Strategy Two approach will continue to protect
our vital interests in the Region? This question is especially applicable
to the Arab-Israel area, where a continuation of the present impasse,
in circumstances where we are seen as fully identified with Israeli
policies, casts a growing shadow over much of the Region and in
particular the Arabian Peninsula/Persian Gulf area, playing into the
hands of the Soviets and extremist elements and creating crosscurrents
that could increasingly affect our ability to meet our growing energy
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demands. In South Asia, where we would be backing the weaker horse
in Pakistan, this policy could also prove costly.

(2) Are we prepared as an ultimate sanction to make clear to the
Soviets that our relations in this Region are an integral part of our total
relationship, and that this relationship with all its evolving and complex
advantages to both of us will be at stake?

(3) To support such a position, are we prepared to invoke the
prospect of U.S.-Chinese collaboration in this Region?

(4) Are the Soviets prepared to accept the check on their historical
thrust into this Region which an approach along the lines of (2) and
(3) above would seek to achieve?

10. Paper Prepared by William B. Quandt of the National
Security Council Staff!

Washington, July 19, 1973.

ANALYTICAL SUMMARY
NSSM 181, “US Policy in the Arabian Peninsula and the Persian Gulf”

The study prepared by the State Department in response to NSSM
181, “US Policy in the Arabian Peninsula and the Persian Gulf”, imme-
diately follows this summary. It deals with several broad issues that
go beyond our bilateral relations with the several states of the area.

As background to the analysis of options, the paper notes the grow-
ing importance of the region because of its oil; its growing financial
reserves; the persistence of disputes which may provide opportunities
for the Soviet Union to extend its influence into the area. These issues,
however, are all dealt with in more detail elsewhere: o0il in NSSM 174;
financial reserves by working groups preparing for possible high level
economic discussions with Saudi Arabia later in the year; and the Soviet
threat in NSSM 181. The other key issue which is only mentioned in
passing is the Arab-Israeli conflict and its effect on US-Saudi relations.

! Summary: Quandt provided the analytical summary of the Department’s study
responding to NSSM 181.

Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS 71,
National Security Council, Committees and Panels, Senior Review Group, March 1972-
July 1973. Secret. This paper was attached as Tab B to the July 19 memorandum from
Saunders to Kissinger published as Document 8. NSSM 181 is Document 2.
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In this study, the focus then is on the following questions:

—What role should we encourage Iran to play in the regional
context?

—How can Saudi Arabia be encouraged to take a more responsive
position to enhance regional cooperation and security, drawing on her
growing oil revenues?

—On the periphery of the Arabian Peninsula, should the US increase
its own presence, revise its arms and aid policies, or take a more
direct rol}; in helping Oman and Yemen deafwith the military threat
from PDRY.

—Is there a regional approach to this area that the US could adopt that
would increase interdependence and cooperation among our friends
without drawing us more deeply into the politics of the region?

—How can we best compete with the Soviets in this area?

Summary of the Policy Alternatives in the Study

Iran. 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 pros-
pects 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 economic power on the other that poses dilemmas for the United
States. These dilemmas would, of course, be most easily overcome
through Iranian-Saudi cooperation, but that development cannot be
taken for granted. In dealing with Iran, we have essentially two broad
approaches to consider:

—Urge Iran to pursue policies in the Gulf that give high priority to
coordination with Saudi Arabia and other friendly Arab states. This will
require an ongoing dialogue with the Shah about regional develop-
ments, and at times we may have to urge him to show restraint in
order to preserve the fabric of Iranian-Arab cooperation. Insofar as this
brings us into opposition with some of the Shah’s policies, we may
risk straining our bilateral relations for the sake of regional cooperation.

—Support the Shah as the major power of the region. The risk of this
“blank check” policy toward Iran is that it could encourage the Shah’s
more imperial fancies, resulting at worst in an over-extension of Iranian
power and serious conflicts with Iran’s neighbors, perhaps including
the Soviet Union. It is virtually certain that this policy would make
Saudi-Iranian cooperation difficult to achieve, but it is less obvious
what the price of non-cooperation would be.

Saudi Arabia. As our interests grow in Saudi Arabia because of oil,
so do the strains in US-Saudi relations. King Faisal is increasingly
involved emotionally in the Arab-Israeli dispute and is under pressure
from Egypt to use his resources to bring about a change in US policy



68 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume E-9, Part 2

toward Israel. In order to improve US-Saudi bilateral relations, two
courses of action are identified as imperative. First, the US must show
convincing progress toward an Arab-Israeli settlement or it must take
some distance from its position of full support for Israel. Second, it must
help the Saudis find ways of using oil revenues to develop productive
enterprises within Saudi Arabia and investment outlets abroad. The
other area of concern to Faisal is Saudi security in the face of threats
that he feels emanate from all quarters, but most immediately from
Iraq and PDRY. The choices here for the United States are:

—Urge Faisal to work closely with Iran, acknowledging that for now
Iran is the dominant power in the area and that Saudi Arabia must
accept that reality and turn it to its own advantage through cooperation.

—Offer to cooperate closely ourselves with Saudi Arabia in regional
security matters. We would try to enhance Saudi efficiency, speed of
decision-making with respect to military issues, and might help the
Saudis develop a quick reaction force for use in Oman and Yemen.

—DBecome more directly involved ourselves in Oman and Yemen, as the
Saudis would like us to do. The Saudis would welcome this as evidence
of 0}111r willingness to take a serious interest in security issues of concern
to them.

Other Arabian Peninsula States. Presently we maintain a low profile
in the states of the periphery of the Arabian Peninsula in a conscious
effort to encourage the Saudis and the states themselves to take a more
direct security role in this area. We are increasingly coming under
pressures to upgrade our ties to these states and to become more
intimately involved in their affairs. Several issues involving our pres-
ence and programs need to be reviewed:

—Political Representation in the Lower Gulf and Oman. Our Ambassa-
dor to Kuwait is accredited to four other states—Bahrain, Qatar, the
UAE and Oman. We could decide to name four more ambassadors to
each of these states; or selectively to upgrade our representation by
naming ambassadors to the UAE, then Oman. In addition, we could
build Zp our commercial representation throughout the area.

—Arms Sales Policy. Here the choices are to continue our present
?olicy of supplying weapons only for internal security; to allow US

irms to sell more advanced equipment; or to negotiate government-
to-government deals for more advanced equipment.

—Miilitary and Economic Aid to Oman and Yemen. We can continue
to coordinate Saudi and Jordanian efforts, as we are doing in Yemen;
offer direct assistance in the internal security field; agree to direct sales
to Yemen and Oman if Saudis or UAE agree to pay for equipment
and services.

Regional Approaches. Should the United States move from its present
policy of low-key efforts to encourage cooperation in this region toward
a more ambitious policy of fostering a regional collective security sys-
tem? The choices include greater US involvement in supporting the
Shah’s attempts to develop a network of security agreements across
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the area; impressing for settlements of such regional disputes as those
over the Gulf islands occupied by Iran and over the Buraymi Oasis;
in encouraging a more active Jordanian presence in the area, including
the creation of a Jordanian intervention force.

The Soviet and Radical Threats. Most of the regimes in the area that
are friendly to the US feel threatened by radical forces, emanating
either from PDRY or Iraq, or from subversive groups receiving Soviet
support. To limit the effectiveness of these forces, we might:

—Talk to the Soviets to encourage them to moderate the behavior
of their clients.

—Urge Iran to talk to the Soviets and Chinese about their support
for radical elements in the area.

—Try to deal directly with Iraq, and perhaps PDRY, to give them
a stake in relations with the West.

—Support Saudi efforts to overthrow the PDRY regime.

—Review our own naval presence in the Gulf to judge whether it
acts as a magnet for Soviet influence, as the Shah believes, or a shield
for our friends against radical pressures, or neither.

Issues for Discussion

—Iran. In recent years Iran has begun to move rapidly into the
modern world, and we have acknowledged her growing power and
status. Is there now a danger that the Shah may overreach his country’s
real capabilities by using an excessive amount of his oil revenues on
expensive defense items that are irrelevant for Iran’s real requirements
(e.g., F-15s) and which will become a heavy burden in the 1980s when
oil production begins to decline? 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 genuine 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 radicaliza-
tion of the Arab oil-producing states?

—Saudi Arabia. The Saudis want, among other things, to be treated
on a par with their growing economic strength. This is partly an issue
of status. Are there things we could do, such as including Saudi Arabia
in discussions of trade and international monetary reform, that would
be symbolically useful and might encourage the Saudis to play a more
responsible international role?

—Kuwait. The NSSM posed the question of what role Kuwait might
play in the Gulf and how we should respond to her defense needs.
The study did not deal with this issue, but we do have pending some
decisions on military equipment for Kuwait. If we were to go ahead
and meet these requests, how could we expect Kuwait to respond? Do
the Kuwaitis have a role to play in the lower Gulf or Oman? Can they
be brought to restore their subsidy to Jordan in return for increased
help from us in meeting their defense needs?

—Jordan’s role. King Hussein is clearly willing to play a more active
role in the Gulf and in Oman and Yemen. He expects us to underwrite
this role and to pay heavily for it. The risks of encouraging him in this



70 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume E-9, Part 2

direction are that Jordan will become even more over-extended and
insolvent than it now is, and we will have to pick up the bill. If Jordan
can really help Saudi Arabia or the UAE dea{)with their own security
problems, why should we be expected to pay when the Saudis, Kuwaitis
and the UAE face problems in disposing of excess revenues? Is this a
case where a small amount of “seed money” from us could bring out
larger contributions from others? Is there a danger in encouraging King
Hussein’s plans to play a major role in the Gulf?

—Irag. Our relations with Baghdad are nearly non-existent, and
the Soviets seem to be well emplaced there. But from time to time we
see signs that Iraq wants to turn more to the West, and in the aftermath
of the recent coup attempt there this theme was publicly stated. Oil
companies and some European countries are convinced that Iraq is
second only to Saudi Arabia in terms of oil reserves and would very
much like to help the Iraqis increase production. To encourage an Iraqi
turning toward the West, do we have any role to play, such as discus-
sing with the Shah the desirability of continuing his dialogue with
Iraq; and abstaining from active support for the Kurdish insurgents?
Is there anything we should do directly to make a gesture toward
Baghdad?

—The Soviet factor. Drawing on the study done under NSSM 182
on Soviet policy in this area, how should we best position ourselves
to deal with expanding Soviet influence. Two general approaches have
been suggested: one would seek to contain the Soviets by building up
points of strength in the area; the other would emphasize the develop-
ment of a network of regional associations that would restrict Soviet
opportunities and draw on local forces to deal with security problems.
As applied to this area, what would these two views imply?

—The Saudi-Egyptian connection. We have been receiving some evi-
dence that Sadat may drop his Libyan option in favor of much closer
ties to Saudi Arabia, even at the expense of his relations with the
Soviets? Is this a development we should welcome? How would it
affect Saudi policy in the Gulf? with respect to oil production? or
Iranian-Saudi cooperation?

Issues for Decision

You may want to bring the discussion to the following points
for decision:

—Saudi-Iranian cooperation is still to be desired, and we should
encourage the process in talks with Faisal and the Shah. This may
mean urging restraint on the Shah and trying to prop up Faisal. Are
the costs worth it?

—We should move to accord Saudi Arabia enhanced international
status and to encourage them to play a more responsive role in their
region. This should be one of the objects of any high-level discus-
sions with Saudi Arabia on political and economic issues later this year.
We should consider including the Saudis in monetary and trade
negotiations.

—Our diplomatic presence in the Gulf should be selectively up-
graded, starting in the UAE and Oman.

—In Oman and Yemen, we may want to upgrade our presence on
the development side, but for the moment we should continue to play
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an indirect role in security assistance, relying more on Saudi and other
Arab sources in Yemen and the British in Oman.

—In view of Kuwait’s interest in aircraft other than the F—4, we
should encourage them to think of equipment appropriate to genuine
defense problems. We will try to clear a statement on our arms policy
for Kuwait in the near future.

11. Paper Prepared by William B. Quandt of the National
Security Council Staff!

Washington, July 19, 1973.

ANALYTICAL SUMMARY
Contingency Plan for Saudi Arabia

[1 line not declassified], the contingency plan assumes that a “radical”
takeover is unlikely. In addition to internal forces working against rapid
change, there is little evidence of outside interference or subversion.
In addition, the geography of Saudi Arabia makes it difficult for con-
spirators to seize control of the country or its key power centers. A
coup from within the armed forces cannot be ruled out, but would be
difficult to mount unless the air force and airfields were controlled,
since movement of troops over land would be difficult.

Possibly destabilizing factors might be the King’s death and a
struggle within the royal family for succession. A second source of
pressure on the regime stems from the unresolved status of the Arab-
Israeli dispute. The most likely contingency for the US, according to
the plan, is not a takeover by radical elements in Saudi Arabia, but

! Summary: At Kissinger’s July 12 request, Quandt provided an analytical summary
of contingency plans in the event of instability in Saudi Arabia.

Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS 71,
National Security Council, Committees and Panels, Senior Review Group, March 1972-
July 1973. Top Secret; Sensitive. This paper was attached as Tab C to the July 19 memoran-
dum from Saunders to Kissinger, published as Document 8. That memorandum indicates
that Kissinger requested the plan on July 12 based on the suggestion from U.S. Ambassa-
dor to Iran Richard Helms. Kissinger’s request is in the Washington National Records
Center, OASD Files: FRC 330-78-0002, Saudi Arabia 381, 1973 X3101. The plan, drafted
by the NSC Contingency Planning Working Group, was forwarded by the group’s acting
chair, Joseph W. Neubert, Acting Deputy Director for Planning (S/PC), to Kissinger
under a July 20 covering memorandum. The contingency plan is not published. (Library
of Congress, Manuscript Division, Box TS 32, Geopolitical File, Middle East Chronological
File, October 1973)
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rather the danger that the King himself, or his successors, will move
against the US as a matter of survival in a deteriorating Arab-Israeli
situation.

Interests and Roles of Outsiders

Iran has an interest that nothing threaten shipping of oil in the
Persian Gulf and that hostile forces not dominate the Arab side of the
Gulf. If either of these developments occurred, the Shah would consider
the use of military force. The Saudis would be reluctant to turn to Iran
for direct military help except in extremis.

Jordan is more likely to take direct steps to help an embattled Saudi
regime, both because of Saudi preference for help from an Arab state
and King Hussein’s own motivation. If Hussein were to act, he could
come under military pressures from Iraq and Syria, which could best
be offset by Iranian and Israeli forces.

The Soviet Union is unlikely to intervene directly in Saudi Arabia,
both because of lack of capability and the political risks involved. Egypt
would probably stand aside in any future Saudi crisis, and Iraq, despite
probable support for a radical regime, could be constrained from active
intervention by Iranian force. Neither Israel nor the Europeans could be
expected to act decisively.

Contingencies

If current US efforts to bolster the regime and enhance its capabili-
ties fail, we might face the following situations:

Contingency 1. Security within Saudi Arabia deteriorates, perhaps
as a result of anti-regime feeling stimulated by a renewal of Arab-Israeli
hostilities. The US would consider the following courses of action:

—Activate evacuation plan for 8000 US citizens. Airborne brigade
in Europe is prepared for movement to the Gulf. Carrier task force
from Southeast Asia is ordered to proceed to Gulf.

—If Arab-Israeli conflict is related to disorders in Saudi Arabia,
press for rapid ceasefire.

—Consult with King Faisal on internal security situation and
respond with pre-arranged package of military equipment if requested.

—Talk to Jordanians and Iranians about joint actions in event situa-
tion continues to deteriorate.

Contingency 2. A succession crisis following the King’s death might
lead to prolonged conflict, raising the likelihood of an army takeover.
Obvious successors such as Princes Fahd and Sultan might prove to
be ineffective. In these circumstances we would consider the following:

—A joint Jordanian-Iranian-US effort to restore order under a new
regime headed by a group of the younger princes and with a broader
role for the army.
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—Some non-provocative but visible military measures could be
taken by Jordan, Iran and the US to pressure Saudis to restore order
on terms we favor.

Contingency 3. A partially successful coup might lead to civil war
and outside intervention. Rebels might be successful only in holding
one sector of the country and could appeal to Iraq for help in the form
of aircraft. The United States might take the following actions:

—Dispatch US forces to staging areas in preparation for a possible
landing of forces in the eastern province to seize control of oil facilities
and to evacuate US nationals.

—Consult with Shah on measures to deter Iraq.

—Warn the Soviets of the dangers of Iraqi intervention.
—Activate pre-arranged plan for Jordanian military intervention.
The US would provide logistical backup for Jordan’s effort.

Contingency 4. In a successful coup, radical elements from the army
seize control of the country. The US would face the following actions:

—Even in the absence of information about the new regime, pres-
sures would build on us to move rapidly, before the regime could
establish its credentials, to overthrow it. We would try to reach a
judgment with Jordan and Iran on whether such a move was justified.

—If so, Jordan would play the main role by trying to seize airfields
within Saudi Arabia and then carrying out air stril}<,es against key areas.

—Iran could deter Iraq from intervening and Israel could play a
role in restraining Syria from moving against Jordan.

General Observations and Issues for Discussion

—A change of regime in Saudi Arabia will raise the question of
whether to intervene, and in what form, to reverse the situation. Pres-
sures will be intense to act rapidly, without much knowledge of the
existing situation. Are the risks of delay greater than the risks of inter-
vention? Does intervention stand a chance of success or is it likely
to fail?

—Recognizing the dangers for US interests elsewhere in the Arab
world if we were to intervene, the paper nonetheless suggests that the
gains from a successful military intervention that resulted in a stable
pro-Western regime staying in power would offset any losses else-
where. But do we or the Jordanians have the capabilities to intervene
successfully unless a substantial body of Saudi opinion favors such an
intervention?

—Are there dangers of intervening against a military coup that
might bring to power moderate nationalist elements that we would be
able to work with just as well as the present regime? Is a coup group
bound to be radical and anti-American?

—While Jordanian intervention is probably the most politically
viable in any future crisis, if Jordan alone is unable to reverse the
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situation, would it be preferable for the US or Iran to act then? Granted
that there would be drawbacks to either US or Iranian action in terms
of branding the elements we help as traitors or puppets, would Iran’s
intervention cause fewer problems than our own? Could Iran both
deter Iraq and intervene directly? Would the Soviets exert pressure on
Iran in these circumstances?

US Military Assets

The following forces could be used in Saudi Arabia:

—One Airborne Brigade from Europe could reach Riyadh or Dhah-
ran [timeframe not declassified]

—One tactical fighter squadron could reach Saudi Arabia [timeframe
not declassified]

—US naval forces in the area (MIDEASTFOR) consist of two
destroyers and one flagship. There is also one C-130 in the area.

—A carrier task force could reach the Persian Gulf from Southeast
Asia [timeframe not declassified]

Further Refinements of the Plan

—If Jordan and Iran will be required to play the key roles in any
successful intervention against a radical regime in Saudi Arabia, we
must clearly do some planning with them for such a contingency if
joint action is to be possible. Can we engage in such talks without
paying a price, both with Saudi Arabia if the news leaks, and with
Jordan in terms of more aid to sustain Jordanian operations in a future
Saudi contingency?

—What kind of pre-arranged equipment package could be put
together from Jordanian and Iranian sources to deliver to Saudi Arabia
for maximum impact?

—Can a US evacuation plan be devised that would also allow for
a show of force and a securing of oil loading facilities at Ras Tanura
to prevent sabotage?

—Could we count on British help in any of these contingencies?

—One contingency not dealt with is the possibility that King Faisal
becomes increasingly hostile to US interests, that Princes Fahd and
Sultan try to restrain him, failing which they might seek to oust him,
much as Faisal deposed Saud. Would we be likely to become involved
in such a struggle and, if so, how?



Middle East Region 75

12. Memorandum From Acting Director of Central Intelligence
Walters to the President’s Assistant for National Security
Affairs (Kissinger)

Washington, July 19, 1973.

[Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger
Papers, Box TS 71, National Security Council, Committees and Panels,
Senior Review Group, March 1972-July 1973. Secret; [handling restriction
not declassified]. 2 pages not declassified.]

13. Summary of Conclusions of a Meeting of the Senior Review
Group!

Washington, July 20, 1973, 3:11-4:06 p.m.

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

PARTICIPANTS

Chairman:
Henry A. Kissinger

State:
Kenneth Rush
Joseph Sisco

Alfred Atherton, Jr.

Thomas Thornton

DOD:

William Clements
Robert C. Hill
James H. Noyes

CIA:

Lt. Gen. Vernon Walters
Samuel Hoskinson

John Waller

Treasury:
Gerald Nensel

NSC Staff:

Brig. Gen. Brent Scowcroft
Harold Saunders

Harold Horan

Col. T. C. Pinckney

Mrs. Jeanne W. Davis

! Summary: The SRG met to discuss NSSMs 181 and 182 on regional strategy in

the Arabian Peninsula and the Gulf.

Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box SCI 18,
National Security Council, Committees and Panels, Senior Review Group, February
1971-July 1973. Top Secret; Sensitive; Codeword. The meeting took place in the White
House Situation Room. The record of the July 13 SRG meeting is Document 7. For the
Department of State papers under discussion, see Documents 8 and 9. On cooperation
between Saudi Arabia and Iran, see also Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, vol. XXVII, Iran;
Iraq, 1973-1976, Documents 22 and 65.
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JCS:
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 Ambassa-
dor 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.

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.
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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 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 confronta-
tion. 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
cooperation 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
definition of non-confrontation. The problem is whether the objectives
of Soviet policy can work adversely to our interests. If there should be
a successful 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.
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Mr. Kissinger: But make them pay a price. Keeping the Kurds
active 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 supported
by the Soviets. They're paying a price. We're doing it by stimulating
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.

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 Iraqi 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 Iraqi 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%2 million Iranians in Southern Iraq. The
Shah should be encouraged to stimulate them.

Mr. Kissinger: Every time he has tried it the Iragis 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
emphasize that the Shah is a primary element of stability. We can
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understand 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 commu-
nication 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 Iranian battalion in Oman. These cables talking about how the Shah
and 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
everything he can to strengthen cooperation with Saudi Arabia.

Mr. Rush: The Shah wants an alliance with Faisal. Faisal is torn
between 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
affect 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
foment 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
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we negotiate with him? This should be prevented. As Saudi Arabia
modernizes, 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.
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. contingency
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
forecasting 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.

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 knowledge.
Our options would be 1) American intervention, where the difficulties
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
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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 involv-
ing 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 essen-
tial 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 yesterday.
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 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



82 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume E-9, Part 2

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
interests? Let’s try to identify them and know what we would do.

On another matter, I've heard complaints about our representa-
tion 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.

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.
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14. Memorandum From Director of Central Intelligence Colby to
the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)

Washington, September 20, 1973.

[Source: Central Intelligence Agency, Executive Registry Files, Job
80MO01009A, Box 31, Folder 465. Secret; [handling restriction not declassi-
fied]. 2 pages not declassified.]

15. Memorandum From the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (Moorer) to Secretary of Defense Schlesinger!

JCSM 28-74 Washington, February 1, 1974.

SUBJECT
US Basing and Facility Requirements in the Middle East/Indian Ocean Area (U)

1. (S) The recent Middle East war and its aftermath clearly demon-
strated the vital nature of oil to the United States and its allies. The
effectiveness of NATO, freedom of the United States and its allies from
coercion, and US relations with its allies can depend on sustained
access to this resource.

2. (S) An initial assessment of US interests in the Middle East/
Indian Ocean area indicates that continued access to vital regional
resources may depend upon the ability of the United States to commu-
nicate effectively an unmistakable resolve to oppose threats to regional
stability which would impact on vital regional interests. US efforts
to promote stability in the region hinge upon the development of a
relationship of mutual respect between countries of the region and the
United States. Arab nations should be provided an alternate to the
presence and assistance of the USSR. On the military’s side this can
be done by insuring that current and future assistance efforts of military
assistance and advisory groups, Defense Attachés, and military opera-

! Summary: Moorer advised Schlesinger of U.S. basing and facility requirements
in the Middle East after the Arab-Israeli War of October 1973.

Source: Washington National Records Center, OASD Files: FRC 330-78-0011,
Middle East, 1974. Secret. A draft memorandum addressed to Kissinger is attached but
not published.
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tion and support projects—e.g., engineers, training, and technical assist-
ance teams—are carried out in a high quality, professional manner.
Personnel exchange programs and orientation tours by all the Services
should also be increased and given a high priority. Furthermore, the
United States must develop the capability to establish a regional mili-
tary force presence when and if required to promote stability.

3. (U) A detailed study of this problem is underway. It will provide
a detailed examination of US national security interests and objectives
and potential US military courses of action in the region.

4. (S) The initial assessment identified certain general facility
requirements for the region. The extended leadtime required to com-
plete the various negotiations indicates that the recommendations of
the initial assessment should serve as a basis for preliminary diplo-
matic initiatives.

5. (S) Additional contingency planning in furtherance of US strat-
egy for the Middle East is being prepared which encompasses capabili-
ties which support operations in that area from the USEUCOM area.
These contingencies will require base and operating rights in Turkey,
Greece, and Italy. This requirement will be the subject of a subsequent
memorandum.

6. (U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend that a memorandum,
substantially the same as that contained in the Appendix hereto,
together with its Annex, be forwarded to the Secretary of State.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:
T.H. Moorer
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16. Memorandum From Harold H. Saunders and William B.
Quandt of the National Security Council Staff to Secretary
of State Kissinger

Washington, February 12, 1974.

[Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, Box 647, Country Files, Middle East (General), Volume 9, 1972-
74. Secret; Sensitive. Sent for action. 16 pages not declassified.]

17.  Special National Intelligence Estimate Prepared in the
Central Intelligence Agency!

30-74 Washington, February 21, 1974.

[Omitted here is the table of contents]
IMPLICATIONS OF REOPENING THE SUEZ CANAL
NOTE

This Estimate focuses primarily on the major economic and military
implications of the prospective reopening of the Suez Canal. It is not
intended as a comprehensive study of all the ramifications, but rather
concentrates on those economic and military aspects felt to be of great-
est importance for US decision-making in the short term. For the pur-
poses of the estimate, the Indian Ocean includes the Persian Gulf and
Red Sea. The economic judgments in this SNIE are based on an assump-
tion that the Canal will be opened by the end of this year. It is estimated
that it will take at least six months to clear the Canal of mines and
obstructions and restore it to its 1967 condition.

! Summary: The CIA estimated the strategic consequences of the impending re-
opening of the Suez Canal.

Source: Central Intelligence Agency, NIC Files, Job 79R0102A, Box 482, Folder 1,
Implications of Reopening the Suez Canal. Secret; Controlled Dissem. The CIA and the
intelligence organizations of the Departments of Defense, State, and the Treasury, and
the NSA participated in the preparation of this estimate. The intelligence organizations
of the Departments of the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force also participated. The
DCI issued this estimate with the concurrence of all USIB members except for the
representatives of the FBI and the Treasury, who abstained because the subject was
outside of their jurisdiction.
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MAJOR JUDGMENTS

The prospective reopening of the Suez Canal has significant mili-
tary and economic implications for the Middle East region, the broader
Indian Ocean area, and for outside powers with major interests in the
area. In most respects, the world has adjusted to and compensated
for the Canal’s closure since June 1967. The economic and military
consequences of this process, however, have had an uneven impact on
the concerned countries, and so will the Canal’s reopening.

Economic Implications

In economic terms the reopening of the Suez Canal will not result in a
return to the situation that obtained at the time of the Canal’s closure. But
to varying degrees consumers and producers around the world will
benefit some from use of the Canal, with only shipowners and ship-
builders being injured. More specifically:

—Reopening the Suez Canal will have only a moderate economic
impact because alternative shipping arrangements have been devel-
oped since its closing in 1967. Given the increased use of cost-efficient
supertankers too large to transit Suez, most Middle East oil traffic will
continue to take the longer Cape route to major Western markets. Prior
to 1967, oil shipments comprised some three-fourths of Canal traffic.
Most dry cargo traffic will be attracted back to the Canal, however,
and the volume of this trade could be half again as large as in 1966.
Total traffic through Suez thus should measure some two-thirds of its
pre-closure rate.

—Shorter voyage times for trade moving via the Canal will reduce
the number of ships needed to carry world trade, at least temporarily
reducing world shipping rates and slowing shipbuilding orders. Even
with the Canal closed, demand for shipping is expected to slacken
during the next year or so because of a slowdown in world trade
and output.

—The direct economic impact on the US will be beneficial but small.
Shorter hauls will reduce transport costs for oil and other raw material
imports from regions east of Suez and lower worldwide rates will
reduce US shipping payments even more.

—The net gain for Western Europe and Japan will be reduced by
losses in shipping income and in shipbuilding orders.

—The UEER will benefit substantially because, among other thin%s,
1Sovie’Ei merchant ships are small enough to transit the Canal fully

oaded.

—Egypt stands to gain most from a reopened Canal. Ata minimum,
it could earn an additional $145 million annually in foreign exchange
unless other Arab states reduce their subsidies. Israel will gain little
economically from a reopened Canal.

—Other Middle East states—like the Peoples Democratic Republic
of Yemen and Sudan—will gain some port revenues, while nations
along the Cape route will suffer a small decline. South Asian and East
African less-developed countries will benefit from reduced shipping
charges on their trade with Europe, and their export earnings will be
boosted moderately.
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Implications of the Reopening of the Suez Canal for Soviet Military
Capabilities in the Indian Ocean

It is a basic judgment of this estimate that the reopening of the
Suez Canal will significantly increase naval flexibility but will not by itself
precipitate a major change in the size of the Soviet naval presence in the
Indian Ocean. Use of the Canal would give the USSR easier and more
timely naval access to the western Indian Ocean, but not the incentive
to suddenly increase its naval force there on a permanent basis. A
reopened Canal would expedite inter-fleet transfers, deliveries of mili-
tary aid and logistic support of ships in the Indian Ocean. It would
remove the current US geographic advantage for surge deployments
into the area. Moreover, the Soviets would be able to replace surface
ships drawn from the Mediterranean to the Indian Ocean more quickly
than the US.

The Soviets would like to play a greater role in the Indian Ocean.
They probably expect considerable political change over the next dec-
ade in the Persian Gulf, Saudi Arabia, and the Horn of Africa and
would like to be in a position to influence and profit from such changes.
The Soviets will use a naval presence as one element in a combined
approach which utilizes political, economic, subversive, and military
aid instruments as well.? In contemplating an expanded naval presence
the Soviets will be conscious of a number of risks. These include possi-
ble future ejection from local shore facilities and excessive involvement
with one partly to a regional rivalry.

Whether or not the Suez Canal is reopened the Soviet Union is
likely to increase its continuous deployments in the Indian Ocean, if
there is no substantial increase in US naval forces in the area, this
increase is likely to be gradual leading to a continuously deployed
force of, say, 8-12 surface combatants in 1976 or 1977. The Soviets can
be expected to probe for and test in a measured way the tolerance of
the US and the major littoral states. With the Canal open, they could
also test the reaction by making short-term developments from the
Mediterranean. Should the US make a substantial increase in its naval
presence in the Indian Ocean a Soviet buildup faster and larger than that
described above would be likely. In any event, the Soviets would probably
be unable to sustain an Indian Ocean force significantly larger than
that presently deployed there without reordering their priorities and
shifting naval forces from other areas.

2 Several USIB members believe that the above understates the degree of importance
of the Soviet naval presence in the Indian Ocean, Persian Gulf, and Red Sea. For their
views see footnote to paragraph 26. [Footnote is in the original.]
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Apart from the issue of permanent deployment, the opening of the
Canal would give the Soviets a new capability for rapidly and significantly
reinforcing their naval strength in the Indian Ocean from their Mediterranean
and Black Sea naval forces. The USSR will recognize that the Suez Canal
is subject to closure in a crisis, but in some limited crisis situations this
would not in itself be a deterrent to Soviet deployments. With the
Canal open, they might be encouraged to launch surge deployments
on their own initiative, rather than merely reacting to US moves.

[Omitted is the remainder of the SNIE.]

18. National Security Study Memorandum 198!

Washington, March 12, 1974.

TO

The Secretary of the Treasury

The Secretary of Defense

The Director of Central Intelligence
The Deputy Secretary of State

SUBJECT

Joint U.S.-Saudi Economic, Military and Technological Cooperation

The President has directed that an interdepartmental study be
initiated immediately to develop programs of cooperation between
the United States and the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia in the economic,
military, and scientific/technological fields.

The President has directed that this study be prepared under the
supervision of an ad hoc Special Committee chaired by the Assistant
to the President for National Security Affairs and comprising the Secre-
tary of Treasury, the Secretary of Defense, the Director of Central
Intelligence, the Deputy Secretary of State and the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.

The basic elements of the study in each of the three areas will be
prepared by an Interdepartmental Working Group chaired by the
Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs and responsible to the ad

! Summary: The President initiated a study on a broader economic and strategic
relationship with the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia.

Source: National Archives, RG 59, Executive Secretariat Files, NSSM 198. Secret;
Sensitive. A copy was sent to Moorer.
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hoc Special Committee. The Working Group will include representa-
tives of the Secretary of Treasury, the Secretary of Defense, the Director
of Central Intelligence, the Deputy Secretary of State, the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the National Security Council Staff. The
Chairman of the Working Group is authorized to call on other agencies
to participate and assist in the study, as appropriate.

The Working Group will submit an initial study report to the
Special Committee by March 28, 1974.

Henry A. Kissinger

19. Memorandum From the Chairman of the Interdepartmental
Working Group (Sisco) to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)!

Washington, April 10, 1974.

SUBJECT
Initial Study Report on Joint U.S.-Saudi Cooperation (NSSM 198)

I attach an initial study report on the development of new programs
of cooperation between the United States and Saudi Arabia, as called for
by NSSM 198. This report represents the views and recommendations
of the Interdepartmental Working Group which I chair. It defines our
broad interest and objectives, identifies issues in the economic, techno-
logical and security fields, and lays out a strategy for engaging the
Saudis on them.

While we foresee numerous subjects of interest to both sides that
can provide considerable substance to our cooperation, we should
approach the Saudis with an open mind in developing our new relation-
ship. We will have to avoid giving the impression that we have our
own firm blueprint, and make it clear we want to listen to them on
things they consider important.

! Summary: Sisco forwarded to Kissinger the study report for NSSM 198, proposing
the establishment of the U.S.-Saudi Joint Commissions.

Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P820050-0479. Secret;
Sensitive; Nodis. Drafted by Sober on April 10. A typed notation at the top of the
memorandum reads: “OBE Per NSC: HSaunders 6/8/74”. The attached report on NSSM
198 is not published, as it was OBE by June. Kissinger instructed Akins to proceed
rapidly on the Joint Commissions in March. See Documents 104 and 106. No further
action was taken on NSSM 198.
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Our report proposes the formation of two joint commissions: one
on Economic Cooperation (chaired on our side by the Secretary of the
Treasury) and one on Security Cooperation (under the Deputy Secre-
tary of Defense). They would operate subject to my day-to-day political
guidance and coordination, under your direction. (We suggested previ-
ously to the Saudis that there could also be a Joint Commission on
Science and Technology, but it appears to us now that the work of
such a Commission would be quite thin and that it would be better to
fold it into the Economic Commission.) Working Groups would deal
with the substantive issues between sessions of each Commission.

We are well launched with the Saudis. We now have the basis for
your discussions when you visit Riyadh later this month, at which
time the agenda for Prince Fahd’s visit to Washington in May might
be fixed. Out of Fahd’s visit should come a more detailed understanding
of how we will proceed, leading possibly to an early visit to Saudi
Arabia by a United States team and the first meeting of each of the
Joint Commissions shortly thereafter.

Meanwhile, U.S. staff work is under way to prepare for initial
working discussions with the Saudis in both the economic and secu-
rity fields.

Joseph J. Sisco

20. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, May 23, 1974.

SUBJECT
US-UK Gulf Talks

PARTICIPANTS

UK SIDE

Michael Weir, Assistant Under Secretary for UN and Middle East Affairs (FCO)
Patrick R.H. Wright, Head Middle East Department, FCO

John Graham, Minister-Counsellor, UK Embassy Washington

Anthony Reeve, First Secretary, UK Embassy Washington

! Summary: Department officials met with British Embassy officials to discuss strat-
egy and current policy in the Gulf region.

Source: National Archives, RG 84, Doha Embassy Files: Lot 79F187, POL 1-2, Gulf.
Secret. Drafted by Dickman, G. Quincy Lumsden, and Stephen Buck (NEA/ARP).
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Uus SIDE

Rodger P. Davies, Acting Assistant Secretary, NEA

Sidney Sober, Deputy Assistant Secretary, NEA

Francois M. Dickman, Director for Arabian Peninsula Affairs

Curtis F. Jones, Director, INR Office of Near East and South Asian Affairs
Frank Mau, Office of Fuels and Energy

Joseph W. Twinam, Ambassador-designate to Bahrain

Philip Stoddard, Deputy Director, INR/RNA

J. Thomas McAndrew, Chief, Near Eastern Affairs, INR/RNA

Summary

US-UK consultations on the Gulf centered around the following
subjects, proposed by the British: oil, military assistance and sales,
Iranian initiatives and intentions vis-a-vis the Gulf and Indian Ocean,
Saudi Arabia, the military situation in Oman and prospects for settling
the Dhofar conflict, and the two Yemens. The talks revealed no changes
of policy on either side, or policy differences. The FCO expects that
the present defense budget review being conducted by the new Labor
Government will not result in any significant cuts in its presence in
Oman or the Gulf. Iran has expressed an interest to both the US and
UK in buying sea control ships. The UK’s answer will depend on the
defense budget review. Iran plans to station 16 F-5’s in Oman, begin-
ning with 4 this fall on Masirah until an airstrip in Dhofar is paved
for the planes. Iran will also add 1000 troops this fall to the 1200 it
presently has in Dhofar. Although the British did not feel that Iran
intends to establish a permanent military presence in Oman, they
doubted that Iran’s military involvement will be as “temporary” as
initially envisaged. Sudan may supply a battalion of troops to Oman.
The British believe the activity of the Arab League Conciliation Com-
mittee for Dhofar has helped Oman and hurt PDRY. British proposals
for cooperation with Saudi Arabia are similar to ours. The British are
skeptical about any benefits to be gained from providing assistance to
PDRY so long as PDRY supports insurgency in Dhofar. On PDRY, they
prefer the stick to the carrot approach. End Summary.

Mr. Davies opened by welcoming his British colleagues and noted
it was a pleasure as always to see them. He said that, although during
twelve years of UK/UK Middle East talks attention had centered in
the Levant, those of us interested in the Gulf had seen this latter area
accorded a dramatic rise in importance.

Mr. Davies continued by stating his understanding that HMG was
interested in learning if there had been any change in US policies
towards the Gulf since the two governments’ discussions last Septem-
ber, or whether there was any change in the emphasis of policies
remaining in effect. He assured the UK representatives that there had
been no change and that we continue to see Saudi Arabia and Iran as
the keys to regional stability with Great Britain, whose interests parallel
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our own, maintaining a position of special importance in the area.
Nevertheless, given the Gulf’s increased economic-strategic signifi-
cance and the fact that our relations are becoming more important, we
are willing now to play a more active role there in supporting regional
cooperation. We still do not wish to become directly involved as a go-
between in the settling of disputes which we feel the parties themselves
should work out.

Mr. Weir reciprocated Mr. Davies” pleasure at the chance to see
his colleagues and to take stock of the Gulf situation. He noted that,
although he was no stranger to these sessions, he had participated last
year simply as a spectator and that it had been three years since he
had had first hand experience in Gulf matters.

In general, Mr. Weir continued, HMG does wish to know if the
USG has changed or contemplates changing any of its Gulf policies.
Conversely, he said, one could ask the same question of the UK. London
is in the midst of a defense policy review. This is still going on, but
its implications will be discussed with all affected parties. Although
Britain withdrew from the Gulf in 1971, it has retained a special position
there. British seconded officers are serving with several Gulf states,
and Mr. Weir said, they represent to those states a very good value
for services rendered. He expressed the personal hope—but with con-
viction—that the defense review would not cause any major changes
in the UK’s current Gulf policy. Mr. Weir said he looked forward to
getting into the specifics of today’s agenda, as HMG’s chiefs of Middle
East missions, under Minister Callaghan’s direction, had just completed
a one week review of the full range of UK policies in that part of
the world.

Mr. Dickman outlined an approach to the agenda which would
initially handle those items relating to oil, military assistance, Iranian
initiatives, Saudi Arabia, Oman, and the two Yemens. Subsequently,
remaining items could be covered as time permitted.

Petroleum

Mr. Davies, assisted by Mr. Dickman and Mr. Mau, gave a detailed
exposition of USG views regarding the current status of Gulf area oil
problems, viz: (1) Aramco parent company participation talks with the
SAG, (2) the USG attitude toward participation in general, and (3) the
balancing of producer and consumer interests, given not only the new
era of participation but also the probably more difficult problem of
controlling prices.

Mr. Weir asked if the USG agreed that Saudi Arabia was the key
to the oil situation, and agreement was unanimous. Weir also asked,
now that Kuwait’s National Assembly has ratified a 60/40 participation
split with Gulf and BP, if the Saudis had made moves to alter their 25
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percent arrangement with Aramco. Mr. Dickman answered that to our
knowledge this was not the case, although Aramco had explained its
willingness to tackle this subject at any time the SAG wished to do so.
Weir wondered whether the Saudis might be trying to influence the
participation and price situation in Kuwait. Mr. Dickman said they
were certainly watching events closely and had sent official representa-
tives to Kuwait to be briefed on progress, but he doubted any direct
Saudi effort to force a specific outcome. Mr. Mau and Mr. Dickman
replied in the affirmative to Weir’s question asking if it was true that
buy-back price negotiations had gotten off with the Kuwaitis seeking
98 percent of posted price. Mr. Dickman noted that FEO Director
Sawhill had spoken with Gulf Oil Corporation Chairman Dorsey and
explicitly sought to have Gulf hold out for less than 93 percent of
posted price in these negotiations, even though 93 percent for the first
six months of 1974 seems unavoidable. The USG is not overjoyed at
these prospects, he added. Mr. Weir said his Government was equally
concerned, and although not directly involved yet, would be démarch-
ing to Ateeqi on this subject.

Mr. Weir noted that Saudi Minister Yamani, when in London earlier
this month, spoke cryptically of a “major effort to get oil prices down.”
He asked if there was any substance to this comment. Mr. Dickman
replied that we did not yet know whether Yamani was talking specifi-
cally of increasing production or whether his reference was to steps
the Saudis would take unilaterally to reduce their oil prices. We are
not aware that the Saudis have really made up their minds on the
production/price question, Dickman said, and added that King Faisal
was worried about high prices and that it was the King, and not Yamani,
who would make the SAG’s decision on this issue.

Mr. Mau mentioned our recent talks with Nigeria’s Petroleum
Minister in which the latter was of the opinion that OPEC would surely
cut production before letting prices go down. Also, he said, Exxon has
told the Japanese it will have trouble supplying the Japanese market
as a result of having lost control of virtually all of its royalty oil. Mau
reasoned that it would currently be very difficult to say whether or
not there would be downward pressures on oil prices. Mr. Weir raised
the question that if other OPEC states met any large Saudi production
increases with countering decreases, could perhaps the Saudi action
be rendered indecisive? Mr. Wright noted that Iran was becoming
progressively more worried about conservation, and that if the Shah
moved decisively in that direction, Saudi Arabia might not be the only
key to oil supply and price questions.

Mr. Davies asked if combined Third World pressure might not be
an effective tool against production cuts and artificial high prices, but
Mr. Weir responded that one after another of the LDC’s seemed to
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have been bought-off by special deals. Mr. Dickman, however, main-
tained that as time passes, and the depressive effect of high oil prices
are felt, Third World pressure will mount and oil producing states will
feel it. Mr. Mau noted the opinion currently prominent within the
industry that there will soon be excess production capacity.

Mr. Weir asked just what Yamani meant by “low price”—$10.50
per barrel? Mr. Dickman responded that an appropriate low price
would be a U.S. landed cost of $7.00 per barrel, but that Yamani’s
thoughts probably did not project that far down. Whatever level the
Saudis might be thinking about, a huge balance of payments surplus
would remain to the producing countries. Mr. Wright remarked humor-
ously that the producers were apparently not out to “solve their surplus
problem,” and Mr. Dickman said that if one OPEC member eased up
on price, the others would probably work hard to push the price back
up again. Mr. Davies said we don’t know how Yamani stands vis-a-
vis his Government; Prince Fahd could have told us, but he has not
arrived here yet. Mr. Weir then said “We seem to have agreed to wring
our hands.”

Mr. Davies stressed his view that the Energy Coordinating Group
was the best mechanism for dealing with problems of this sort, but
Mr. Weir reported that Yamani had given HMG a firm “no” with
respect to such coordination, except possibly within the framework of
a “mini-group”—and he was indecisive even on this. Mr. Dickman
suggested that perhaps a “group of ten” might be acceptable. He asked
whether his British colleagues had any specific ideas on this score, and
Mr. Wright replied that he did not think they did at the moment.

Military Assistance and Arms Sales

The discussion then turned to military assistance and arms sales
policies. Mr. Dickman summarized USG views that (1) in the Lower
Gulf, our arms sale policy should be directly related to the internal
security needs of the states of the area and should avoid the introduc-
tion of weapons which could have a destabilizing effect; (2) our arms
sales in Oman are complementary to and not competitive with the
British; (3) although interrupted by the October 73 war, we hope to
complete transfer of $2.6 million worth of small arms and ammunition
to the Yemen Arab Republic, which will be financed by Abu Dhabi;
(4) we believe it would be beneficial for Saudi Arabia or Abu Dhabi
to finance Jordanian military training and advisory assistance to the
YAR; (5) although we do not intend to become directly involved, we
look forward to engaging Saudi Arabia in plans for the long-term
rearmament of the YAR; and (6) we did not believe that the Saudis’
agreement to reimburse Egypt for the transfer to the YAR of $80 million
in Soviet military equipment indicates a Saudi desire to continue the
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YAR'’s dependence on Soviet Arms. Rather, it is an interim measure
pending steps to slowly reorient the YAR to a western arms inventory.

Responding to Mr. Dickman’s presentation on US arms sales policy,
Mr. Weir said that HMG's policies were in agreement and had not
changed since we discussed them last summer. The UK shares our
desire to avoid a direct military role and does not want to crimp the
US style in any way other than normal competition. Mr. Weir said he
noted that policy on arms sales to the Middle East had been a hot issue
during the October war. The new Labor Government had taken a fresh
look at arms sales policy. Less than two weeks ago it reached a decision
which essentially coincided with the policy of the previous government
prior to the October war. That is, that HMG is prepared to consider
requests for arms so long as these do not hinder the prospects for a
lasting peace in the Middle East. Weir said that HMG did not plan to
make any announcement of this decision but was privately informing
the various governments concerned. Its net effect would be to permit
a resumption of British arms sales to the area.

Weir remarked that resumption of UK arms sales was unlikely to
include significant sales to either Libya or Iraq, countries which in any
event had not expressed interest in significant purchases. In response
to Mr. Sober’s question, Mr. Weir said that he could not think of any
inhibitions regarding UK arms sales to Iran. In response to Mr. Weir’s
question about US arms sales to Kuwait, Mr. Dickman said that up to
the present we had sold only 20 million dollars worth. Almost all our
letters of offer of last year had expired. Our impression was that US
aircraft were out of the running. However, the Kuwaitis were still
interested in the advanced Hawk. Weir said that there were no major
deals pending with the Kuwaitis, although they had expressed interest
in tanks and aircraft. Although there was talk of Kuwait’s purchasing
Mirages, the British hoped that the Kuwaitis were still interested in
purchasing Jaguar aircraft as well as Chieftain tanks. Mr. Wright noted
that George Lambrakis of our Embassy London had reported that the
Kuwaitis had expressed disappointment at the slow delivery times
from the USSR and asked if the Kuwaitis planned to procure arms
from the Soviet Union. Mr. Dickman remarked that Kuwait’s dealings
with the USSR on arms might be for purchases for third countries
such as Syria rather than for Kuwait itself. Also, the Kuwait Defense
Minister’s trip to Moscow appeared to be primarily a public relations
exercise so that when and if Kuwait decided to buy weapons from
western countries, radical members of Kuwait’s parliament could not
accuse the Ministry of not having looked into all possible sources of
supply. Mr. Weir agreed with this analysis.

Mr. Weir asked about present US policy regarding sale of “blow-
pipe” type hand-held rocket launchers. Mr. Dickman replied that the
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US was concerned that should sales of these weapons be made to Arab
countries, they might wind up in the hands of terrorists. It was for this
reason that we had expressed our concern to the British regarding
possible UK sales of such equipment to Arab countries. Mr. Weir replied
that they had received no expression of interest from Arab states about
these weapons. Mr. Weir remarked that there was presently intense
competition to sell missiles to Abu Dhabi. The UK was pushing the
Rapier and the French the Crotale.

Mr. Weir asked if there were any new developments in US arms
sales to Saudi Arabia. Mr. Dickman replied that there were no signifi-
cant developments. In April the Saudis had signed a letter of offer for
equipping and training the National Guard. The published figures
about this deal were incorrect. We did not have a clear idea of how
much it would cost since it would extend over 5% years. As for aircraft,
Phantoms appeared to be out of the running but no firm decisions had
been reached. The Saudis apparently had purchased Mirages but these
would not be for their use. The main constraints to arms sales continue
to be Saudi Arabia’s limitations in manpower and management. Mr.
Weir said that as far as British programs were concerned, these were
now going well. The Lightnings” problems have been solved and the
British have been able to keep personnel within manpower ceilings.
However there were still a few financial problems.

Mr. Weir said the Shah had hopes of purchasing through-deck
cruisers from the UK. These were essentially small aircraft carriers.
The problem, Weir said, was that these carriers do not yet exist. Whether
they are built will depend entirely on the Labor Government’s current
budgetary review of defense expenditures. The Shah indicated that he
will only buy ships which have been tested and used by HM’s Navy,
yet he is pressing for their early delivery. Mr. Sober said that the Shah
had come to us with a similar request for what we call a sea control
ship. He wishes to acquire the capability to operate well into the Indian
Ocean with large destroyers. Mr. Sober said that we really had not
yet had time to focus on this request. There might be some practical
problems, because purchase of these vessels would require a quantum
jump in Iran’s naval complement. There is some question whether she
has the manpower to handle this increase. Mr. Morton noted that as
with the British, the ship the Shah asked for has not been built yet.

Noting that the UK considers its military/security assistance to
include the presence of military and civilian personnel, even if reim-
bursed by foreign governments, Mr. Weir gave the following break-
down of non-Embassy UK military and civilian government personnel
in the Gulf:

Kuwait—135-man military training team and 20 civil servants.
Total 155.
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UAE—100 officers with Abu Dhabi Defense Force (contract and
seconded), 60 officers with Union Defense Force, 14 with Dubai Defense
Forces, 65 military assistance technicians, 70 civilian technicians, 5
police. Total 314.

(Mr. Wright noted that when we last met, the UAE had been
pressing rather hard for a reduction in the British presence. Since then,
this pressure had completely disappeared. Shaykh Zayid had recently
told them that he wished to retain British personnel in the UAE espe-
cially his seconded Chief of Staff. It was true that the number of security
personnel in the UAE had declined slightly.)

Bahrain—90 officers and technicians and 15 police. Total 105.

Qatar—95 civil servants, 15 officers and technicians and 9 police.
Total 119.

Oman—160 seconded officers, 103 contract officers, 50 civil ser-
vants, 90 SAS officers plus about 500 officers and technicians at the
RAF base at Masirah and about 300 at Salalah.

Mr. Weir said that the grand total of official non-embassy British
personnel in the Gulf and Oman came to 1,958. He stressed that the
figures for Oman were very sensitive; HMG would not like them to
appear in public. In response to queries in parliament, HMG had not
provided such detail about its presence in Oman.

Mr. Weir noted that the Labor Government was presently conduct-
ing a worldwide budgetary defense review designed to cut UK spend-
ing down to a percentage of GNP more aligned with that of other EC
countries. He was optimistic, however, that this would not result in
significant cuts in the UK presence in the Gulf because most British
personnel in the Gulf were not paid for by HMG.

In response to Mr. Weir’s question, Mr. Sober said that we had no
plans for military representation in the Gulf. Our temporary military
sales mission in Kuwait was generating a push for a more permanent
military presence there, but we in the Department have resisted this. We
did not believe that if MIDEASTFOR left Bahrain this would necessarily
lead to an increased US military presence elsewhere in the Gulf. Mr.
Dickman noted that we had recently assigned a military attaché to
Sanaa but this did not signify any basic change in policy.

Mr. Sober noted that while Saudi Arabia and Iran formed the
keystone for area stability, mutual cooperation between these two states
was not progressing in a satisfactory manner. They do not agree on
oil prices, and when the Shah offers cooperative developmental lending
schemes, Faisal does not respond. Mr. Wright said the Iranians were
taken aback by Saudi slowness—particularly in view of the rapidity
of their own responses when the Shah decided upon a course of action.
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Iranian Initiatives in the Gulf

Mr. Sober asked if HMG could provide any information on current
Iranian military activities in Oman, noting that some fairly heavy equip-
ment was apparently being moved into the area. Mr. Weir emphasized
the Shah’s abiding interest in the security of the Straits of Hormuz and
in making Iran into an Indian Ocean power, but added that he did not
believe that the Shah wished to set himself up permanently on the
western shore of the Gulf. However, it was obvious from Khalatbari’s
remarks in the CENTO meeting, May 22, that the Shah made an excep-
tion of Oman, given its extreme strategic importance to Iran. The FCO
had initially been somewhat concerned that the Shah did not inform
them of the arrangements he had made with Qabus and about which
they had learned through other sources. However, they had now had
productive discussions with Iran. The Omanis, Weir said, have asked
the Iranians for F-5’s, not Phantoms. While in London recently, Omani
Foreign Minister Zawawi requested UK permission for Iran’s using
the RAF air strip at Masirah to station four F-5’s beginning this fall,
while the dirt air strip at Midway in Dhofar is improved to handle F-5s.

It should take a year for Midway to be made usable for F-5s.
Eventually, a squadron of 16 Iranian F-5’s is envisaged for Oman, Weir
said. HMG realized the likely negative Arab reaction that the stationing
of Iranian planes in Oman would produce, but judged that the conse-
quences of turning this request down would be worse. Weir noted that
the RAF base at Masirah was an air strip and did not have a maintenance
capability for F-5’s. The influx of Iranian air craft at Masirah would
probably place a heavy burden on the relatively small British presence
there. Also, the stationing of the F-5’s might require the stationing of
some American personnel. Mr. Sober said that we hoped this could be
avoided. Mr. Weir said that the FCO had been concerned some time
ago that Oman was about to buy Mirages but that they now had
managed to postpone if not eliminate Omani consideration of this
overly sophisticated aircraft.

Mr. Weir said that the UK-seconded Omani Chief of Staff, General
Creasey, recently went to Tehran to discuss an additional deployment
of Iranian troops in Dhofar which had been requested by Qabus.
Creasey and the Iranian Chief of Staff, General Azhari, did not entirely
agree about the deployment of troops but this matter was later settled
by a discussion between the British Ambassador and the Shah. Azhari
wanted the Iranian forces to have control of the whole central sector
of Dhofar. The UK thought this was tricky because it was in the central
sector that the Sultan was carrying out most of his hearts and minds
campaign. Iranian troops unfortunately had a tendency to shoot any-
thing in sight, including the natives’ cattle. The Shah and the British
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Ambassador agreed that the troops would be confined to the road
between Midway and Salalah and some points east rather than covering
the points from the Midway/Salalah road all the way west to the
Hornbeam line. Weir added that there was a possibility that some of
the new Iranian troops would be involved west of the Hornbeam line
but not at Simba or near the border. The Iranians would add another
thousand troops to the 1200 they now have in Dhofar.

Weir said that at the CENTO meeting Khalatbari had asked to
see Callahan to express the Shah’s anxiety over reports that political
pressures from the left wing of the Labor party might lead to a reduction
in the British presence in Oman. Weir said that Callahan told Khalatbari
he could forget about this problem. Khalatbari told Callahan that the
Shah was very anxious to have a quick end to the Dhofar war. Weir
commented that in HMG’s view, it would be almost impossible to
completely eliminate the rebel presence from the area between the
Hornbeam line and the PDRY border so long as PDRY could send
supplies across the border and offer the rebels safe haven. He added
that the Shah probably wanted to end the war quickly to avoid Arab
criticism. Foreign Minister Zawawi had come back from a recent trip
with a too glib view that the Arabs would not object to a dramatically
increased Iranian presence in Oman.

Weir noted that one way around this problem was to increase the
Arab contribution to the Sultan’s war effort. The Sudan had offered to
supply a battalion of troops to Oman; a Sudanese military mission was
presently in Muscat discussing the possibility with the Omanis. Weir
commented that surprisingly enough the Saudis had recently raised
with the UK Ambassador in Jidda their concern that the new Labor
Government would change policy and withdraw British troops from
Oman. The Saudis said they hoped this would not be the case. They
added that it would be difficult for them to send troops to Oman
because it could arouse Arab suspicions of Saudi Arabia’s playing an
“imperialist” role in the southern part of the Peninsula.

In response to Mr. Dickman’s question, Mr. Weir confirmed that
rebel activity in Dhofar had been relatively low. He guessed that this
was largely because rebel supplies had been severely cut. He estimated
the present number of rebels to be about 500. Mr. Weir doubted that
Iran’s increased presence in Dhofar would goad the Saudis to do some-
thing. Rather, the Saudis would probably repeat their argument that
they did not want to become involved for fear of being called imperial-
ists. Mr. Weir estimated that even though the number of rebels was
small, given the topography of western Dhofar, it would be very diffi-
cult to eliminate them. Even if the rebels were suppressed, he wondered
whether the Iranians would leave quickly since the Shah might well
wish to maintain a military presence in Oman.
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Mr. Dickman asked about Oman’s air defense requirements. The
US had turned down an Omani request to do an air defense survey,
since the UK had already done one and concluded that the cost and
the manpower requirements of a sophisticated air defense system were
well beyond Oman’s capability. However, we now understood that
HMG was offering to sell to Oman air defense equipment and radar.
Weir replied that the Sultan’s request for an air defense system dated
back to over a year ago when the UK sent a preliminary mission to
study Oman’s air defense needs. The mission had come out against a
full air defense system but recommended that if the Sultan really
pushed for some air defense, the UK should propose a limited scheme
including mobile radar. At that time two constraints were paramount
in British eyes: (1) Oman’s financial position. Oman was spending too
much on defense, over half its budget. (2) Manpower—any sophisti-
cated air defense system would require considerable foreign expertise;
HMG would be reluctant to have a significant increase in British man-
power in Dhofar because of possible parliamentary criticism. Weir
noted that with the vastly increased oil revenues the financial constraint
had been eliminated. Oman’s 1974 budget called for £72 million for
defense, but this was only a quarter of the £275 million expenditure
envisaged.

Arab League Conciliation Commission on Dhofar

Mr. Weir said the Committee’s visit to Oman had gone well. Its
formation was basically helpful to Oman. PDRY was unhappy about
it. The Committee had asked the Sultan for permission to visit Dhofar.
Qabus had replied he would welcome its visit if it also could visit
Hauf, the main guerrilla staging point in PDRY. Wright added that
the fact that Oman had received the Committee and PDRY had not
was a plus for Oman. Generally, Oman seemed to be doing fairly well
in an Arab context. Omani Foreign Minister Zawawi had told the
British that Boumediene had been very sympathetic to his presentation
on Dhofar. Now even Libya had offered to send officers to Dhofar but
the Sultan was leery of this, given the Iranian presence there.

US-Saudi Relationship

Mr. Sober explained that although Prince Fahd’s visit to Washing-
ton is temporarily postponed, it could well be rescheduled within the
next ten days. Mr. Sober stressed (1) that talks with the Saudis are not
aimed at setting up a bilateral oil deal, but rather to re-emphasize the
continued importance the two countries attach to their long-standing
policies of close bilateral cooperation, and (2) that the initial objectives
of the Fahd visit were to institute two Joint Commissions: an Economic-
Commercial-Technical Commission and a Defense Commission. There
were numerous ideas currently afloat about these commissions, Sober
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continued. Regarding the Defense Commission, for example, we would
like to see if Saudi logistic coordination with Iran can be worked out.
As for the economic/commercial/technical aspects, these were no
secret. In fact, Sober said, many countries have been suggesting this
sort of approach to the Saudis. The USG would see what it could do
to promote industrialization and other fields of cooperation. We could
act as a catalyst for US industry to participate in joint ventures. Mr.
Sober stressed that the entire subject of Saudi-US commissions was
subject to further talks between the two governments. The Saudis con-
tinue to be sensitive over the Middle East situation in general and
disengagement in particular, lest they come under attack from their
Arab brethren.

Mr. Weir commented that our efforts with the Saudis sound very
much like the recent European-Arab dialogue—the object being to
engage the Arabs—particularly the oil-producing Arabs—in coopera-
tive ventures which will make it more difficult for them to resort to
confrontation at some future date. Mr. Dickman pointed out that a
major reason for our wishing to respond to Saudi requests for assistance
was to provide incentives needed to encourage the Saudis to continue
increasing their oil production. Mr. Sober noted that our principal
interest in this matter was economic and financial; the Saudis place
higher priority on a joint defense commission than do we. He replied
in the negative to Weir’s question as to whether any qualitative change
in our defense supply policy vis-a-vis Saudi Arabia was contemplated.
Sober emphasized that the USG did not envision a military alliance or
the stationing of US forces in Saudi Arabia other than that within the
framework of existing USMTM arrangements.

Mr. Weir said that we seemed to be working on very parallel lines.
The UK had recently sent representatives to discuss joint projects. It
had been difficult for HMG to do this because of fear of favoring some
firms over others. However, the firms had eventually agreed among
themselves who should be represented. Mr. Sober remarked we had
not yet had to face this but it could pose considerable difficulties for
us when we did, especially Congressional reaction. Mr. Wright said
that HMG had made it quite clear that the group that did go to Saudi
Arabia was not in any way exclusive. Mr. Dickman remarked that a
problem for us was that on the one hand Saudi Arabia has hundreds
of proposals from various companies, but it prefers to work on a
government-to-government basis. This is difficult for us to do.

Mr. Weir then gave details of the UK offer to form an industrial
consortium with Saudi Arabia, which has recently been “put off” by
the Saudis on the grounds that they are not ready to provide personnel
and formally institute such a body. It seems, Weir said, the Saudis do
not wish to get out ahead of their talks with the US. [At] any rate,
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he continued, a British proposal was made in detail involving four
UK firms:

Burmah Oil (Petrochemicals)

Rio Tinto (Aluminum Smelting)
ICI (Fertilizers)

GEC (Power/Desalination)

The Two Yemens

YAR: Mr. Dickman expressed the view that tension between the
two countries had lessened. Although intermittent incidents continued
to occur, YAR President Iryani was wisely continuing a policy which
combined the carrot and stick through unity discussions. These unity
talks served to let off some political steam even though unity still
appeared to be an unrealistic goal. The new Prime Minister, Makki,
did not appear to be very effective. However, his leftist reputation was
useful in muting pressure within the YAR from the left. Makki had
apparently managed to gain at least tacit Saudi approval, even though
the Saudis were not happy with the choice. We understood that the
Saudi quarterly subsidy had been increased from 20 to 30 million Saudi
riyals following Makki’s visit to Riyadh.

Mr. Weir interjected that former Prime Minister al Ayni, when
complaining to him some time ago about the ineffectiveness of Saudi
assistance to the YAR, had indicated that increased subsidies would
be the key to effective Saudi assistance, and thus the increase was
significant.

There was a brief discussion between the two sides as to how
generous Saudi assistance to the YAR had been. Mr. Dickman suggested
that the Saudis have been more forthcoming than the Yemenis generally
acknowledge or the British perhaps realize.

PDRY: Mr. Dickman reviewed the US view of the PDRY situation,
noting that the internal struggle continues with Salim Rubai Ali unable
to take a more moderate position until he is successful in neutralizing
the influence of NF Secretary General Ismail. Dickman observed that
the opening of the Suez Canal would offer increased commercial oppor-
tunities for Aden Port and that this might result in some moderation
of PDRY attitudes toward the West and an easing of PDRY’s radical
ideological attitudes.

Mr. Weir suggested that it might be possible for PDRY to create a
free enterprise port economy in Aden while leaving the hinterland
under a socialistic system. Turning to HMG's relations with PDRY,
both Weir and Wright described them as poor and very circumscribed.
The main British preoccupation in PDRY was to get Aden to lay off
in its support for PFLOAG subversion in Dhofar and the Gulf.

In response to Mr. Sober’s hypothetical question of how the US
might handle any approach by PDRY for improved relations, there
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was a discussion of the “carrot-stick” argument. Mr. Weir noted that
the Kuwaitis were the main proponents of the carrot approach but the
FCO was skeptical that economic aid to PDRY would improve its
behavior. The UK had consistently advised the Saudis that the proper
approach to PDRY was first to get a PDRY commitment to cease making
trouble with its neighbors and then and only then consider financial
help. Mr. Wright noted that PDRY had approached the FCO last year
about having a more meaningful relationship but Aden was told that
as long as it supports PFLOAG and the Dhofar rebels, there was not
very much that HMG could do.

Mr. Sober reviewed the general US position on resuming relations
with Arab countries that had broken relations with the U.S., pointing
out that while we welcomed sincere approaches to restore relations,
we are not prepared to pay an economic price as a quid pro quo for
restoration. Mr. Dickman said that we were at the moment reviewing
what if anything we might do to respond to recent feelers from PDRY
for a dialogue. When Congressman Findley had been in Aden, there
were pretty broad hints that the PDRY was interested provided the
US would help get the Saudis off of PDRY’s back and indicated a
willingness to provide some economic assistance. What would the
British think if we were approached by PDRY to open an Embassy or
as an alternative an interests section?

Mr. Weir felt that if the US were to resume diplomatic relations
with PDRY, it would get very little out of it at this time, other than some
reporting. The UK had virtually no dialogue with PDRY authorities.
Mr. Wright, on the other hand, thought there might be an advantage to
have a US Embassy. It would serve as a counter to the heavy communist
presence and it might ease President Ali’s attempts to take a more
moderate course. While he did not think that opening the Canal would
be all that spectacular for Aden’s economy, he did note that BP was
quite bullish. It felt that Aden provided unique bunkering facilities.
With regard to an interests section, Wright said that HMG would be
delighted to have an American join the Embassy staff in Aden but
wondered if the US might not find a better interlocutor.

The British side felt that the “stick” approach had worked thus far.
PDRY’s economy was in desperate shape. If it received aid from both
the communists and the west, PDRY would more likely continue its
subversion than hold back. Weir emphasized that it was important to
bear in mind the Arab support Oman now has; conversely PDRY’s
isolation from the other Arabs is a helpful factor in the Omani situation.
Any US-PDRY rapproachment might disturb this desirable balance
and one should be careful in rescuing PDRY from its isolation. The
British noted that Congressman Findley’s mission to Aden, while help-
ful in obtaining Franklin’s release, did little for two other Americans
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presumably jailed by Aden. Dickman noted that Findley had asked
about and been promised a reply concerning Torhan and Kopp.

Gulf States

UAE: Mr. Weir stressed that the HMG is considerably more opti-
mistic about the viability and political cohesion—and hence future
stability—of the UAE than the FCO had indicated in its talks last
September. The British had previously noted the ambitions of Shaikh
Faisal bin Sultan (Under Secretary of the Abu Dhabi Ministry of
Defense). However, the Iranians seemed to have scared off Shaikh
Faisal from any pretensions he may harbor to replace Shaikh Zayid by
telling him that they did not see any substitute to Zayid. Weir added
that they believed there appeared to be growing cooperation between
Zayid and Shaikh Rashid of Dubai. While Dubai still does not contribute
to the UAE budget, Rashid’s relations with Zayid were much better
now than they were a year ago. Mr. Dickman said that we generally
agreed with this British assessment, having felt that the British were
perhaps too pessimistic last year. The fragility of the UAE remains but
growing prosperity and economic activity provides a stimulus to leave
things as they are.

Turning to the question of the Abu Dhabi boundary dispute with
Saudi Arabia, Mr. Weir said there was no evidence of any progress.
The Qataris were quietly optimistic about their good offices, but did
not expect any forward movement soon. The FCO did not think that
anything had taken place at the Islamic Conference in Lahore when
Zayid and Faisal had met. The British representatives had the impres-
sion that the Saudis were showing even greater caution. The Saudis
were concerned lest they make an agreement with the UAE and find
shortly thereafter, revolution taking place with a radical regime taking
over in the [UAE.?] Mr. Dickman said that the U.S. was continuing its
efforts to get both sides to settle this issue without taking on a role as
a mediator.

Bahrain: It was agreed that the establishment of a constitutional
government and a National Assembly was basically a healthy move.
The ruling family, the British felt, was fairly optimistic that orderly
constitutional development would occur even though the introduction
of democracy to Bahrain was a calculated political risk. Mr. Weir noted
that the al Khalifa family might come to feel the need to put the National
Assembly genie back in the bottle but this would probably not be
possible. On balance, Weir thought the Assembly would become more
of a nuisance than a threat to the Bahrain regime. Mr. Weir added that
Bahrain’s relative economic weakness, the history of labor unrest, and
the Sunni-Shia divisions in addition to the relatively advanced social
and educational infrastructure make constitutional development in
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Bahrain somewhat riskier than the similar earlier experiment in Kuwait.
However, Weir noted that the British had been more worried about
the stability of Bahrain in the 1950s than they are today.

In response to Mr. Dickman’s question regarding possible pressure
on expatriate UK security personnel to terminate their services in Bah-
rain and Qatar, Mr. Wright said there has been no such pressure, unless
one were to count the traditional attacks in the communist and leftist
press against lan Henderson, Bahrain’s Security Director. Henderson
has for years, ever since his anti-Mau Mau days, been on the verge
of resigning. Mr. Weir mentioned, however, that the UK’s 60-man
assistance team in Sharjah, which is not doing very much, may disap-
pear in the course of economy cuts stemming from London’s current
defense review.

Asked about Mideastfor, Mr. Sober noted (1) we have not been
pressuring the Bahrainis on this issue in the conviction they will ask
our Navy to stay on if this is politically possible; (2) we hope the
progress now apparently achieved by the Secretary towards a Syrian-
Israeli disengagement will give the GOB the leeway it feels it needs,
but (3) if we still have no positive signal from them in about one month,
we will have to ready ourselves to withdraw. Mr. Dickman added that,
although Shaykh Isa obviously wants MIDEASTFOR to stay, the fact
that Bahrain is now a parliamentary emirate creates a new situation
to which he must pay close attention.

Iraq

The British side said they had very few opportunities to read the
Iraqi mind. The Iragis were very uncompromising on the Palestine
issue. They wanted closer relations with the West, not for political
reasons but for entirely pragmatic reasons of their need to have access
to Western technology and goods. Iraq’s relations with the Soviets
remained very close even though there were some occasional strains.
The FCO did not have any information regarding the recent exchange
of visits by the Soviet and Iraqi Ministers of Interior. However, there
was no indication that the Soviets had obtained any special base privi-
leges. Mr. Wright noted that there was a wide gap between the FCO
and the British business community. The latter found business in Iraq
was profitable and the Iraqis paid well. The businessmen felt that the
FCO had been unimaginative and bureaucratic in its dealings with
Iraq since diplomatic relations had been restored.
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21. Interagency Intelligence Memorandum'

Washington, May 31, 1974.

SUBJECT

The Security Situation in the Arabian Peninsula-Persian Gulf

OVERVIEW

In the aftermath of the October War, the oil-rich states of the Ara-
bian Peninsula and Persian Gulf have emerged as a potent new force.
While their new-found prominence has added another dimension to
the future stability of the area, the security of the Peninsula and Gulf
states revolves basically around a complex set of relationships which
have been operative for a long period of time. In this memorandum,
we will examine both traditional and new factors which will help
determine how secure and stable the countries of the region will be
over the next few years.

In some ways recent events have enhanced the stability of the area:

—King Faisal has achieved unprecedented prestige throughout the
Arab world by his actions during and after the October war. Thus he
is less susceptible to attack from Arab radicals, and his hand in playing
a leading role in the stability of the Peninsula and the Gulf area has
been strengthened.

—Vastly greater oil revenues, if used effectively, might hold down
the discontent that has provided a fertile ground for radical movements
elsewhere; it will also pay for additional modern arms, and perhaps
even buy off potentially hostile neighbors.

Overall we see strong pressures for change—but within a traditional
social framework. Certain developments would be of little consequence
to the US. Replacement of one ruler of a small state with another, or
even the replacement of the conservative regime in one of the lesser
states with one of radical orientation would not necessarily interfere
with our interests.

But there is some cause for concern:

—Rivalries and frictions among Gulf and Peninsula countries are
about as intense as ever. Especially troublesome are those between
radical and conservative regimes; they give rise to perennial strains
such as those between Iraq and Iran, between Iraq and Kuwait, between

! Summary: The intelligence community assessed the security situation in the Gulf
region after the Arab-Israeli War of October 1973.

Source: Central Intelligence Agency, NIC Files, Job 79R01099A, Box 12, Folder 9,
The Security Situation in the Arabian Peninsula-Persian Gulf. Secret; [handling restriction
not declassified].
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the two Yemens, and between South Yemen and Saudi Arabia. They
keep alive the protracted rebellion in the Dhofar province of Oman.

—As the Gulf states achieve higher levels of development spurred
on by increased oil revenues, the political sophistication of the area
will also increase making it a more fertile ground for radical ideologies.

—An upheaval led by revolutionary forces in the larger oil-produc-
ing states is unlikely at this point, but if it occurred it would be difficult
or impossible to reverse and would threaten the US position in the
Gulf as a whole.

—Turmoil in one of the lesser states might lead to Iranian interven-
tion, which in turn could set the Arabs, including Saudi Arabia, against
Iran. We do not think this will happen, but if it did it could badly
erode US relations with both Saudi Arabia and Iran. The relationship
between the Saudis and Iranians is good, and although it is not likely
ever to become close, most leaders on both sides recognize the impor-
tance of avoiding any real deterioration.

[Omitted here is the discussion and tables.]

22. Memorandum of Conversation’

Washington, August 2, 1974, 8 a.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Secretary of State and Assistant to the President for
National Security Affairs

James R. Schlesinger, Secretary of Defense

Lt. General Brent Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs

Secretary Schlesinger: What are your travel plans?

Secretary Kissinger: I have to go to India on my way to the Soviet
Union and the Middle East at some time.

! Summary: Kissinger, Schlesinger, and Scowcroft discussed Gulf contingency plan-
ning, the possible effects of a second o0il embargo, and military supply to Middle East
countries.

Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Memoranda of Conversations, Box
4, Nixon Administration. Top Secret. The meeting took place at the Pentagon. Kissinger
met with Allon at Camp David July 31-August 1. The records of their conversations are
in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, vol. XXVI, Arab-Israeli Dispute, 1974-1976, Documents
93 and 94.
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Secretary Schlesinger: How is it going?

Secretary Kissinger: Thad good talks with Allon. They are unrealistic.
They seem to think they can stall for a year or two. They are getting
ready to repeat the strategy of 1971—not to stonewall, but they’re
bringing up devices for stalling.

But they have to move on Jordan to keep the Palestinians quiet. If
there is another oil crisis, we will have a world economic collapse.

How is Project Independence coming?
General Scowcroft: It is going nowhere.

Secretary Schlesinger: There is no way to get there. It takes enormous
concentration because the authority is so confused. I pushed this busi-
ness in the AEC and was frustrated then.

Kissinger: We will never get oil prices down if we talk about it the
way we are.

Schlesinger: Our industry is collapsing. We can’t even get tank
turrets produced any more.

Kissinger: Baker told me about communication security and we
haven’t done anything for 10 years.

Let’s talk energy. What do we have to do to get going? The chances
of a war in the next year are 40-60.

Schlesinger: Would we take Abu Dhabi?

Kissinger: We should plan for it.

Schlesinger: I may put some Marines in the Indian Ocean.

Simon is talking about breaking the Shah. That’s crazy.

Kissinger: He is the one real element of stability. We will know
within three months whether we can get a process going in the Middle
East. If not, there will probably be a war within a year.

Schlesinger: How should we handle the Israelis?

Kissinger: The President has given Brent and me orders not to
deliver anything. That is not realistic. They have two lists. They said
you okayed it subject to my approval.

Schlesinger: 1 said that only with respect to the laser-guided weap-
ons would I talk to you.

Kissinger: They are trying to play between you and me. The Kalb
book started it. They are spreading the word that you support them
and then that makes me the bogey man. They think we will both be
protesting it isn’t us, and so they will get their way. We need some
technical excuses. They can roll any aid bill through the Congress. The
only resistance they take seriously is that of the President—and they
think he is paralyzed now.

What Israel lacks now is the determination to bite the bullet. But
another war could be a disaster—with an oil embargo, European pres-
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sures, the possibility the Soviets won’t be so craven, which we can’t
count on.

Schlesinger: It is in their ethos.
Kissinger: They probably will be more risk-taking next year.

Israel has to negotiate with either Jordan or Egypt and get the
other in line to negotiate. They haven’t refused, but if we fulfill every-
thing they want, we reverse their incentive.

Schlesinger: We won't do it, then. We will do it only if they deliver.
How about the Redeye?

Kissinger: 1 better talk to the President. He has given orders.
Schlesinger: We can give them Redeye and some M—48’s.
Kissinger: How about the LGB and Cobras?

Schlesinger: 1 would wait for more movement.

Kissinger: Let me talk with the President. I am sympathetic with
the tanks and half way with the Redeye.

Schlesinger: We have pressured the Soviets not to distribute Strelas.

Kissinger: Just to the fedayeen, no?

Another oil crisis would be bad.

Schlesinger: We might have to seize Abu Dhabi.

[There was some further discussion of oil and investment]

Kissinger: Do we have contingency plans to handle Abu Dhabi and
Saudi Arabia?

Schlesinger: It would take a lot of men and ships. We could put a
couple of brigades in Diego Garcia.

Kissinger: 1 fought for you before Mahon. He said they wanted to
cut $3 billion.

Schlesinger: About $1 billion of real cuts.

Kissinger: I must tell Egypt that they must not play with the oil
thing again.

Schlesinger: Are they the best?

Kissinger: Yes. Because they will get the word out, and it isn't a
threat to them. I will propose talks with Egypt in September through
Washington and that they open talks with Jordan, to be completed
after Egypt. If they agree to this we can open the taps a bit. But can
we argue it’s production rather than a political hold up.

Schlesinger: Yes, but not across the board.

Kissinger: Let’s do a restricted NSSM—we can hide behind it.

Schlesinger: The next war will be more like the 1967 rather than
the 1973.

Kissinger: 1 agree.
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If we can get Egypt out and get Jordan arguing with the PLO,
Syria can’t do much by itself.

Schlesinger: If one of the Gulf states blows up, could we have the
Saudis take it?

Kissinger: Tell the Saudis the Iranians will do it if they don't.
[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to the Middle East.]

23. Memorandum of Conversation’

Riyadh, February 15, 1975.

SUBJECT

Notes on Chiefs of Mission Meeting

PARTICIPANTS

Secretary Kissinger

Ambassador Akins

Under Secretary Sisco

Under Secretary Robinson

Assistant Secretary Atherton

Ambassadors: Paganelli, Scotes, Sterner, Stoltzfus Wolle, Twinam
Chief, US Interests, Lowrie

Consul General Bahti

Mr. Dickman, NEA/ARP

Mr. Butcher, Amembassy Jidda, (Notetaker)

Secretary: Welcome and a word of appreciation to the Ambassadors
that they have been able to come to the meeting. Please do a 3 to 5
minute appraisal of the most important concerns in each of your
countries.

Ambassador Stoltzfus: The Kuwaitis’ main desire is to have US assist-
ance in the military field. After three years of procrastination they have
decided that they do want the military program. They have signed a
contract with Raytheon for Hawk missiles and have signed for
A—4s. Total value of the program will be $300 to $400 million. The

! Summary: Kissinger met with the Chiefs of Mission of the Gulf and Arabian
Peninsula Embassies to discuss regional issues, with emphasis on Saudi Arabia.

Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P820123-0946. Secret;
Nodis. Drafted by Butcher. Copies were sent to the White House. The meeting took
place in Riyadh, during Kissinger’s February 10-15 trip to the Middle East.
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Kuwaitis say they are committed to do everything necessary to produce
a decent defense force.

Secretary: What are the obstacles to this?

Stoltzfus: We have no commitments yet. If the DOD decides to do
the job then work can proceed.

Secretary: Are there special requirements?
Stoltzfus: Yes a series.
Secretary: What is the hangup?

Stoltzfus: A Circular 175 is required giving authority to discuss a
Memo of Understanding with the Kuwaiti Government. After the sign-
ing a military mission can get under way but they will not begin until
the Memo of Understanding between the two nations is signed.

Secretary: Why do we have these obstacles?

Stoltzfus: There is no authority to talk with the Kuwaitis.

Secretary: Who is holding it up?

Stoltzfus: The State Department.

Assistant Secretary Atherton: It is just in the mill.

Mr. Dickman: The Memo is done and is on its way to the 7th floor;
it has been completely cleared.

Stoltzfus: The problem is that I don’t know what the basic policy
is. Is it to support Kuwait in its basic military needs?

Secretary: Yes, it is. How long have you been working on this?

Stoltzfus: Since the spring of 1974. I just need to know the policy.

Secretary: The policy is: we should do it. We have domestic prob-
lems in this area. Many groups are opposed to American arms sales
into the area even though others will sell the arms if the U.S. doesn't.

Stoltzfus: 1 agree.

Secretary: We must try to do this with a minimum of domestic flack.

Under Secretary Sisco: We have been pressing for the last several
years and the Kuwaitis have now made up their minds to go American.

Secretary: Go ahead.

Atherton: This will require Congressional approval.

Secretary: Especially after the (Saudi) National Guard problem. Be
careful, but go ahead, the situation won't be any easier three months
from now.

Stoltzfus: The mission would consist of 9 or 10 men. If we under-
write the Kuwaiti needs we should have more than we have talked
about. This would amount to several billion dollars over the next few
years if we do underwrite the Kuwaitis. If we don’t they will go com-
mercial. Other key issue: is extreme difficulty for Kuwaitis in getting
some kind of knowledge about how to handle their investments.
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Secretary to Under Secretary Robinson: Will you go to Kuwait to
discuss? Yes.

Stoltzfus: Kuwaitis are small and need little in the way of infrastruc-
ture, but they desire to maximize their investments world wide so that
when their oil runs out they will have a “perpetual annuity.” They
also desire joint ventures in third countries with U.S. business.

Secretary: Is there interest in a producer-consumer conference?

Stoltzfus: Yes. The Kuwaitis are afraid this will mean a confronta-
tion, but are ready to talk. They take keen interest, of course, but will
not “set” policy. The Kuwaitis say one thing, then do another. They
know oil prices are too high and that in a serious situation they would
lose out. They have the second highest proven reserves in the world
and are looking at the long run. They know the correct answers, but
if Algeria or another such country says something, Kuwait is not really
big enough to be of assistance in countering statements etc. (Meaning
here was not entirely clear—notetaker) The Kuwaitis hope the Secretary
will visit.

Secretary: 1 plan to visit Kuwait during my next trip to the area.

Ambassador Scotes: North Yemen has a range of problems. It is the
poorest of the Arabian Peninsula countries, but also the most populous.
They are anxious to have the U.S. play a more active role in channeling
aid and in activating the flow of oil money to them. The main problem
now is that North Yemen is waiting for the results of the military
survey team of late 1974 (November). This is the Fifer report. The team
made a survey of Yemeni army needs. The report was intended to
provide cooperation with the Saudis in meeting Yemeni needs.

Secretary: Can we spring this loose?
Atherton: We'll try.

Dickman: The report is not the prerequisite. We are waiting for
the Saudis.

Secretary: What do we know now? Why has there been no action?

Dickman: The Saudis must finish their own survey so that we may
meet trilaterally.

Secretary to Ambassador Akins: Are you talking to the Saudis
about this?

Akins: No. We have never been asked.
Secretary: The policy here is to help Yemen.
Atherton: Yes, but with the Saudis.

Akins: We need to know what the U.S. can supply before going to
the Saudis. Can we get this information from the Pentagon?

Dickman: It would be a good idea if Yemen would send a military
mission to Saudi Arabia. They could survey the items we could supply
but which would be paid for by the Saudis.
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Akins: We don’t need to wait for the Saudis. They may never finish
this study. What we need is the Pentagon’s list.

Secretary: We should get a list and send it to the Saudis. Have we
got such a list?

Sisco: We can’t be the substitute here but we can be the stimulant.

Secretary: It is our policy to sell (the hardware). We should get the
list and ask the Saudis to pay. What about South Yemen?

Scotes: Little hard information is available in Sanaa. The North
Yemenis are worried about subversion from the South. They are very
concerned about the Egyptian policy of supporting the regime in the
South in an attempt to wean the South away from the radical elements.
The Egyptians have gotten promises from the South, but the internal
situation remains unchanged. Therefore the South is still a potential
threat to the North. The North believes the weaning attempt is all right,
but should be tied to specific commitments on the part of the South.
Money should not just be supplied, but should be tied to specific
commitments to change policies vis-a-vis the rest of the peninsula.
There is no overt pressure on the border at this time, though refugees,
whom the North can’t support because its resources are insufficient,
continue to cross the border. South Yemen still sends an occasional
sabotage team to keep the North off balance.

The North is worried. It sees no change in the ideological disposi-
tion of the South. In the long run, if there is no change, they believe
South Yemen could be the springboard for revolt in the peninsula.
They are also worried about recent diplomatic initiatives of the south—
the effort to gain diplomatic recognition.

Secretary: I assume the Arab-Israeli situation is not a major problem
in Yemen.

Scotes: It is there, but not significant.
Stoltzfus: Kuwait is just totally behind the Kissinger policy.

Scotes: The new Yemeni premier and much of the Cabinet are U.S.
trained and educated. They have a great fear of radicals. They would
like to get rid of the USSR military advisors who are still in country.
The U.S. can give more help with the modernization effort in North
Yemen such as the loan for the water works and other areas which
will show immediate results.

Twinam: Our relations with Bahrain are very close. The Navy prob-
lem was solved satisfactorily, as was the technical assistance agreement.
The paper work is not wrapped up yet. There could be arms requests.
The problem is technical: do they need the arms? They have little oil
or money. They look to the U.S. for stability in the Middle East. They
are greatly worried that a solution (Arab-Israeli) is not coming fast
enough. They support us and our policy on Saudi Arabia and Saudi
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cooperation. The main future problem is to encourage U.S. business
to come to Bahrain.

Stoltzfus: Kuwait is not worried about Iran. They want to cooperate.
Iraq is the main concern, especially with the border.

Secretary: 1 assume from all this that the Arab-Israeli problem is
not a matter of concern in the Gulf States.

Mpr. Lowrie: It is of great concern in Iraq of course. (The other
Ambassadors did not comment except for Sterner and Paganelli—see
below). The Soviet Union has suffered a massive defeat in the economic
sphere in Iraq during the last 2 years which is comparable only to the
withdrawal from Egypt. Virtually every contract is now going to the
West and U.S. exports are up over 500% to Iraq. Boeing is supplying
all of the aircraft for Iraqi Airways and has the contract for maintenance
and repair.

Secretary: What kind of contacts do you have in Iraq?

Lowrie: Our best contact was with the Foreign Minister, who died
on his way home from Rabat. Contacts at that level have not been
reestablished.

The Iraqis want more U.S. technology and products. They keep
the economic/technical relationship separate from the political. We try
to support this effort as an area which has many positive opportunities.
The political side is bleak: 1) the Kurdish problem continues; 2) the
Iraqis are convinced the U.S. gives its active help to the Iranians. The
most sophisticated believe the U.S. could call off the Iranians, as they
know there is a massive Iranian interference with U.S. equipment;
3) the Arab-Israeli question dominates attitudes. The Iraqis are one of
the most extreme nations. They are still at war with Israel. Given
present attitudes and past history, statements of current leaders them-
selves, and the weakness of the regime, if they attempted to change
toward Israel they would be knifed.

Secretary: Why? What is the element of weakness?

Lowrie: It is a minority government and a police state, but not a
strong police state. The Iraqis have made significant changes, they have
army support via political control of the army, but personal rivalries
within the party (the last coup attempt was in the spring of 1973)
illustrate weakness. Nevertheless, this is still the strongest Iraqi Govern-
ment since 1958.

Lowrie: The Iraqis also see a direct relationship between the Kurdish
and Israeli problem—the common element is the U.S. The Iraqis believe
the U.S. uses its special relationships with Israel, Iran and Saudi Arabia
to promote U.S. interests to the detriment of Arab interests. The most
threatening aspect of this attitude is not immediate, but is felt because
of the influence Iraq has on Syria. The Iraqis will insist there can be
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no settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict if there can’t be a settlement
of the Kurdish problem. They can cause trouble for Asad.

Stoltzfus: There should be some way to indicate at a high level that
we would like to resume relations, but we shouldn’t chase the Iraqis
or we could have problems with the Soviet Union.

Secretary: We don’t respect Soviet Union spheres of influence. How
can we reestablish relations, however?

Lowrie: The Iraqis might not reject overtures, but it is probably
premature at this stage.

Secretary: They know where to contact us, when they are ready.
After all, they saw David Rockefeller. How much higher can you get?

Stoltzfus: The question is still of importance for Kuwait. Should we
hold back military assistance for Kuwait for Iraqi concerns.

Secretary: No.

Akins: Saudi Arabia wouldn'’t like to see us establish rapport with
the Iraqgis. The Saudis have recently admitted for the first time that
they are supporting the Kurds, and Saudi Arabia experiences constant
propaganda attacks from Iraq. The Saudis would want us to work to
get the Iraqi Government changed.

Secretary: One won't exclude the other. Saudi Arabia won't object
to arms sales to Kuwait and we’ll look over and discuss any overtures
from Iraq with Ambassador Akins.

Ambassador Paganelli: Qatar has many problems, yet little substance.
It is a small nation with little oil production but a good many business
opportunities. The Qataris have strong basic ties with the West, specifi-
cally with the UK. They look to us for technology. Constraints on our
relations? They have great interest in the Middle East negotiations and
support the Kissinger approach, but complain that it is too slow. They
want us to pull out the stops to keep Sadat in place. Qataris are con-
cerned by “high level U.S. threats,” but when we presented the argu-
ments concerning those threats as we were instructed, the Qataris said
they didn’t believe it would be our policy to wipe out such a small
nation. Their policy is to wait and see, and to assess our motives
in the Gulf. They want more direct contact and explanation, more
consultation, and for us to talk with them not to them. They would like
to hear our explanation before they read about something in Reuters.

Sisco: There have certainly been a number of detailed public state-
ments and statements, for example, on the producer/consumer
conference.

Paganelli: The Qataris will not allow U.S. investment in Qatar when
we make statements such as have been heard. They still see the U.S.
as the ultimate guarantor of their safety, but believe we are bent on
confrontation in the whole energy sphere.



116 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume E-9, Part 2

Secretary: They must understand that so far all of the confrontation
has come from the Arabs. They enacted the Embargo. They raised
prices. We have talked, but what have we done?

Paganelli: What they desire is some kind of dialogue, whether the
consumer/producer conference or something else. They are also anx-
ious to have a high level visitor: they hope for a Kissinger visit.

Stoltzfus: Ambassador Paganelli would probably agree the Secre-
tary needn’t go to other Gulf countries if he only visits Kuwait, but if
he visits Bahrain, then he should visit all.

Paganelli: The Qataris specifically think that if the Secretary visits
Kuwait he should visit Qatar.

Twinam: 1f the Secretary visits only Kuwait, the Bahrainis will
understand, but if he goes to one other he should go to all.

Stoltzfus: Visiting a few of the nations would not be good. It is
worth saying that there is no security problem in Kuwait.

Sisco: Any security problems elsewhere?
Answers: None.
Atherton: There has been a change in the security situation.

Ambassador Wolle: The Omanis welcome the increase in relations
with the U.S. They are approaching the modern world and coming to
understand that life means more than just a relationship with the
British. They have more contact with others, and the Sultan’s recent
visit brought a very favorable reaction. In the military field the question
of rights on Masirah Island went well. The Omani Foreign Minister
was asked if the American request would give any problems and
replied none at all. He could control any opposition from the Arabs.
The Omanis are intensely interested in modernization and of course
in the Dofar war. They are receiving Iranian help and Jordan has sent
a battalion. There are some 3—400 guerrillas fighting.

Secretary: Jordan says the British, Iranians, and Omanis are not
fighting.

Wolle: The foreign press has concluded that the British could wipe
out the rebels, but are going slow to preserve their position in Oman.
However, this is a hard core group operating in very rugged terrain.
In January the rebels suffered 70-80 killed in action, so there is certainly
some fighting.

Oman is not in OPEC and is glad they do not have those responsibil-
ities. The Arab-Israeli question is never raised. They only give lip
service to the issue and attend meetings. They will try to keep Palestin-
ians out of Oman.

Ambassador Sterner: The UAE is distinguished by being a new and
loose confederation of small states whose principal motivation is (to
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find) internal and external policies which will help to consolidate the
confederation. In unsettled conditions, they are trying to organize poli-
cies which will increase the knitting together of the members, therefore
they try harder to cultivate Arab relations. This effort has led to some
trouble with the Shah and with Saudi Arabia. The UAE is very realistic.
When there is any sign of trouble with the Shah they immediately back
off and repair relations. They have given aid to Oman and to North
Yemen and support Egypt in its current efforts in South Yemen. All
in all their policies show a great deal of realism.

The UAE is perhaps more conscious of the Arab-Israeli question
than other Gulf states. The young technocrats in the government, right
below Sheikh Zayyed, were mostly educated in Cairo. They are
matured Arab nationalists and therefore their attitude toward the U.S.
is colored. This also affects bilateral relations. At first (June, 1974) the
attitude was curiosity. Now they are more cautious. They are worried
we can’t bring off a peace settlement and are also worried that if some
agreement is reached on Sinai, the Syrians may be left out. There is a
close bond between Sheikh Zayyed and Syria. We have received desul-
tory responses to several of our proposals for closer relations, therefore,
we are taking it easy while trying to keep a dialogue open. The UAE
is interested in the producer/consumer conference but the Arab-Israeli
question and energy policy as a whole are more important. They want
something to do; want to have some task. They understand that the
U.S. will spend its major efforts in major capitals, and by the time they
get down to the UAE nothing is expected. The UAE wants, however,
to be brought into the picture, in food for example. They want more
than just a visit, they would like to have projects they could work on.

Secretary: First, on the Arab-Israeli question. You should convey
to your host governments the U.S. determination to move ahead in
the near future. They should understand we face massive problems
domestically. Good intentions are not sufficient. This is the first admin-
istration to move at all, but we must move step by step or all will be
lost. Other Congressional actions could be repeated here if we don't
move circumspectly. We have nothing against moves in Egypt and
Syria together, but the time necessary to include Syria will likely mean
a settlement will be more protracted. It is important to move one step
at a time. The U.S. has no interest in a divided Arab world.

The Soviet Union wants to go back to Geneva. The first action
thereafter would be an attempt to seat the PLO. This would be the
worst thing in the world. Whatever the attitude in the Arab world, in
the U.S. the PLO are thought of as terrorists. Within the first two weeks
we would have a total hangup. Gromyko would present a list 175
paragraphs long and the Soviets would then take the position as law-
yers for the Arabs with the U.S. on the other side.
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It would be easy to start in Geneva but hard to get something out.
If we move at a careful pace, we are now at a point where results can
be achieved without high expectations. But, it would help if we make
clear our special problems in Arab countries.

Since the U.S. is providing the movement, they must trust our
judgment. The next few months will tell. As a result of this trip, I am
very optimistic. It will be tough, very tough. Sooner or later we have
to solve the Syrian side, but the Arabs must get it out of their heads
that if we say it will happen it will. We may go to Geneva, but that
would mean a guaranteed stalemate. Your clients should remember it
is Israel which wants to go to Geneva so they can play the delaying
game. The U.S. groups which support going to Geneva are: 1) pro-
Soviet and 2) those who want to see a stalemate. In Geneva we would
face all the dilemmas of constant maneuvering for position which
would make America’s position harder. The job ahead will be hard. It
will be murder. But in our problems with journalists and congressmen,
the groundwork has been laid. Without great work this would have
been blown.

Akins: The King wonders whether a global approach under you,
not Geneva, would work.

Secretary: That must be done at some point, but as late as possible
to avoid domestic uproar. Under me? The Soviet Union wouldn’t like
that. Syria would have to split with the Soviet Union.

Sisco: I doubt that the Arabs really want us in the middle.
Akins: And after the next step?

Secretary: We might go to Geneva for a few months and then try
the global approach. Don’t trumpet the fact, but executive authority is
now weaker than at any time in the post-war era. This is not a judgment
of the President (by Congress), but a statement of Presidential/Con-
gressional relations. Actions by Congress regarding Turkey, the Soviet
trade agreement, etc. illustrate this. You must keep this in mind. Under-
stand, we need to move, and we think we’ll succeed.

There is no area with more nonsense spoken than energy. We are
trying to reduce the power of OPEC. We are trying to decrease our
dependence on OPEC and to restore the West’s freedom to act. Without
this a sense of impotence will seize Western Europe and Japan until
vague fears about what the oil producers will do will create unmanage-
able abuse. I am not saying we want confrontation. We don’t, and we
don’t have to have confrontation. What leads to this belief (that we
want confrontation)? A misreading of our statements. We said we
won't use political or military force to bring down prices. We have
said we would act in the case of actual strangulation. They (OPEC)
must create that situation, it can’t arrive in current circumstances. We
have meant to avoid three possibilities:
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1. To discourage threats to use the oil weapon in the current
situation.

2. To encourage moderates so they won't rely on the Soviet Union.

3. To decrease the readiness to go to war because they (Arab side)
rely on the oil weapon.

We won't threaten force in this situation to achieve our goals,
which should be the subject of a producer/consumer conference. Force
would demand strangulation, which (latter) would not be in the Arab
interest. We are perfectly willing to go to a producer/consumer confer-
ence, but we want a statement about what they want to talk about. What
are their goals? They should describe 2 weeks of such a conference. I
fear that if we go ahead prematurely with no idea what will be dis-
cussed, a deadlock will result. We do not even have agreement on an
agenda. If we play the card with no result, confrontation will be more
likely than with no conference. If the meeting is not carefully prepared
and the Europeans try for a special relationship it could end in a
nightmare.

We are prepared to begin bilateral talks immediately (on producer/
consumer). Let each say what they want and we will respond. We
must distinguish between willingness to talk and hesitation to talk
until positions are defined.

When the US goes to the preparatory meeting we will be fairly
rigid. The danger is that the meeting will turn into a “General Assem-
bly” meeting. Problems are: (1) will discussions include all raw materi-
als, etc.; (2) will the Europeans try for a special relationship with OPEC;
(3) what will we discuss? We can’t talk about price till we get the other
things settled. The last thing we want is confrontation. We want a
serious dialogue. We are prepared now for a bilateral exchange of
ideas. We would like to settle the issue of the consumer/producer
conference, as it concerns each nation, immediately. We don’t want a
multilateral mass meeting. We are facing today a world-wide mass
challenge to the nature of industrialized society. If this turns into world-
wide confrontation it will not help producers either. We must work
together: the oil producers must be able to invest the money they earn,
they must have stable investment policies, they need our cooperation
on their projects. We must define the relationship under which we will
discuss a long-term supply relationship (if lower price, price must be
guaranteed for a certain period). Selling this last idea will be a problem
in the U.S. The President accepts these ideas if they (OPEC) want, as
well as an investment program. We will work harder on this than on
any other problem.

We are not opposed to indexing. The producers can’t say, however,
as many do, that prices are too high and also ask for indexing. In
fact commodity prices are going down now so an indexing tied to
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commodity prices would not be in the interests of OPEC. If they think
sloppily they will fall in a trap. Has the fact that we face the problem
of inflation with recession penetrated? It could be, on supply and
demand alone, that a drop in oil prices will result and that there will
be an energy surplus in 5 years. They may well be able to get a higher
price now than in the future. The U.S. will invest $500 billion in the
future and will spend $20 billion on exploration. We will find some-
thing. The U.S. industrial machine will succeed. It is not even a scientific
problem. We know what to do, we don’t need great discoveries. They
are found. We just need to make them economical. Oil prices of $6.50
to $7.00 per barrel are feasible except for synthetics. When this happens,
given the oil available, the price will come down. Therefore, it is not
definitely a sellers market. If OPEC countries analyze the situation they
may not be so tied to indexing. I would like you to ask whether people
are ready for preparatory talks on this subject.

Stoltzfus: It is not so much what we do in having the conference, but
the fact that we show they are sufficiently important to talk with them.

Scotes: Too many countries have been lumped together here. Iran
seems to be the source of most trouble in this area, the other little
Arabs are not. We can establish rapport, and it is important not to
lump Iran and Venezuela with the Arabs.

Paganelli: The time element is important. It is essential to make our
approach before the March 4 OPEC meeting. We need material one
week from Monday, (Feb. 24).

Secretary: Tell your governments that within a week you will have
authority to talk. There is no confrontation in our attitude. We will
send the instructions. Under Secretary Robinson will make the same
points in his trip (and will plan another as soon as possible).

Paganelli: If we tell them first, then follow up with a special emis-
sary, it would be more effective.

Secretary: We don’t expect too much from OPEC meeting in March.

Paganelli: The ostensible purpose (of the March meeting) is to pre-
pare for the preparatory conference (for the producer/consumer
conference).

Robinson: The purpose for my current visit is to talk to key leaders
in the area.

Secretary: We will send instructions to Ambassadors in all OPEC
countries.

On US/Iranian relations. In the peninsula the Iranians are depicted
as the villains. I am not sure that this is the case. Your clients are no
doubt delighted to see someone push so that they can blame them.
For political reasons Saudi Arabia couldn’t and won’t take on Algeria
regarding oil prices. We have a common interest with Iran. Iran’s
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conduct of foreign policy supports us. They have said they won't
participate in an embargo. Thus we have resisted advice that we have
a special confrontation with Iran. The cost of such a confrontation
would be out of all proportion to the gains. It would not be in our
interests. If we did create such a confrontation and managed to get,
say, a $1 per barrel reduction in oil prices, what would it be worth?
We value our relations with Iran. We don’t recognize the Iranian preem-
inence in other parts of the world (in the Gulf). We want to stay in
step with Saudi Arabia and Iran, but will not see Iran as a special
villain. We don’t exempt Iran from any analysis. They are vulnerable.
A cut in production would hurt them, whether it meant the same
production for lower prices or lower production at the same prices.

Secretary departed for his next meeting.

24.  Study Prepared in the Central Intelligence Agency’

OPR-305 Washington, May 1975.

[Omitted here is the table of contents.]
PRINCIPAL JUDGMENTS

In the past decade, the Arab world has seen a sharp decline in the
importance of the rigid ideological dogma developed in the struggle
for independence from foreign control. The pan-Arabist movement,
which formerly had both a strong popular following and respectable
prospects of success, has lost most of its force and potential. Nasir, its
principal and charismatic spokesman, is dead. For most Arabs, the
goal of liberation has been achieved and that of unification has lost
its appeal.

The more important Arab countries are entering a post-revolutionary era.
New rulers—and more importantly, new ruling classes—freed from
the stigma of foreign collaboration are now in charge. They have
become the governing “haves” who have little to gain and much to lose
by further abrupt political and social change. Committed to particular,
essentially local, goals of their own, their horizons have become more
limited geographically and their aims more conservative. They have

! Summary: The CIA projected the state of the Middle East in the 1980s.
Source: Central Intelligence Agency, DI/OCI, Job 79T01022A, Box 1, Folder 40.
Confidential. OPR prepared the study.
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become bureaucratized; the national institutions they created have
acquired a momentum of their own.

Such leaders as Asad in Syria, Boumediene in Algeria, and Sadat in
Egypt appear to be not just leading, but riding, a tide of greater sobriety and
more limited and practical objectives than their predecessors. This will mean
a diminished importance of ideology, less chance for revolutionary social and
economic change in most Arab states, less interest in revolution as a political
objective, and a less important role played by specific leaders as opposed to
the systems in which they work. It will mean a greater concentration on
local as opposed to area-wide political issues. Intra-Arab problems
will tend to focus on such matters as trade, commerce, and cultural
exchanges. This trend shows promise of continuing in other Arab states
and areas, even including Palestine and the Persian Gulf states. Those
present Arab regimes, particularly in Libya and Iraq, which seek to
pursue a messianic, disruptive approach to domestic and regional prob-
lems are outside the mainstream of Arab political life and are likely
to become even more so in the 1980s.

There are, of course, several specific contingencies which could plunge
the Arab world into another period of tumult, uncertainty, and volatility:

1. The Arab-Israeli dispute is the principal one. Developments
strongly adverse to the Arab case—particularly a decisive, humiliating
defeat—could bring on the toppling of several moderate Arab leaders
or lead at least some of them to embrace more radical and extreme
programs. This worst case scenario is not, however, the most likely
one. The regimes of the Arab states in confrontation with Israel have
already shown considerable staying power. Further, Arab achieve-
ments, whether on the battlefield or with the use of the oil weapon,
are probable in the years ahead. While there can be no certainties
in this volatile, emotional affair, the forces favoring an Arab-Israeli
settlement on the lines pressed by the Arab moderates will grow
stronger over time. Indeed the chances now seem brighter than over
the past two decades that some basic easing of the situation will take
place over the next several years.

2. A confrontation between the oil-producing states and the major consum-
ing countries of the industrial, non-Communist world which culminated in
military occupation of Arab oil fields by the latter would have explosive, long-
range political consequences. Virtually every projection made above as
to the viability of moderate and particularist trends in the Arab states
would be called into question, if not negated. The region would become
a volatile and uncertain one for the occupiers and the occupied alike.

3. A coup d’etat by a group which succeeded in imposing extremist policies
on an important state, and particularly on Saudi Arabia or Egypt, could
change the political orientation of much of the rest of the Arab world.
While such specific events are unpredictable, their chances of occurring
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in the next decade seem poorer than in the past one. Inside these Arab
states, revolutionary dogmas have lost much of their appeal, and the
ruling forces have become more entrenched and more representative
of domestic trends. Further, the continuation of moderate, particularist
regimes, especially in the small, wealthy Persian Gulf oil-producing
states has become so important both to other regional powers and to
the non-Communist international community that their current govern-
ments can probably count on very strong outside backing in case of
threat.

Egypt and Saudi Arabia will remain the two most important Arab states
because of the former’s military, economic-strategic, and cultural predomi-
nance and of the latter’s status as the world’s principal oil exporter. Their
cooperation has a good chance of surviving, even were the Arab-Israeli
dispute defused. But Egypt, for all its size and strength, will remain
comparatively impoverished and will seek some of the resources of
the oil producers, principally of Saudi Arabia. It is conceivable that
Egypt, under any leader, might become an unsettling force in the
area, using extreme methods—which could include strident ideological
appeals to the have-nots against the haves, or, more likely, open use
of national military power—to get what it considers its rightful share
of Arab oil money. Saudi Arabia, not unaware of this, has already
invested very heavily in the military build-up and economic needs of
Egypt, and Syria too. It will almost certainly be able to make its desires
felt in those countries and in other less affluent Arab states as well.

Most other Arab countries will remain of less importance to the area and
to the outside powers, the US included, though this will vary case by case.
A change in regimes in some, e.g., Iraq and Morocco, could affect
US bilateral relations with them and their own ties with immediate
neighbors, but would not significantly change the political complexion
of the Arab world. A major war between Iran and Iraq, however, in
which peaceful trade in the Persian Gulf was jeopardized and oil facili-
ties put out of action would pose a major threat to the world eco-
nomic order.

Internationally, Saudi Arabia and the other oil producers are
unlikely to exert much direct political pressure save in the case of the
Arab-Israeli dispute. With their implied or actual use of the oil weapon,
they will exert very strong—and perhaps decisive—influence on
Israel’s friends in the West to achieve Arab aims. As alternate, non-
OPEC energy sources come on stream, this Arab political influence
will begin to diminish, probably at some time in the early 1980s, but
will remain an important factor in world politics for the rest of the
century. In this period there will always be some danger that reckless
or ill-advised policies by the oil producers could produce such severe
economic and financial distress as to provoke an armed confrontation.
Today’s Arab leaders do not wish this, but the danger will remain.
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The more wealthy Arab states are likely, in the next decade, to determine
their foreign relations more by practical considerations than by abstract dogma,
even though such “radical” states as Iraq will retain a residual suspicion
of the US, and Saudi Arabia will continue to be fearful of the USSR
and anything associated with Communism. Indeed, the combination of
internal sobriety and practicality is apt to be a dis-incentive for direct, working
relationships with either superpower. The less affluent Arab countries,
perhaps including Egypt, will be more prone to seek outside assistance
and to accept great power involvement in their affairs.

The USSR will continue to remain attractive to the Arabs as a
source of military supplies; its influence and presence will be linked
to a considerable degree with the state of tensions in the Middle East.
It will be less able to compete with the main non-Communist powers
as a customer for oil, as a source of modern technology, or as an object
of investment. Barring some major military cataclysm, or the emergence
of a new dynamic pro-Soviet regime in Egypt, its area-wide leverage
is likely to decline.

So, too, though probably to a lesser degree, and for different rea-
sons, could that of the US. While the wealthy Arab states will be
interested in expanded commercial and economic relations with the
West, they will seek to avoid ties which might lead to enhanced outside
political influence, particularly from a superpower. In these circum-
stances, they are likely to opt for closer ties with the West European
states and Japan than with the US. The poorer Arab states, however,
possibly including Egypt, will continue to seek political economic, and
military support both from the richer Mideast nations and from the
major powers of the Communist and non-Communist worlds.

[Omitted here are the discussion, annexes, and tables.]
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25. National Security Study Memorandum 238’

Washington, February 13, 1976.

TO

The Secretary of State

The Secretary of the Treasury

The Secretary of Defense

The Director of Central Intelligence

The Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

SUBJECT
U.S. Policy Toward the Persian Gulf

The President has directed a study of U.S. security policy toward
the Persian Gulf area. The purpose of this study will be to examine
U.S. political and strategic goals in the area and develop policy alterna-
tives for the near and medium term, with particular emphasis on Iran,
Iraq, Saudi Arabia and Kuwait.

Beginning with an overview of U.S. policy and the evolution of
the U.S. role in the Persian Gulf since 1969, the study should provide
a comprehensive assessment of the key factors likely to influence the
nature of our policy toward the region as a whole and key individual
states over the next ten years. This analysis should include, inter alia,
discussion of the following;:

1. The strategic, economic and political importance to the United
States of the area and key individual countries over the next ten years,
including the importance of oil, financial resources, and the need for
access to bases and installations.

2. The prospects for stability and moderation in key Persian Gulf
nations, including the political impact of foreign manpower imports
and rapid modernization, the effect of intra-area differences, the pros-
pect for intra-area cooperation in maintaining Gulf security, and the
effect of Soviet influence.

3. The potential economic and political influence in the area of
outside powers (Western Europe/Japan and the USSR) and the possibil-
ities of their replacing the U.S. to a significant degree in various areas
of activity or individual countries.

! Summary: The President directed a study of U.S. security policy in the Gulf.

Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, NSC Institutional Files, Box 32,
U.S. Policy Toward the Persian Gulf and Iran (NSSM 238). Secret. A copy was sent
to Brown.
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4. The liabilities and benefits to the U.S. of U.S. arms policy in the
Persian Gulf in the short and long term, including the strain on the
economies and social structures of key states by large arms acquisitions
and related U.S. presence, the impact on our own defense establish-
ment, the changing attitude of Congress toward arms sales and military
training, and the effect on the attitudes of key Persian Gulf countries
toward the U.S.

Drawing on the foregoing analysis, the study should develop policy
options for the U.S. in the Persian Gulf area with respect to U.S. objec-
tives in the following areas:

* Arms supply and training.

* Bases and installations.

* Technology transfer and co-production.

e Economic policies.

* Regional relationships.

* Procedures for better implementation of existing and future poli-
cies within the United States Government.

The study should be undertaken by the Interdepartmental Political-
Military Group. The study should be submitted for consideration by
the Senior Review Group no later than March 15, 1976.

Brent Scowcroft

26. Study Prepared in the Central Intelligence Agency’

OPR-7610077 Washington, December 1976.

[Omitted here are the table of contents and two maps.]
PRECIS

The Gulf/Peninsula region is important to the USSR in the first
place because it is important to the West, and the primary Soviet goal
is a negative one—to deprive the West of influence there. This apart,
the USSR’s interest in the area is based on its geographic proximity,
its strategic location between the Mediterranean Sea and the Indian
Ocean, its status in the general Middle East context, and its economic

! Summary: The CIA assessed Soviet policy and assets in the Middle East.
Source: Central Intelligence Agency, DI/OCI Files, Job 79T00889A, Box 9, Folder
7. Secret; [handling restriction not declassified]. Drafted by [name not declassified] (OPR)
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significance based on vast oil deposits. While these elements translate
into a broad desire on the part of the USSR to achieve the strongest
possible position there, no vital Soviet interests are involved. This does
not imply a lack of motivation to act. It does, however, suggest a
lower level of intensity in the Soviet effort and less inclination to risk
confrontation with the West than might be the case in an area of
higher priority.

Before 1973, the Soviets had made good progress in developing
their presence and influence in the area. Their 1972 Treaty of Friendship
and Cooperation with Iraq is the most far-reaching security treaty
which the Soviets have with any Third World country. The USSR
gained access to the Iraqi ports of Basrah and Umm Qasr and fairly
extensive use of the South Yemeni port of Aden. Soviet economic
relations with Iran have developed significantly since the early 1960s,
and the Soviets have many economic advisors in place in Iran as well
as in Iraq and South Yemen.

The Soviets also have an impressive contingent of military person-
nel in Iraq and South Yemen. The Soviet role in providing economic
assistance, military resupply, and spare parts has also helped give the
USSR some leverage in its dealings with these two countries. Moreover,
the Soviets have some compatibility of interest with these clients, which
facilitates cooperative action. Both South Yemen and Iraq share the
Soviet desire to radicalize the Gulf, and both provide assistance to the
so-called “progressive forces” which the Soviets also back. While these
states may be acting primarily on their own initiative and in their own
behalf, they are also advancing Soviet interests in the Gulf, funneling
Soviet arms and propaganda to subversive and revolutionary elements.

The Soviet position in the area has, however, deteriorated since
the 1973 Middle East war, and the prospects of a resurgence are not
impressive. This is due primarily to the growing wealth of the oil-
producing Gulf states which has contributed to several trends inimical
to Soviet interests. First, it has produced a new set of economic relation-
ships between these states and the West based both on Western oil
purchases and on the desire of the oil-rich nations to purchase products
and technology from the advanced industrial states. The Soviets have
been excluded from the resultant economic network.

Secondly, their increased wealth has permitted a new self-assertive-
ness on the part of the major local states, Saudi Arabia and Iran, which
are determined to prevent Soviet encroachment. Iran, with some credi-
bility based on its rapidly expanding military strength, has expressed
a commitment to police the Gulf and exclude foreign intrusions. It
demonstrated its willingness to act on this commitment by intervening
in late 1973 to tip the balance for the Sultan in the struggle against
Soviet-backed rebels in Oman’s southern province of Dhofar.
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Saudi actions, while less dramatic, may be producing even more
profound long-term effects. The Saudi weapon is money, and the goal
is to encourage moderation in the area. While Saudi policies are not
often pressed forcefully; their net effect has increasingly been to con-
strain the expansion of Soviet influence in the area (and, as a conse-
quence of the Saudi-Egyptian combination, in the Middle East in
general).

Soviet bilateral relations with those Gulf/Peninsula nations with
which they have had contacts have generally declined since late 1973.
In the case of Iran, this has been due to the Shah’s rapid arms buildup,
aspiration to predominance in the Gulf, and intervention in the Oman
struggle. North Yemen, with help and encouragement from Saudi Ara-
bia, has been able to move away from the USSR. South Yemen has
also sought money from the traditionalist oil states—a situation which
may eventually have a moderating effect on its policies. And Soviet
leverage over their major client in the area, Iraq, has declined as that
nation has improved its economic position, patched up its relations
with Iran, and turned to the West for technology and equipment.

At the same time, Soviet efforts to improve political and economic
relations with the traditionalist Arab states of the Gulf have thus far
proved unsuccessful, Kuwait being to some degree an exception. In
spite of repeated Soviet initiatives, Saudi Arabia, the United Arab
Emirates (UAE), Bahrain, Qatar and Oman refuse to have any formal
dealings with Communist countries.

The USSR’s efforts to gain some leverage over the region’s energy
resources have, to date, also proved fruitless. It has established firm
trade relations with Iran and Iraq, importing primarily gas and oil and
exporting machinery and equipment. It does therefore have access to
key energy markets. But the quantities involved are small, and both
Iran and Iraq have proved tough in negotiating payment terms for
their energy exports, preferring hard currency to barter arrangements
and demanding market prices from the Soviets. The USSR has thus
failed to lay the groundwork for large-scale future purchases at conces-
sionary rates.

In their effort to become the main patron of subversion and revolu-
tion in the Gulf area, the Soviets have registered only one gain in
recent years: the fact that the Chinese have seen fit to abandon local
competition with the Soviets. The USSR itself has accomplished little.
The rebellion in Dhofar which the Soviets backed has failed abysmally,
and subversive forces elsewhere in the Gulf have thus far made few
gains. The main result of Soviet support of subversion has been to
further alarm the traditionalist states which have been the objects of
these efforts.

And finally, while some advantages have accrued to the USSR
from its efforts to cultivate clients, the clients themselves have been
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frustratingly independent. In addition to North Yemen’s movement
away from the USSR in recent years, the Iraqi Baathists continue to
pursue a number of policies which are objectionable to the Soviets.
They oppose such Soviet Middle East policies as support for a Geneva
conference, they repress the Iraqi Communist Party, and they are con-
tinually at odds with the USSR’s other major Middle East client, Syria.
In short, the extent of the influence which the USSR seems able to gain
in these countries is limited. When there is a coincidence of interests,
Soviet backing may enable the client state to pursue mutual goals for
mutual benefit. When these interests conflict, the Soviets may try to
force their will by threatening to slow down arms shipments or cut
financial assistance. Such strong-arm tactics have brought immediate
results on occasion, but at the cost of antagonizing the client.

In spite of the current adverse trend in the region, Soviet policy-
makers do not appear to be shifting their tactics. They continue to
pursue a two-track policy in the area. On the one hand, they seek
improved relations with the conservative oil-rich states in the hope
that they might neutralize and reverse the negative influence being
exerted by Iran and Saudi Arabia, prevent Western domination of the
oil resources of the region, insure their own potential access to the oil,
and tap the hard-currency holdings of the wealthy Gulf states.

On the other hand, the Soviets try to foster the accession to power
of sympathetic radically-minded regimes which will be responsive to
Soviet policy interests, permit Soviet access to port facilities, welcome
a Soviet physical presence, and deny the same to the West. To this
end, the USSR supports subversive and revolutionary forces whose
stated goal is the overthrow of the traditionalist governments of the
area.

While these clearly contradictory approaches must complicate
Soviet efforts in the region, the Soviets actually have little to lose by
supporting subversion and revolution—their relations with the tradi-
tionalist states could hardly be worse. They probably reason, moreover,
that the situation in the region is fluid and that they can well afford
to wait for favorable opportunities to develop.

Such opportunities might include another Middle East war accom-
panied by an oil embargo which would again undermine Gulf-state
relations with the West, or a deterioration in US relations with these
states due to disagreements over the Arab trade boycott or US weapons
sales. Either of these developments could lead to an improved Soviet
political position in the region based largely on the desire of the Gulf
states to put pressure on the US. However, the Soviets would still be
unable to absorb or pay for the oil in which the Gulf states would be
drowning and would still not have the technology and expertise which
these states want to purchase. This, combined with the continuing
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regional antagonism towards the USSR, would act as a limiting factor
on the extent of any rapprochement.

The Soviets will, in all likelihood, increase their oil imports in
coming years, and, should their need to import coincide with either
an oil embargo or substantially increased production in the Gulf states,
it is likely that some barter arrangements could be made between the
USSR and these states. This eventuality is unlikely to affect the long-
term economic situation, however. Soviet imports will rise gradually,
and the oil states, if they choose to do so, will probably have the
capacity to meet both Soviet and Western oil requirements. In addition,
the Western market will continue to be preferred, as the oil states will
still want hard-currency payments rather than barter arrangements.

In the event one or more of the conservative governments of the
region were overthrown and a radical government established, the
Soviets would be the obvious beneficiaries. As Iran and Saudi Arabia
would probably not tolerate such an occurrence in one of the smaller
states of the region, with the possible exception of Kuwait, where their
intervention might draw a countering Iraqi reaction, the main question
becomes what effect such a change might have in one of these larger
countries.

Should reformist elements prepared to deal with the USSR come
to power in Saudi Arabia, doors now shut would open to the Soviets
elsewhere in the Gulf, and they would quickly enlarge their presence.
Saudi efforts to check Soviet influence throughout the Gulf might cease
and Soviet-backed radical groups in the smaller Gulf states, particularly
Kuwait and Bahrain, might be tolerated. This would certainly be even
more the case if radicals were to come to power in Saudi Arabia.
However, economic reality would presumably continue to limit the
extent of Soviet-Saudi cooperation.

As a more highly developed and socially complex country than
Saudi Arabia, Iran may be more vulnerable to a radical takeover. And
the potential benefit to the USSR would be more obvious. A complex
economic relationship already exists between the two and geographic
proximity makes further cooperation feasible and desirable from the
Soviet point of view. Iran has overwhelming local military superiority
and the capacity to control passage through the Straits of Hormuz.
This has strategic implications for the West as well as for Iran’s Gulf
neighbors. For these reasons, the Soviets would be strongly motivated
to provide clandestine assistance to radical forces in the event of insur-
gency in Iran.

While the above contingencies or other, as yet unforeseen, develop-
ments could disrupt the pattern and alter prevailing tendencies, the
current combination of factors is clearly detrimental to Soviet interests
in the Gulf/Peninsula region. Continued antagonism toward and suspi-
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cion of the Soviets by the major Gulf states, contradictory Soviet policy
approaches, the growing wealth of the Gulf states, and the expanding
economic network between these states and the West all work to
impede Soviet progress. Should these factors remain fairly stable, it
seems likely that the forces working against Soviet penetration will
remain dominant in the region.

[Omitted is the remainder of the study.]

27. Memorandum From Robert B. Oakley and Robert Plowden
of the National Security Council Staff to the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Scowcroft)!

Washington, January 3, 1977.

SUBJECT
SRG Meeting on the Persian Gulf: January 5 at 3 p.m.

PURPOSE

—To review the study response to NSSM 238 and to approve
the revised Executive Summary as a framework for consideration of
Eolitical and security issues in the Persian Gulf which will require

igh-level policy consideration in 1977 (Tab A).

—To approve a set of specific procedures for the management of

US Security Assistance programs in the Persian Gulf (Tab E%

! Summary: The NSC staff summarized for Scowcroft previous action on NSSM
238 and provided briefing materials prior to a January 5 SRG meeting on the study.

Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, NSC Institutional Files, Box 49,
Senior Review Group Meeting on the Persian Gulf (NSSM 238). Secret. Sent for action.
Brackets are in the original. Tabs A, B, and C are attached but not published. At Tab A
is the undated (presumably December 16) revised Executive Summary of the NSSM 238
study. At Tab B is a paper titled “Recommended Procedures for Management of Security
Assistance Programs in the Persian Gulf Area.” At Tab C is NSDMs 92 and 186, which
are in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, vol. XXIV, Middle East Region and Arabian Peninsula,
1969-1972; Jordan, September 1970, Documents 91 and 120. Tab D was not found. NSSM
238 is Document 25. The study is not published. (Ford Library, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box 42, NSSM 238-U.S. Policy Towards the Persian Gulf (1 of 3) (4)). According
to a December 16, 1976, memorandum from Oakley and Plowden to Scowcroft, the
Department of State recommended that in light of the 1976 Presidential election results,
all policy recommendations be removed from the Executive Summary, transforming the
NSSM into a background paper for the incoming Carter administration. (Ford Library,
NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box 41, NSSM 238-U.S. Policy Towards the Persian
Gulf (1 of 3) (1))
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—To consider the implications for US economic and energy policy
of our political and security policy in the Persian Gulf.

BACKGROUND

More than a year ago, the Department of Defense recommended
a review of our arms sales policy toward Iran. Further discussions
with State and Defense pointed up the need for our Iranian security
assistance policy to be considered in the broader context of US security
interests and policy in the Persian Gulf as a whole. A broad study of
US Persian Gulf policy had been conducted in 1970-72, resulting in
NSDMs 92 and 186 (Tab C), which have formed the basis of our policy
ever since. However, a number of subsequent developments have made
a new policy review essential:

—The effect of the Arab-Israel war of 1973;

—The oil embargo, increased oil prices, and greater importance of
oil production by the Gulf states;

—The increased political and economic influence of the Gulf states
on the regional and international scene;

—The rapid economic expansion and modernization of the Gulf
states;

—The acquisition of large quantities of modern military equipment
by Iran and Saudi Arabia and the extensive involvement of the United
States with their military programs;

—The increasing pressures of the smaller Gulf states on the US for
military purchases; and

—Congressional and public concern over US actions in the security
field involving Gulf states.

With your approval, NSSM 238 was issued in February 1976, calling
for an examination of US political and strategic goals in the Persian
Gulf, with policy alternatives for the near and medium term. Economic
issues were to be considered but primarily as background, since NSSM
237 on energy was to deal with this element of our relations with the
Gulf states. The Interdepartmental Political-Military Group chaired by
the Department of State prepared a study response which was submit-
ted to the NSC Staff in May 1976. The spread sheet summarizing
Conclusions and Policy Options is at Tab D. The study response was
long on identifying and discussing issues (it is a veritable encyclopedia
of recent Persian Gulf political and economic history and problems)
but short on succinct presentation and useful recommendations. The
all-inclusive approach of the study response identified more than 100
possible options and sub-options, but there were no agreed recommen-
dations, nor was there an Executive Summary.

In order to obtain a policy document suitable for top-level review,
the NSC Staff worked with the most knowledgeable officials in State,
DOD and the CIA to develop a draft Executive Summary (updated to
include major developments since completion of the original study
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response) and several broad policy options. In addition, a set of proce-
dures was proposed for improving interagency consideration of
requests for military equipment and for improving the management
of ongoing security assistance programs. These proposed procedures
were derived from a careful case-by-case study of the management of
our security assistance programs and the handling of arms requests
for the Gulf states over the past several years, and from criticisms and
suggested improvements made by knowledgeable officials within the
Executive Branch and in Congress.

After receiving official Agency comments, we have now revised
the Executive Summary to incorporate these comments and to drop
all policy options or recommendations (the State preference). We have
separated the proposed arms transfer procedures for consideration as
a separate issue by the SRG.

AGENCY VIEWS

All of the Agencies (State, Treasury, DOD/JCS, CIA, ACDA) are expected
to accept the revised Executive Summary substantially unchanged, since it
now includes no specific recommendations and is intended primarily
as a high-level interagency issues paper for the next Administration.
(Treasury believes that any policy decisions must be preceded by a
parallel review of both NSSM 237 and NSSM 238, a position which is
fully consonant with the Executive Summary in its present form.)

The proposed procedures for management of Security Assistance programs
will be more controversial. Defense, ACDA and other Agencies have
indicated approval of the proposed procedures without substantial
change and favor their adoption right away—particularly in view of
the threatened moratorium by Congress on FMS cases for the Gulf
until the policy review has been completed. State may argue that the
adoption of even technical procedures should be deferred until the
next Administration. [State’s position is derived from its proposal for
the establishment of an Arms Export Control Board at the Undersecre-
tary level to monitor global arms transfer policy, leading State to object
to the adoption of procedures before a State-chaired AECB is available
to establish policy and administer procedures. As you know, other
interested Agencies favor establishment right away of a senior arms
transfer board chaired by State, but believe that it should be established
at the Assistant Secretary level rather than the Undersecretary level.]

YOUR APPROACH AT THE MEETING

We suggest that you open the meeting by reviewing briefly some
of the major issues which gave rise to NSSM 238, noting that these
issues will remain and will probably need to be addressed by the new
Administration during its first few months in office. In introducing the
three principal items on the agenda, you should note that the objective
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of the meeting is to provide a basic framework for policy decisions
which will probably have to be made sometime in 1977 and to ensure
that the new Administration inherits an effective system for the orderly
review of security assistance issues which are likely to arise during the
early months of 1977.

Executive Summary and Study Response

For the reasons listed above in the background section, a full-scale
review of United States security assistance (including military supply)
policy and programs has become essential. The results of this review
will certainly be of special interest to the new Administration and to
Congress, which is aware that a NSSM has been underway for some
time. Congress has adopted a resolution (and key individual Members
have indicated they intend to adhere to it) opposing consideration of
any new FMS cases for Persian Gulf states until the policy review has
been completed.

With respect to the NSSM 238 study response and Executive Sum-
mary, you should point out the complementary nature of the two
papers. You may wish to add that, in view of the extensive prior
consideration of these two documents, the meeting should try to avoid
getting bogged down in minor and editorial issues.

While it might be unwise for this Administration to adopt formally
a comprehensive policy for the Persian Gulf less than a month before
the Inauguration, it would be very useful to provide the next Adminis-
tration with an agreed top-level, interagency summary of the historical
and strategic framework of US policy toward the Persian Gulf plus an
indication of the key issues which are expected to require high-level
policy consideration at an early date. The study response to NSSM 238
and the revised Executive Summary prepared by the NSC Staff can
serve that purpose and should formally be transmitted to Mr. Brzezin-
ski after approval by the SRG. It might also be useful to inform key
Members of Congress before January 20 that this has been done, and
possibly provide them with a brief summary of the review.

Security Assistance Procedures

As pointed out in our memo of December 16, there are a number
of reasons why a decision on these procedures should be taken now and not
be postponed:

—It is important to have established procedures in operation to
deal with important FMS cases which are anticipated during the early
days of the next Administration.

—The proposed guidelines are the result of several years’ experi-
ence and incorporate suggestions from our Embassies and MAAGs, as
well as State, DOD and ACDA. They also take into account Congres-
sional and other criticisms and recommendations. They are neutral
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from a policy point of view and will facilitate rather than interfere with
any future policy review.

—Establishment of these procedures will also provide a tangible
and useful outcome of the NSSM process which should help reassure
the Hill that major arms transfer cases will receive careful study and
appropriate high-level policy consideration.

—If a decision on the procedure is not taken now, it is difficult to
predict when an orderly interagency system might be adopted to
replace the present approach which has on past occasions failed to
provide adequate interagency review and coordination, particularly
vis-a-vis Congress.

If State should recommend postponing action on these procedures
until the next Administration, you should note that these guidelines
are technical rather than political. They are merely designed to improve
management of on-going security assistance programs. As such, their
adoption is particularly appropriate now in order to provide effective
machinery for use by the new Administration during the period when
new individuals are assuming unfamiliar responsibilities and when
fundamental policies are being reviewed—yet when they will be faced
with the continuing need to review FMS requests and manage effec-
tively existing programs (which will probably be the object of continu-
ing criticism).

If State objects to the use of the Middle East Arms Transfer Panel,
you can point out that it is the only existing body presently available
within the NSC system to implement the procedures effectively. It does
not limit in any way the establishment or the authority of a senior
State-chaired group for global arms policy such as the Arms Export
Control Board proposed by State. As indicated in the footnote on page
1 of the recommended procedures, it is understood by all Agencies
that the MEAT Panel would be subordinate to such a State-chaired
body when it is established.

Energy-Security Assistance Interrelationship

The need is evident for close coordination between our security
assistance (including military supply) policies and our energy policies
with respect to Persian Gulf countries, particularly Iran and Saudi
Arabia. However, there is no agreement—although there are many
different ideas—on how this can be done in a manner which would
enhance overall United States interests. This is a useful opportunity to
explore Agency views on the nature of the interrelationship (including
the sharply debated question of US security assistance leverage over
oil price and production decisions) and to get them on the record
for the eventual consideration of the new Administration. It would
probably be better to agree from the outset that the SRG will not seek
to reach specific conclusions on this subject but rather confine itself to
an examination of possible approaches.
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28. Minutes of a Senior Review Group Meeting'
Washington, January 5, 1977, 3:03-3:49 p.m.

SUBJECT
NSSM 238

PARTICIPANTS

Chairman
Brent Scowcroft

State

Charles W. Robinson
Roy Atherton
Richard Ericson

Defense
William Clements
Leslie A. Janka

JCS
Lt. Gen. William Y. Smith

CIA
George Bush
David Blee

Treasury
George Dixon
John M. Niehuss

ACDA
Dr. Fred C. Ikle
Richard H. Wilcox

NSC Staff
Robert Oakley
Michael Hornblow

The meeting began at 3:03 p.m.

General Scowcroft: We are faced with a dilemma. It is inconceivable
to me that the U.S. Government is unable to develop a policy toward
the Persian Gulf. We have had a NSSM Study. It has its good aspects
but we have been unable to bring it to a resolution. The Executive
Summary which has been prepared is only a pale reflection of the

! Summary: The SRG met to consider NSSM 238.

Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box CL 307,
National Security Council, Senior Review Group, November 1976-January 1977. Secret.
NSSM 238 is published as Document 25. NSSM 223, “Review of U.S. Policy on Arms
Transfers, May 19, 1975, is published as Document 53 in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976,
vol. XXXV, National Security Policy, 1973-1976. NSSM 237, “U.S. International Energy
Policy,” is published as Document 93 in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, vol. XXXVII, Energy
Crisis, 1974-1980.
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NSSM. It contains no options. In addition parts of this Study and the
NSSM 223 study have been bandied about the Hill so that Congress
expects us to come up with something. It is a sad reflection that after
a year we have been able to produce nothing. This is the reason for the
meeting. My idea is that we should do what we can to get something
to leave, a core of responsible policy options and analysis to our
successors.

Mr. Robinson: 1 agree but also believe that after one year something
important has been accomplished. The Report is a remarkable achieve-
ment. But is it applicable now? Do we have the basis now for saying
that this is the way to go? We have some minor textual emendations
to add to the summary. Basically we think this a worthwhile effort to
present the new Administration. But it would be inappropriate to make
key policy decisions now. The decisions taken at Doha have fundamen-
tal implications with regard to our strategy and tactical position. This
is a good report. I think we should submit it to the new Administration.
So they can use it as a basis for deciding on policies.

General Scowcroft: We ostensibly do studies for a purpose, that
purpose is to make policy. Right now this paper is not in any condition
to be useful.

My. Robinson: It has no options.

General Scowcroft: Yes, it is different from other NSSM studies that
we have done since it has no options. Even if we make no decisions,
there should be options.

Mpr. Robinson: Our suggested textual emendations will make it
stronger, they contain some policy choices.

General Scowcroft: Bill, what do you think?

My. Clements: 1 think the Report is reasonable, although it is not
as strong in some places as I would like. Probably we could never get
agreement on a really strong report. I am inclined to go ahead and make
these decisions based upon our knowledge. This is such an important
region. Why procrastinate? If we don’t make decisions the new people
might want to restudy the whole thing over again and lose another
year. They would want to restudy it because of its importance. It is
like putting old shoes on your feet. The region is important today and
will remain so for the next 5-10 years. This is a careful study. It could
be turned into a decision document to go to the President. Then the
new people would have a policy which they are free to change. Now
there is no policy. We are in limbo. We should do something.

Mr. Robinson: A decision now would mean that you have a policy
with no possibility of implementing it.

Mpy. Clements: There are varying degrees. In some cases we can
make clear decisions, in others we can waffle, in others we can simply
pass it along.
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General Scowcroft: The way the Study is now it would be useless
to the next Administration.

Dr. Ikle: In ten days would it be possible for the Working Group
to put together a good working sheet?

General Scowcroft: It could be done in a week.

Mr. Dixon: Even if it were done now, the new Administration
would want to restudy it.

Mr. Clements: Yes, but in the interim there would be a policy. There
are important things happening in the region.

Mr. Robinson: What you are now speaking about is impossible. The
Transition Team would say that you are wasting your time. Making
decisions are one thing. Implementing them is something else.

Mr. Clements: There are certain decisions which State has had pend-
ing for a long time which have been awaiting the completion of this
Study. If these decisions are made in conformance with the Executive
Summary we would at least be on record as to what we think ought
to be done. Decisions will be needed in the next six months and these
forthcoming decisions should not be made without this guidance. If
we just do nothing we would be derelict in our duty. If they don’t like
it they can change it.

Mr. Robinson: There are only two weeks to go. Lets be realistic.
There would be no way to implement the decisions.

My. Clements: It is inevitable that decisions will start being made
that could fit within the matrix of the Study. We should go ahead and
see if these decisions could fit within the matrix. Our Ambassadors
are often on a daily basis conferring with such leaders as the Saudi
King and the Shah on these very questions.

Mr. Dixon: It is likely that these decisions will be made on an ad
hoc basis.

Lt. Gen. Smith: The new people will use any information they have.

General Scowcroft: They won’t be able to restudy the world. They
will use whichever vehicle they have at hand.

Dr. Ikle: We could use the present policy guidelines and sketch out
alternatives.

Mr. Clements: What State wants to do is for us to walk out and
leave this in abeyance so that the key decision can be made by them
unilaterally on an ad hoc basis. The decisions would be made in a
closet. This is wrong.

Mr. Robinson: 1 won’t argue with you, but is there any viable
alternative?

My. Atherton: We do have a policy now which we have explained to
Congressional Committees. We certainly have a framework for making
future decisions.
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Mr. Robinson: The real question is whether our making decisions
here will have any significant influence on the new people.

General Scowcroft: 1 see two stages. First, can we get the paper in
shape so that it can serve as a basis for making decisions? Second,
should we recommend to the President that he make these decisions?
We have nothing now.

Mpy. Dixon: I don’t know if we can get something together in time.
We believe there is a need to complete the Energy study first and put
the two together so that all the issues can be considered at once.

My. Robinson: Our view is that there is no need for us to finish the
NSSM 237 study before finishing this.

Lt. Gen. Smith: Our people have more comments to make on the
238 Study and the Executive Summary.

General Scowcroft: There were some 106 options in the Study. That
is why there had to be an Executive Summary.

Lt. Gen. Smith: We should work on both with the major emphasis
being on the summary.

My. Robinson: Is it practicable to do this>—to put forward credible
options with only two weeks left?

General Scowcroft: Yes.

Mr. Clements: We can do it.

General Scowcroft: We may not agree on which options are prefera-
ble but it should not be hard to agree on what the options are.

Dr. Ikle: Maybe it would be better to refrain from choosing any
options.

Mr. Robinson: My associates say that this would take an extraordi-
nary effort.

Mr. Ericson: We could put together an interagency team and have
them work in a hothouse atmosphere.

Mr. Robinson: In two weeks?

General Scowcroft: The analysis is not bad. We just need to further
fit it together into a reasonable series of policy options.

Mr. Robinson: We have some suggested changes which might be
useful.

Mr. Clements: A small group in a high-pressure atmosphere might
do it.

General Scowcroft: Is there any objection to the Study Group taking
a crack at it?

Mr. Clements: No.

Mr. Atherton: The original instrument for the study was the Pol
Mil Interagency Group chaired by PM. They could be the group.
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Mr. Oakley: Okay, but I would suggest that somebody really tough
be in charge so that you don’t end up with another 106 policy options.

Mr. Robinson: We need to identify the key issues.

Mr. Clements: A good many of these can be left for the new people.
We don’t need to cover the whole waterfront.

Myr. Atherton: There is a need for an inventory of the practical
decisions which are pending.

Mr. Oakley: The analysis covers it. There is nothing pending which
is not covered in the analysis.

Mr. Janka: There would be no problem generating something. I
would like to see the “facilities part” expanded so that issues like
Mystic Star are better covered. Unless some decision is taken soon, we
will lose Kagnew but have nothing to replace it.

M. Robinson: If we take no action at this meeting that in itself is
a decision.

Mr. Clements: Right.

Mpr. Janka: We could divide the issues two ways, by time and
importance. Perhaps there are 6 issues with 2 or 3 choices on each.
Mystic Star is one issue. Do we move it to Tehran or not?

My. Robinson: Our position on Tehran is that we need to look at
the total US-Iran relationship so that this question can be placed in a
proper perspective. We need to look at the other alternatives. Going
into Tehran could create serious problems in terms of saturation. What
kind of a quid would the Shah want? It opens a Pandora’s Box.

My. Clements: 1 agree.

Lt. Gen. Smith: That’s all the more reason to describe in this paper
the basic framework. The same thing applies to COMIDEASTFOR. We
need a decision on that.

Mr. Robinson: We have no decision on that. It is one of the issues
we have to address.

Mr. Atherton: The Foreign Minister turned us down flat.

Myr. Clements: Our suggestion was that Porter go see Fahd about
this. I thought State had agreed to do that but still Porter has not done
anything. We want Fahd to tell the Bahraini Foreign Minister to go
jump in the lake.

Mpr. Atherton: Fahd might tell us to go jump in the lake, instead.

My. Clements: If nothing changes, we will have to start drawing
down COMIDEASTFOR in February.

Lt. Gen. Smith: If we do not act that is a decision by default.

My. Clements: The record may show that if there is no decision that
State forced us out of Bahrain.
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General Scowcroft: (To Robinson, Atherton, and Oakley) You three
put your heads together and see what we can come up with. The other
issue is do we want to establish an interagency organization to manage
security assistance? In this connection the NSSM 223 study recom-
mended the broader framework of the Arms Export Control Board.
There are major issues involved and something needs to be done to
regularize the process. The major differences involve the level of the
organization. A key and rather unique element is the Secretary of State’s
statutory responsibilities in this area. There are two basic proposals.
Either have it at the Deputy Secretary level such as the SRG chaired by
the Undersecretary of State for Security Assistance—the other proposal
would move it one step down with the same Chairman but a panel
composed of Assistant Secretaries which would then report to the
Secretary of State. The problem with the higher level is the anamoly
of having this group report to the Secretary of State who would then
have to come back to the President and then back to the NSC. Thus I
am attracted to the idea of an interagency group at the Assistant Secre-
tary level which would coordinate day-to-day work. This Group would
then report through the Under Secretary for Security Assistance to the
Secretary of State then if there were any problems they would come
back to the NSC at the SRG level.

Mr. Robinson: Here, as opposed to the previous discussion, we are
talking about mechanisms. I am confident that the new administration
will establish its own mechanisms and that any decision made here
will be aborted January 20.

Mr. Clements: 1 agree.

General Scowcroft: On the other hand I am not sure that they will
be moving that promptly.

Dr. Ikle: It would be gauche to establish a new mechanism now.

My. Robinson: (to Scowcroft) Your analysis was good but any deci-
sion made now would be counter-productive.

General Scowcroft: I don’t necessarily disagree.

Mr. Clements: 1 know that this is being considered by the transi-
tion teams.

General Scowcroft: Is that the general consensus that we not try to
agree on a mechanism now? Fred, are you happy with that?

Dr. Ikle: Definitely.

General Scowcroft: Fred, you have a memo in to the President recom-
mending creation of a Board—what do you want to do about it?

Dr. Ikle: That was written at an earlier time and has been overtaken,
I'll withdraw it.

General Scowcroft: We are agreed on that then. Are there any other
items? Thank you gentlemen.

The meeting ended at 3:49 p.m.
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29. Executive Summary of a Study Prepared by the
Interdepartmental Political-Military Group'

Washington, January 17, 1977.

NSSM 238: US Policy Toward the Persian Gulf
L. Introduction: Purpose and Scope of Study

In examining US political and strategic goals in the Persian Gulf
area and identifying near and medium (ten-year) term policy alterna-
tives, the NSSM 238 response:

—concentrates substantially on politico-military security aspects
of {>olicy goals, although treating briefly other aspects such as economic
policy. Energy policy questions are addressed in depth in NSSM 237;

—considers these security factors, however, in a framework of
overall US interests in the area;

—incorporates suggestions made in various other studies, inspec-
tion reports, etc., regarding possible operational improvements in the
conduct of present policy; and

—presents a range of broad policy options and sub-options on
specific issues, for promoting US interests and achieving US objectives
in the area.

This Executive Summary of the NSSM 238 response provides the
historical and strategic framework for our present Persian Gulf policy,
notes those issues and problems which are likely to be of particular
importance to the United States over the next decade, and examines
three security-related questions on which urgent policy focus will be
required.

This revised Summary also takes into account major developments
which have occurred since completion of the study response and formal
agency comments on the draft Summary.

! Summary: The NSC forwarded to Scowcroft the Executive Summary of the
response to NSSM 238, designed to provide the incoming Carter administration with a
policy framework and a set of options.

Source: Ford Library, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box 42, NSSM 238-U.S.
Policy Toward the Persian Gulf (3 of 3) (3). Secret. Brackets, except those indicating text
not declassified, are in the original. The Executive Summary was transmitted under a
January 17 covering memorandum from Oakley to Scowcroft. (Ibid.) Annex A, not
published, is a brief table entitled “Military Sales Cases Ready for Submission to the
Congress.” Annex B, not published, is the paper “Recommended Procedures for Manage-
ment of Security Assistance Programs in the Persian Gulf Area.” Also attached is a brief
note from Scowcroft to Zbigniew Brzezinski, dated January 19, which reads “Zbig: Here’s
another one.”
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II. Background and Current Policy Considerations
Background

US policy toward the states in the Persian Gulf since World War
II has been predicated on three major premises:

—the vital relationship of the region’s energy resources and financial
policies to the economies of the US, its European allies, Japan, and
developing countries;

—the geopolitical importance of the region, particularly for our Mid-
dle East and Soviet policies; and

—the common US-Saudi-Iranian interest in limiting Soviet influence
and resisting other radical influences in the area.

During the Cold War period, the US gave a high priority to relations
with Iran and Saudi Arabia out of concern that their vast oil reserves
not fall under Soviet control and out of a desire to use strategic locations
in these countries for military and intelligence purposes. The strong
anti-Communist and anti-Soviet views of these countries’ leaders
inclined them to close association with us and our interests. Both coun-
tries, especially Iran, enjoyed the benefit of our security umbrella and
support against Soviet pressures. During this period we viewed the
paramount British security role as adequate to guard US and Western
interests in the Gulf shaikhdoms.

The British military withdrawal from the Gulf in 1971, coupled with
the rapidly increasing importance of Gulf oil to the West, prompted a
review of our policy options. NSSM 66 (1970) and the derivative
NSDMs 92 (1970) and 186 (1972) on Persian Gulf security problems
reconfirmed—and events surrounding the 1973 Arab-Israeli War
proved—the great importance of the Persian Gulf to US interests. We
concluded that our interests would best be served by (1) encouraging
Saudi-Iranian cooperation; (2) developing a special military supply
relationship with those two countries, while restraining arms supply
to the smaller regional states; (3) not reducing the US naval presence
in the Gulf, subject to review if it proved to be politically unacceptable to
US friends in the region; and (4) tacitly supporting regionally initiated
security arrangements, with the small states looking to larger neighbors
for their security. Implicit in this policy direction was a determination
that we should encourage regional powers to assume responsibility
for maintaining regional as well as their own security. Our premise
has been that Iran and Saudi Arabia have the potential to fill this
role in a manner compatible with US interests. On this basis we have
supported what has become a major effort to assist them in developing
their defense capabilities, recognizing that even in the case of Iran this
capability is primarily regional and can have only a dissuasive, delaying
effect vis-a-vis the USSR.
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Current Situation

Since the end of 1973, two interrelated factors have greatly
increased the importance of the Persian Gulf to the United States and
the world as a whole:

—The increasing need of the Free World for Middle East oil, with
the potential strains on traditional alliances which this has pro-
duced; and

—The economic impact of the quadrupling of OPEC oil prices,
including both domestic and international effects.

The major oil states of the Gulf currently account for over 70 percent
of total OPEC productive capacity and almost 50 percent of total Free
World capacity. They have almost 60 percent of the world’s crude oil
reserves and over a third of the natural gas reserves. They now provide
about 25 percent of United States imports and 10 percent of consump-
tion, 65 percent of Western European imports and 61 percent of con-
sumption, and almost 75 percent of Japanese imports and consumption.
The percentage for the US will continue to increase. The Gulf states’
oil revenues were $72 billion in 1975. Although they spent about $35
billion for imports from the United States, Western Europe, and Japan,
and disbursed $4 billion in concessional assistance, reserves stood at
$53 billion at year’s end. (Saudi Arabia holds approximately half these
reserves, virtually all of which are deposited in Western Europe and
the United States.) Reserves continued to grow in 1976 as revenues
and imports increased and foreign assistance declined.

The recession which has affected the global economy over the
past two years has been significantly deepened and broadened by the
inflation caused by higher oil prices. Economic recovery and stable
growth, particularly for certain Western European and most develop-
ing countries, will continue to depend on effective recycling of foreign
exchange from the key Gulf states (Saudi Arabia, Iran, Kuwait, UAE,
eventually Iraq) and on the willingness of these states to moderate oil
price increases while maintaining adequate production.

Iran and Saudi Arabia have used their greatly increased economic
power to expand their political influence in the Middle East and to
play a more active role on the world political and economic scene, as
well as to undertake massive economic and military modernization
programs at home.

The increased importance of the Persian Gulf is evident to states
outside the area. The Western Europeans and Japanese appear prepared
to pay a relatively high political price if necessary to obtain assured
supplies of oil, and are actively attempting to expand their markets
for military and industrial equipment as well as consumption items.
The USSR and its allies have also sought—with less success—to main-
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tain good relations with Iran and to expand their influence beyond
existing political, economic, and military supply beachheads in Iraq,
Syria and South Yemen, and they await an opportunity to exploit any
radical change in Iran or the moderate Gulf Arab states.

In response to this new situation, primary US policy objectives
toward the area (particularly Saudi Arabia and Iran) have evolved
gradually over the last two years, supplementing the essentially secu-
rity-oriented policy guidelines of NSDMs 92 and 186. Current policy
objectives include:

—DMaintaining access to oil supplies at manageable prices and in
sufficient quantities to meet our needs and those of our allies;

—Obtaining the support of Saudi Arabia and Iran for US policy
on such key political issues as Arab-Israeli negotiations, South Asian
stability, the resolution of major African problems, and on international
economic issues;

—DMaintaining a vigorous and increasing level of exports to and
investment from the Gulf states;

—Satisfying US requirements for military communications and
intelligence facilities, landing and overflight rights, and port facilities
in the region and ensuring unobstructed sea lanes for movement of
vital resources; and

—Denying the USSR a predominant role in the Gulf-Northwest
Indian Ocean region.

In the main, we have been successful in realizing these objectives.
The political orientation of the region has remained moderate and pro-
West. Bilateral relations with the US have become closer. Iran and
Saudi Arabia have moved effectively, although not always with the
speed or manner we would have chosen, to support the smaller states
and help them establish and maintain political stability since the British
withdrawal. With Iranian assistance, Oman has withstood a radical
rebellion fomented by South Yemen and supported by Iraq, Libya,
the USSR and Cuba. North Yemen has shifted its political orientation
toward Saudi Arabia and the West, away from Iraq and the Soviet
Bloc, thanks in part to an agreement with Saudi Arabia and the US on
the supply of military equipment and training. The Saudis have also
had limited success in moderating South Yemen’s foreign policy,
though the radical coloration of the government remains roughly the
same.

The major Gulf states have also been supportive of US political
interests outside the Gulf area and their influence and wealth have
contributed significantly to our Arab-Israel peacemaking effort. Iran
has also contributed to stability in South Asia by balancing its support
for Pakistan with economic assistance to India and Afghanistan. Iran
maintained its flow of oil to the West (and Israel) despite the 1973-74
Arab embargo and continues to oppose the idea of an embargo (even
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though it strongly advocates higher prices). Since the 1973-74 embargo
Saudi Arabia has been particularly instrumental in maintaining ade-
quate supplies of petroleum products to the West and, in the past year,
in resisting additional increases in price favored by other OPEC nations.
The nations of the area have acted in a generally responsible manner in
their handling of petro-dollar investments in the West and in increasing
assistance bilaterally and multilaterally to developing nations, although
on a highly selective basis. They have also shown a degree of preference
for US goods and services despite increased competition, although
certain US actions against the Arab boycott of Israel could have an
adverse impact on the ability of US firms to compete for business in
Saudi Arabia and other Arab states.

Both Saudi Arabia and Iran have deliberately chosen to link their
extensive security development programs to the United States. They
have come to rely on the United States not only for the provision of
weapons systems and modern military technology but also for profes-
sional advice in shaping their security forces and for training of their
military personnel. This reliance on US cooperation and assistance
extends to nearly every aspect of their military development and is
likely to increase rather than decrease over the next decade as they
face the problems of integrating new systems and new technology into
their force structure and as the bulk of goods and services which these
nations have purchased from the United States through the Foreign
Military Sales program is delivered. This very close association ensures
that the United States will have considerable influence on the structur-
ing of the military forces of these states, the development of their
military doctrine, the skills and basic attitudes of their military person-
nel, the evolution of internal security, and to some degree the general
orientation and direction of national military strategy. Although there
are definite limits to our general influence and specific policy leverage,
the dependence of these states on US cooperation and assistance in the
security field clearly constitutes an impetus for the military establish-
ments, and to a lesser degree, the governments of these countries to
act in a manner generally consistent with US interests. As such, our
security relationship represents a policy asset of significant importance,
which is not currently available to any other external power.

Prospective Problems

Nonetheless, it is evident that the accelerated pace of change in
the Persian Gulf region, particularly over the last two years, requires
a fresh look at US policy. A number of problems have emerged, in
some cases due directly to the very magnitude and intimacy of our
security relationship with the larger states of the area, and economic
and political trends which were hardly visible in the early 1970’s have
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become much more clearly defined in the wake of the events of 1973.
The spectacular rise of oil prices and the consequent accumulation of
revenues have permitted the Gulf states to undertake massive economic
and military modernization programs. These programs have brought
with them increasing domestic strains and have created problems in
bilateral relations with the US while heightening national ambitions.
Incipient movement toward regional political cooperation remains
troubled by subsurface rivalries and mutual suspicions, and effective
formal regional cooperation remains elusive. The traditional fabric of
Gulf societies has come under heavy strain as a result of the massive
influx of foreign technology, foreign technicians and workers, and the
rapid growth of personal wealth and urbanization among the popula-
tions of these states. The increasing involvement in inter-Arab affairs
and Middle East diplomacy of Saudi Arabia (and Kuwait and the UAE
to a lesser degree), and the active involvement of Iran in the Middle
East, South Asia and the Indian Ocean could open the Persian Gulf
increasingly to the issues and rivalries of these areas. Of immediate
importance for the United States is the strong interest of Saudi Arabia
in maintaining momentum toward a solution of the Arab-Israel dispute.
The Saudis have indicated that progress on this issue will be an impor-
tant element in the evolution of their relations with the US.

Iraq’s ideological radicalism continues to pose a political threat to
the rest of the region despite its growing economic pragmatism and
the suspension of its active dispute with Iran. Although not explosive,
the relationship among the Lower Gulf states is uneasy in that the
traditional rivalries between the former Sheikhdoms and their tribal
leaders persist and they are not prepared to join fully with Iran or
Saudi Arabia in a regional security grouping. This poses an immediate
problem for the US in the increasing demands of the smaller states for
assistance in building up their own military forces.

Important questions remain unanswered about the long-term bal-
ance of power in the Gulf where Iran, by virtue of its size, population,
and developmental edge, possesses a growing preponderance of mili-
tary strength. The relative tranquility of the Gulf since the British
withdrawal has been due in part to the successful resistance by gener-
ally conservative regimes to the pressures of revolutionary Arab nation-
alism (spearheaded in the area by South Yemen, Iraq, the PLO and the
Popular Front for the Liberation of Oman). The future stability of the
area and the willingness of the traditional Arab regimes of the Peninsula
to cooperate with Iran, on the one hand, and with Iraq and South
Yemen, on the other, will depend in large part on the dynamics of the
struggle between the ideological appeal of Arab nationalism and the
pragmatic approach of the traditional regimes. Failure of the recent
meeting of Gulf Foreign Ministers to agree upon even a limited step
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toward regional security cooperation, and the split among Gulf states
on the OPEC oil price decision of December 17 at Doha, are indicative
of the differences still prevailing in the region, and of the different
views of Iran and Saudi Arabia on certain issues. On the other hand,
successful Iranian and Saudi cooperation in dealing with South
Yemen—both in ending its support for the Dhofar rebellion in Oman
and in handling the problem of the Iranian F—-4 shot down in South
Yemen waters—is indicative of the strong mutual interest the two
regimes share, despite undercurrents of acrimony between them, in
resisting radical change and threats to regional security.

In view of the vital importance of the Gulf area and transit routes
from the regime, and in view of the increasing Soviet naval and air
presence, the United States began in 1973 to maintain an increased
military presence in the northwest Indian Ocean by means of routine
periodic deployments of naval and air units from the Pacific Fleet.
The only US military facility capable of providing support for these
deployments is the joint US-UK installation on distant Diego Garcia.
The US presently is able to use some additional airfields and ports in
the general vicinity of the Persian Gulf on a very limited basis for
routine operations. However, the current level of access to support
ashore is only adequate to sustain a low-level, routine military presence;
and the uncertainty surrounding the future status of Middle East Force
illustrates the tenuousness of even these arrangements. The initial
apprehension which the smaller Gulf states experienced at the British
withdrawal and which led them to welcome a continued US military
presence, has largely been replaced by a sense of growing self-confi-
dence in their own ability to maintain regional stability without outside
assistance. So long as this attitude persists, US access to military facili-
ties in the Gulf will be subject to severe constraints.

Finally, current US arms policy has emerged as an issue. The vast
surge of oil revenues since 1973 has permitted both Iran and Saudi
Arabia to go much further much faster in development of their military
capabilities than could have been foretold in 1969. The high visibility
of the large defense purchases by Iran and Saudi Arabia from the
United States, the difficulties both nations are having in manning and
supporting their complex new weapons systems, the asserted effect of
the sales in fueling arms races, and concern about potential uses of
large quantities of sophisticated weapons, have raised questions in this
country about the ability of these countries to absorb this weaponry
and about the consistency of this policy with long-term US interests
in the region. It has also raised questions about the effectiveness of
our management of these programs (and the prospect of being blamed
for potential program failures), and about the long-term impact on the
economic and social structure of the two countries. At the same time,
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Iran and Saudi Arabia have indicated their sensitivity to the questioning
of our established security assistance relationship as potentially under-
cutting the close bilateral relationships they have established in other
important areas with the US. Iran recently concluded an important
arms deal with the USSR, justifying this action in part by the failure
to acquire certain similar weapons from the US. The Soviet view of US
policy is shaped, inter alia, by the level of US weapons, advisors and
facilities in regions adjacent to the USSR.

In looking ahead to how to deal with the potential problems con-
fronting US interests in the Gulf region over the next decade, we should
bear in mind the general approach which has been responsible for the
policy successes achieved to date, and particularly in the past decade.
This general approach has relied on the balanced use of three principal
foreign policy instrumentalities to promote and strengthen cooperation
in those areas where the major Gulf states have come to see their own
national and regional interests as generally compatible with those of
the US:

—Security assistance and training, as a tangible demonstration of
mutual confidence based on shared interests in regional stability and
opposition to the growth of Soviet influence, and as the most ef‘r}e,ctive
means to develop a capability to maintain their own security and to
assume primary responsibility for security of the entire Gulf area (in
this regard, the military presence of MIDEASTFOR not only serves to
underscore US interests in the area but, together with other US military
elements, has supported our security assistance effort by providing
training for regional military forces);

—Political cooperation, by lendin% support to the Iranian and Saudi
governments anc{p by working closely with them in pursuing parallel

olicies toward other countries in the Gulf (e.g. opposing radical threats
rom Iraq and South Yemen), in the Middle East (e.g. working for a
just and balanced settlement of the Arab-Israeli dispute, supporting
Sadat’s government in Egypt), and in South Asia, the Indian Ocean,
and Africa;

—Economic cooperation by assisting Iran and Saudi Arabia with their
ambitious internzﬂp development/modernization programs, working
with them on international economic policies in order to increase their
participation in the international economy, attempting to resolve with-
out confrontation the Arab boycott issue, increasing two-way trade
and investment, and attempting to minimize any increase in OPEC oil
prices and maximize production levels.

Given the difficulties we may face in the future with respect to
energy questions, it will be particularly important to consider carefully
the interrelationships between the key US role in supporting the Iranian
and Saudi defense establishments and the key role of these two states
in determining oil production and price levels. The manner in which
we attempt to use our security assistance relationship to provide lever-
age on oil and other issues of interest to the United States will remain
a basic element of our decision making on Gulf policy.
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III. Key Issues for the Next Decade

By direction, the NSSM 238 study addressed 17 security-related
issue areas, some of which will be critical to the development of US
policy over the next decade. The study presents four broad policy
options: (1) continuation of current policies and procedures; (2) a
reduced US security role; (3) an expanded US security involvement,
and (4) more active encouragement of regional security cooperation,
along with enhanced policy management. The study provides illustra-
tive decisions which would logically flow from adoption of one of these
broad policy lines, regarding military supply, US security facilities,
etc., making clear, however, that some of the subsidiary options, accord-
ing to the mix, could be consistent with more than one of the broad
policy alternatives.

The key issue areas are summarized below. The first three of these
issues (in upper case type) concern security-related issues which require
high level policy review and decision early in 1977. In considering
these issues for the future, the US must keep in mind three broad
questions: (a) the level and type of local forces we would like ideally
to see in the Gulf; (b) the desired distribution of power among the
regional states; and (c) the optimal US military/security presence in
the area. The remaining issues are also very important to the evolution
of US policy relationships in the Gulf over the next decade. The evolu-
tion of Soviet influence in the area and the growing importance of Iraq
for US policy are developments which should continue to be monitored
carefully; however, in neither case have the trends advanced to the
point where a change of US policy would appear to be required. The
policy implications of energy and related economic issues will need to
be addressed in parallel with these essentially political and security
issues. This can best be done in the context of NSSM 237.

a. SECURITY ASSISTANCE RELATIONSHIPS. The experience of
the past few years resulting from the extensive US involvement in the
security field in the Gulf, particularly with Iran and Saudi Arabia, has
dramatized both the opportunities and the potential risks involved in
responding to requests from regional states for major military programs
involving complex technology and rapid development of modern mili-
tary structures. The quantities and increased sophistication of wea-
ponry purchases by Gulf countries, particularly Iran, are straining the
absorptive capacity of purchasing governments and adding to the
potential for social and economic stresses. Programs which exceed the
technical, manpower and financial capabilities of recipient states will
in the long run weaken rather than strengthen our relations with the
country concerned and in some cases could eventually undermine their
internal stability. Large scale purchases of advanced weapons systems
by Gulf states have also prompted concerns that an arms race may
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have developed between rival states which could contribute to political
destabilization of the region and thus work to the disadvantage of US
interests in the long term.

The presence in certain Gulf states, particularly Iran and Saudi
Arabia, of growing numbers of American personnel, both government
employees and employees of private American companies, poses new
and potentially difficult problems. There is the risk that American
citizens might become involved in international and domestic conflicts
involving their host government or that their presence might require
US intervention or otherwise limit our options in a crisis. There is also
the problem of potential negative economic and sociological impact of
large numbers of Americans upon peoples of very different cultures,
with resultant internal and bilateral political problems which can be
exploited for anti-American and anti-government ends.

The dramatic increase in US sales of defense articles and services
has resulted in domestic concern and closer Congressional scrutiny of
the Administration’s response to military supply requests from Persian
Gulf nations. These developments, plus US setbacks in Angola and
Indochina and the arms embargo against Turkey, have heightened
concern by Iran and Saudi Arabia as to the reliability of the US commit-
ment to support them politically as well as to continue our support
for their military establishments.

Although all of these problems are real, none of them appears to
be unmanageable or to make imperative a fundamental shift in US
policy, although alternative policy approaches should be given careful
consideration. At the minimum, however, these problems point to the
need for ensuring a continuation of the careful review presently given
major arms requests at the highest levels, and of the close attention
given to security assistance programs. A recommended set of system-
atic procedures has been developed in conjunction with this Executive
Summary, and the NSSM 238 study. It takes into account certain Con-
gressional observations as well as Agency recommendations derived
from the lessons of the past few years. Use of these procedures should
ensure systematic interagency review and decisions on future requests
for defense articles and services and that on-going programs are man-
aged as effectively as possible in order to minimize the difficulties
inherent in such extensive and complex relationships as the US has
with Iran and Saudi Arabia.

b. LOWER GULF ARMS SALES. The practical effect of our relatively
stringent case-by-case review of arms sales to the Lower Gulf states,
following the guidelines in NSDM 186, has been to discourage requests
from Qatar, the UAE, Bahrain and Oman for military equipment from
the US. Although this policy has effectively avoided US participation
in the introduction of more sophisticated equipment into the smaller
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Gulf states and in some cases may have slowed the pace of military
expansion by these states, it is becoming increasingly difficult to main-
tain in the face of their growing requests.

Over the past year, the smaller nations of the Gulf have been
approaching the USG more insistently to provide weapons systems
such as fighter aircraft, air defense missiles, TOW anti-tank missiles
and other military equipment and training. They are aware of what
the US has been doing in the way of military supply for other Gulf
states, particularly Iran and Saudi Arabia, but also Kuwait. France and
Britain have not exercised the same restraint as the USG in their own
sales policies to the Lower Gulf. There is no demonstrable desire by
the smaller states to content themselves with a regional security
umbrella from their larger neighbors and the acquisition of advanced
weaponry is tending to become a political status symbol for the smaller
states of the Gulf. In some cases, the governments of the smaller states
have told us directly that US willingness to supply or not to supply
certain advanced weaponry will be an important factor in our bilateral
relations, influencing such issues as whether or not the US can have
access to desired military facilities, e.g. homeporting of MIDEASTFOR
in Bahrain. It is clear that some form of security assistance or other
quid pro quo will be required if a continued military presence in Bahrain
and the use of military facilities on Masirah are to be continued.

The political and security benefits which the US might gain from
individual Lower Gulf states by entering into a substantially more
liberal military supply relationship must be weighed against the possi-
bility that this would touch off an accelerated mini-arms race among
all the Lower Gulf states, thereby increasing pressures on the US (and
the UK and France) to sell still more. This could create problems with
Iran and Saudi Arabia, if they perceived the US as deemphasizing its
policy of relying upon the two larger states for regional security and
providing them with military assistance to this end. We should also
anticipate vigorous opposition within the Congress to any major modi-
fication of present restrictions on Lower Gulf arms sales.

c. MILITARY PRESENCE AND ACCESS TO FACILITIES. Safety of
the shipping lanes from the Persian Gulf will continue to be critical to
the interests of the US and its friends and allies. This interest is strongly
shared by the oil-exporting nations of the region, and they could be
expected to react strongly to any localized challenge to free navigation.
A modest US military presence has been maintained to demonstrate
concern for our vital interests, to contribute to the credibility of regional
defense, to counterbalance the presence of Soviet military forces in the
Arabian Sea, and to act as a deterrent to actions by any country against
US interests by demonstrating US capability to deploy military forces
to the area.
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In the past, this US presence has consisted of the three ships of
MIDEASTFOR, occasional surveillance flights by military aircraft using
airfields at Bandar Abbas, Iran, and Masirah Island, Oman, and periodic
deployments of other forces for regional exercises and operations in
the Arabian Sea. Support of these activities requires continued over-
flight rights and access to port and airfield facilities consonant with
the present and projected level of US military presence. At the present
time, the only US-manned, operational facilities in the area, apart from
the support elements of MIDEASTFOR on Bahrain, are the Defense
Communications System facility and the intelligence collection sites
operated by the USG in Iran. The Department of Defense has proposed
the relocation of a communications station to Tehran, Iran, or other
suitable locations, to compensate for the anticipated closure of the
station at Asmara, Ethiopia. Presidential mission communications sup-
port (MYSTIC STAR) is the prime function requiring relocation from
Asmara. Upgrading of existing communications facilities in Iran has
also been contemplated as well as the construction of several smaller
facilities to compensate for restrictions on our use of certain aeronauti-
cal functions presently located in Turkey, [1 line not declassified].

The Department of State has taken the position that piecemeal
submission of such projects for Iranian approval is not in our interest,
since (1) the Shah may balk at additional projects that fulfill essentially
US rather than Iranian requirements and either refuse to approve some
of them or request an additional quid, and (2) we may be increasing
our official presence in Iran to a level beyond that consistent with our
own long-term interests.

A policy decision is required in the near future to determine the
level of US military presence in the Gulf area in the context of overall
US interests, the strategic balance in the northwest Indian Ocean region
(particularly vis-a-vis the USSR), and the long-term nature of our rela-
tionship with Iran.

d. Energy. The Gulf region will account for two-thirds of all oil
moving in international trade in the next decade. Despite US efforts
at conservation and energy diversification, the Gulf will account for a
rapidly increasing share of US energy imports and will continue to be
a primary producer for Japan and Western Europe. Beyond 1985, Saudi
Arabia and Iraq will be the principal Gulf oil suppliers. Saudi Arabia’s
production capacity exceeds that of any other country and by 1985 will
account for almost 40 percent of total OPEC capacity—yet Saudi Arabia
currently needs to produce at only one-third of capacity to meet its
revenue needs. This gives Saudi Arabia tremendous leverage to be the
market-maker, influencing heavily both OPEC supply and price levels,
but it also exposes the Saudis to considerable pressure from other
OPEC members for higher prices and, if necessary, lower production
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to sustain those prices. (The ability of Saudi Arabia to impose its policies
on other OPEC nations is being tested following the two-price decision
at the December 1976 OPEC meeting in Doha.) Energy issues impact
directly or indirectly on virtually every aspect of US policy in the
Persian Gulf, and future decisions on security and political issues
should be carefully coordinated with the examination of energy policy,
e.g., the NSSM 237 study currently in progress.

e. Soviet Influence. The extent and nature of this influence in the
Gulf area over the next decade cannot be predicted with confidence.
The USSR is now the major military supplier to Iraq and can be expected
to continue to seek to increase its influence there and elsewhere in the
Gulf, pursuing its usual multi-track tactics with the aim of lessening
Western influence. Much will depend on:

—how the Soviets calculate the tradeoffs between stress on support
for radical versus conservative regimes, and pursuit of good bilateral
relations with the maximum number of governments;

—the Gulf leaders’ perceptions of the condition of the superpower
balance and of Western responsiveness to their security and economic
needs and desires;

—the evolution of Arab-Israel relations, particularly whether pros-
pects for an overall settlement are such as to encourage Arab modera-
tion or extremism and whether perceptions of US policy in this vital
area are positive or negative;

—the nature of relationships among the principal Gulf powers and
the internal political stability of the Gulf regimes (e.g. Iran, Saudi
Arabia, Iraq).

f. Irag. The exploitation of Iraq’s extensive oil and gas reserves
is increasing rapidly, and its ambitious development plans (largely
Western-oriented) are also proceeding, creating a situation whereby
its oil production will approach that of Iran by 1985. This growing
economic importance and pragmatism has been partially paralleled by
a new political look, notably the 1975 agreement resolving Iraq’s long
riparian boundary dispute with Iran. It is also noteworthy that the US
has become one of the major sources of Iraq’s non-military imports.
However, Iraq has remained obdurately opposed to an Arab-Israeli
settlement; continues to back extremist Palestinian elements, even in
the face of solid opposition by the Arab moderates; is apparently dedi-
cated to overthrowing the Asad regime in Syria; and is still regarded
with fear and suspicion by the moderate Gulf states. Recently it has
used its armed forces to threaten militarily and to try to intimidate
politically both Syria and Kuwait.

Iraq’s increasing importance will demand continuing close atten-
tion to the question of whether and how the US might be able to
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influence the evolution of its policy along moderate lines over the next
decade. At present, our policy of quietly encouraging the growth of
economic ties with Iraq and making clear our willingness to consider
sympathetically any Iraqi initiative for closer political relations, without
taking the initiative ourselves, appears to be correct. Current Iraqi
animosity to policies and regimes favored by the United States in
the Middle East is so great that an initiative by the US would be
misinterpreted by our friends and would be unlikely to have any
useful effect on Iraq’s leadership. However, there are reports of internal
differences over Iraq’s extremist policies, and the US should be pre-
pared to encourage moderation should the opportunity occur—prefera-
bly after consultation with key states friendly to the United States in
the area.

g. Economic. The Gulf states, led by Saudi Arabia, have over $70
billion in foreign exchange assets, which should triple by 1985. The
IMF has accorded them a larger institutional role, and Iran and Saudi
Arabia play key roles in CIEC and other international economic bodies.
The formidable economic reserves of the Gulf states give them the
potential to intervene massively in world investment markets. How-
ever, they realize that their economic future is tied to that of the devel-
oped countries, and it is strongly in our own interest to integrate them
further into the Free World international financial system. Their foreign
investment behavior has been conservative, oriented toward OECD
countries and tending to move slowly toward longer-term maturities
and, to a lesser degree, equity investment. The US share of investment
and imports is already considerable (one-fifth of both total investment
and total imports) and can increase substantially by 1985. In 1975 the
Gulf states provided more than $4 billion in economic aid to developing
nations. Although this assistance went primarily to Islamic states and
particularly the confrontation states, the nations of the Gulf can be
expected to play a significant future role in bilateral and multilateral
development assistance. A growing problem for these states will be the
demands of Third World nations for economic support and protection
against the effect of increased oil prices.

h. The Impact of Modernization. Rapid modernization and the intro-
duction of advanced technology, extensive reliance on foreign man-
power, and rapid urbanization could be seriously destabilizing to the
traditionalist Gulf regimes. For instance, many of the Gulf states are
beginning to encounter difficulties in reconciling the pace of civilian
and military expansion programs with their deficiencies in skilled man-
power and physical infrastructure. Inflation is also a serious problem.
These problems, if not resolved or at least mitigated, could have a
serious negative effect on the moderate policies of these regimes, their
ability to remain in power, and in particular on their close relationship
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with the US. Given the intimate US public and private involvement
with both the civilian and military development programs, we could
become the target for opprobrium if things began to go seriously wrong.
Our policy should take full account of these risks, and acceptance of
new programs and additional involvement should be carefully weighed
against the responsibilities and risks inherent in such a close association,
as well as the potential risks of possible alternative strategies.

IV. Broad Security Policy Postures for the Next Decade

Section III addressed the issue areas which are central to the devel-
opment of US policy toward the Gulf over the next decade. For deal-
ing with these issues, there are three broad security policy postures:
(1) continuation of current policies and procedures; (2) a reduced US
security role; and (3) an expanded US security involvement. In deter-
mining our optimal policy in this region, our desired strategic stance
vis-a-vis the USSR must be borne in mind. In general, a decision to
pursue one or another of these three broad policy lines would logically
entail a certain set of decisions on the individual issues for which
options are presented. Given the diversity and complexity of the issues,
some of these options do not conveniently fit into a single policy
posture; there are a great number of possible permutations and combi-
nations. This strongly suggests that decisions on some issues might
involve a selection of options from more than one policy “package.”

Two aspects of our Gulf security relationships—military supply
and military presence—raise interrelated contradictions and ambiva-
lencies. The “powers” on whom we rely primarily for the region’s
security—Iran and Saudi Arabia—are consequently major recipients
of US military supply. Iran’s willingness to allow the US to operate its
own technical facilities is of vital importance (particularly given the
US problems with Turkey). Access to Iranian air and naval facilities
as well as to Saudi facilities is also useful. Yet both Iran and Saudi
Arabia are increasingly less supportive of such presences as US military
“bases,” and other evidence of extraterritoriality and agreed privileges
in their own countries and elsewhere in the Gulf. Iran is sensitive over
any increase in the size or number of US facilities while Saudi Arabia
is not disposed to grant the US such facilities. The weakest states, Oman
and Bahrain, who have received very little security assistance from the
US, are torn between a desire to achieve a “special relationship” with
the US, in part to forestall slipping irretrievably into the Saudi/Iranian
spheres of influence, and sensitivity to the stigma of retaining a “colo-
nial” image by granting military presence privileges to a “Great Power.”
They, along with the UAE and Qatar, want an entree to US military
supply comparable to that the other “ministate,” Kuwait, enjoys; and
the appetites of all are whetted by our extensive supply relationships
with Iran and Saudi Arabia. In return for US facilities, the weaker states
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tend to seek something in return, and the evidence to date is that
their preferences will be in the security assistance area, either special
consideration in terms of what we might sell, or concessional financing
for their purchases, or both. The stronger states also see a clear if not
explicit link between US security assistance and US facilities.

As we seek to cope with the dichotomy between relying on regional
powers to ensure Gulf security and seeking to preserve our own mili-
tary presence in the area, while trying to find a security assistance
relationship consistent both with our several goals in the Gulf and
growing pressures for limiting arms supply, we are faced with classic
policy dilemmas. Moreover, our economic and other non-military
relations with the Persian Gulf countries interact with our security
relationships and their impact needs to be taken into account in making
final policy choices. Our choices will depend on how we weight our
interests, how we link them strategically to proximate objectives—and
our own time preferences.

Posture One: Continue Current Policies and Procedures.

Under this policy, we would retain current military sales, training,
and technology transfer policies for all the Persian Gulf countries—
essentially a five-level policy on military sales to the Gulf in descending
order of sales latitude: Iran, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Lower Gulf, and
Iraq.? We would maintain the level and scope of sales to Iran—helping
to ensure that it continues to develop as the major power in the Gulf
while acquiring a limited Indian Ocean strategic capability by 1985—
and to Saudi Arabia. We would undertake further analysis to determine
whether new intelligence and support facilities should be established
in Iran, recognizing that they would probably require a quid pro quo
in the security assistance field if the GOI were to accede to a US request.
We would seek either to negotiate an extension of the Middle East
Force in Bahrain or otherwise to maintain it in the region, and inform
Oman that we are interested in regular access to the Masirah Island
airfield. In the economic field (apart from energy policy, the subject of
NSSM 237), we would continue close cooperation with Iran and Saudi
Arabia in their economic development. We would continue an essen-
tially passive stance on regional cooperation.

2US sales policy has been forthcoming to Iran and somewhat less so for Saudi
Arabia due in large part to fewer requests by the Saudis, their lower absorptive capacity,
and the Saudi relationship with the Arab-Israel dispute. Sales of defensive materiel have
been approved for Kuwait, although we are not presently undertaking any major new
programs at least until those already approved are functioning smoothly. Policy for the
Lower Gulf states (NSDM 186 of 1972) has been interpreted restrictively in practice to
include only equipment suitable for internal security, or non-sophisticated weapons of
a defensive nature. No military sales are approved for Iraq. [Footnote is in the original.]
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Posture Two: Reduce Regional Involvement and Roles.

An objective of this policy would be to arrest the upward trend of
our security involvement in Iran—where the policy would be felt most
sharply—and to reduce military sales and our military presence on the
other side of the Gulf.

This policy would entail a somewhat more restrictive approach to
US military sales and transfers of technology to the Gulf region, with
the US making decisions on what to supply based upon its own assess-
ment. The US assessment would use such criteria as: external threat;
military balance considerations; our best estimate of the absorptive
capacities of the recipients; and the long-term, rather than short-term,
effects of such sales and transfers on US interests. We would attempt
to dissuade West European arms suppliers from selling weapons in
excess of the Gulf countries” own defense requirements as we see them.
In Iran we would: implement currently approved sales but reduce the
level and scope (i.e., variety of systems) of future sales, and suspend
approval of new military coproduction proposals for an indefinite
period. We would maintain the restrictive sales policy toward the
Lower Gulf states, adding Kuwait to the future application of this
policy. We would encourage the British to maintain their training and
advisory roles in the Gulf and encourage smaller states to obtain train-
ing from neighbors. US security assistance would be related more
directly to regional security cooperation, encouraging bilateral or multi-
lateral arrangements among or between Gulf states in such sectors as
air and coastal defense.> We would augment neither the US military
advisory nor operational presences in the area and would withdraw
the Middle East Force from Bahrain, though we might move it to an
afloat command. We would not express interest in increased use of
the airfield at Masirah, or adding other military facilities there. On the
economic side (apart from energy), we would limit the official US role
to primarily encouraging sales of non-controlled commercial goods
and to assisting development projects clearly within the absorptive
capacity of the Gulf states and of clear benefit to the Peoples of
those states.

Posture Three: Expanded Security Involvement.

While generally maintaining the scope of our sales of weapons and
technology to Iran, we would liberalize policy on military equipment

3 Specific US initiatives in this regard are spelled out in greater detail in the NSSM
238 study response in the form of options available for “Regional Cooperation and
Enhanced Policy Management.” One potential benefit of linking our security assistance
toregional cooperation might be to enable the smaller Gulf states to obtain more advanced
types of equipment in the context of a working arrangement with Saudi Arabia or Iran
than we might wish to supply in isolation. [Footnote is in the original.]
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transfers to all friendly Gulf countries. In Kuwait and the Lower Gulf,
we would in close cooperation with Saudi Arabia expand training
availabilities and permit sales of more advanced weapons systems than
allowed by current policy. We could consider on a case-by-case basis
matching or replacing the British and others” advisory roles. Regarding
the US operational military presence, [1%2 lines not declassified] eventu-
ally seek access to increased use of Iran’s ports by the Middle East
Force and increased use of its military airfields by US aircraft. We
would also seek Omani approval of increased use of Masirah for air
[less than 1 line not declassified] operations. Our economic policies (apart
from energy) would resemble those outlined under Posture One—
current general policies would be continued.

V. Specific Security-Related Options for Near-Term Issues.

The options in the following section deal with the specific security-
related questions requiring early decision. Many of these options, which
are generally structured to reflect the policy postures described above,
entail adjustments and refinements of current policies and procedures,
proposed in the light of experience as well as the identification of
urgently required decisions, incipient problems, discernible trends, and
Congressional concerns.

As indicated in Section III, specific decisions are required in the
near future which bear on three major policy areas: (1) management
procedures for our security assistance relationships with Iran and Saudi
Arabia; (2) the nature of our arms supply policy toward the nations
of the Gulf; and (3) the proposed establishment or continuation of
military rights, authorizations and facility arrangements in the Gulf
area. Proposals flowing from each of these broad policy areas are
presented below:

a. Management Procedures for Security Assistance.

A proposed set of guidelines for dealing with major military supply
relationships in the Gulf area is attached at Tab B. These guidelines
have been derived from recent practice in the Departments of State
and Defense and are intended to codify and institutionalize the lessons
which have been learned in managing these very large programs over
the past few years. The purpose of these proposals is to preserve the
benefits of our close security relationship with Iran and Saudi Arabia
while minimizing the likelihood of unexpected or undesirable long-
term policy consequences.

b. Sales Policy.

A key question requiring urgent decision is whether and when to
notify the Congress about all or some of the current accumulation of
36(b) military sales cases for Persian Gulf countries. The total value of
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those cases which are being held approximate $279 million (see Tab
A). The Administration must consider in this regard the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee’s September 24, 1976 resolution requesting, inter
alia, that no further arms sales agreements to any nation in the Gulf
be concluded until the Committee has been informed on the substance
of “findings and decisions” resulting from this NSSM study. This pre-
sents a dilemma in that these and expected additional cases cannot be
deferred for long without shaking the trust of the recipients in our
concern about their security, yet decisions on anticipated formal
requests for major new weapons (e.g. F-18L for Iran, F-15 for Saudi
Arabia, F-5 for Bahrain) should be made in the context of overall
Persian Gulf policy.

One approach would be for the Executive Branch to consult the
Congress on the following formula: The rapid institution of improved
procedures for managing our security assistance programs; a pledge
expeditiously to reach decisions on fundamental policy issues for the
U.S. in the Gulf area; and meanwhile, proceeding with the less contro-
versial 36(b) cases which have been delayed but not with major new
and anticipated weapons requests.

We might also consider the pros and cons of adopting a temporary
“pause” in additional sales of all major lethal end items while undertak-
ing a searching policy and program review. Specific options on military
sales policy are as follows:

Option I. Continue our five-level arms sales policy for Iran, Saudi
Arabia, Kuwait, the Lower Gulf and Iraq. Maintain a forthcoming sales
policy with respect to Iran (and to a lesser degree Saudi Arabia) in
order to promote their mutual capability to provide for the security of
the Gulf area and to cement our close working relationship with both
nations, but also consider the impact of Saudi requests on the Arab-
Israel dispute. Continue the military sales policy for the Lower Gulf
and Oman, set forth in 1972 by NSDM 186, that has been applied
stringently to preclude the supply of sophisticated or destabilizing
equipment. Maintain a clear distinction between our policy on the
transfer of sensitive technology and the supply of military equipment
and training.

Option II. Continue present restrictive policies toward the Lower
Gulf and Iraq, and our temporary freeze on major new programs for
Kuwait. Deliberately reduce the scope of future Iranian and to a lesser
extent Saudi purchases by applying more stringently our present case-
by-case review procedures, critically analyzing it in terms of its impact
on the absorptive capacity, regional military balance, postulated threat
and proposed mission, the status of our existing relations, desired level
of US presence in each country, and other primary criteria; and then
explaining fully to the requesting country the difficulties which we
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foresee in acceding to any request deemed to be excessive. This would
be accompanied by a firm decision not to entertain requests for the
sale of certain types of systems to any Persian Gulf state (e.g., man-
portable air defense systems, amphibious vessels above a certain size,
surface-to-surface missiles with extended ranges, and equipment incor-
porating highly advanced technology such as AWACS, especially if
such equipment has not yet been approved for production for US
forces, etc.

Option 1II. Continue present policy with respect to Iran, Saudi
Arabia and Kuwait, while liberalizing our policy in the Lower Gulf by
allowing greater flexibility than in the past on other items such as TOW
missiles, anti-aircraft guns, APC’s, naval and coastal patrol vessels,
etc., particularly in those cases where we will obtain something tangible
in return, such as access to military facilities, or in the context of joint
defense programs which we support. In those cases where non-military
quids are insufficient, be prepared to provide military surveys with no
commitments regarding willingness to supply equipment, when it is
clearly consistent with US interests to provide advice on a comprehen-
sive military development program including equipment, training, and
support facilities.

c. Military Presence and Access to Facilities.

With respect to access to military facilities, there is need urgently
to address the following:

(1) By mid-February, how far to go in seeking to retain Middle
East Force, which is slated to lose access to its homeport at Bahrain on
June 30, 1977;

(2) What we want on Masirah Island, Oman where our present
arrangement for occasion use of the airfield expires on March 31, 1977;

(3) [3 lines not declassified]

The facilities questions outlined below can be approached on a
case-by-case basis independent of other policy considerations, but the
options obviously parallel the three broad policy postures discussed
above. Similarly, periodic deployments of naval and air forces to the
region from the Pacific and European areas for exercises and visits
could be increased or decreased in response to decisions on these broad
policy postures.

(1) U.S. Facilities in Iran.

Option L. [1 line not declassified]

Option II. Concomitant with a reduction of our regional arms sales,
retain access to intelligence facilities in Iran so long as Iran agrees to
their continuation, recognizing that a more restrictive arms sales policy
may affect Iran’s willingness to host those facilities.
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Option IIL. [1 paragraph (6 lines) not declassified]
(2) Middle East Force.

Option I. Continue present efforts with the Government of Bahrain
to permit MIDEASTFOR, perhaps in reduced configuration, to remain
beyond mid-1977, but be prepared to relinquish homeporting at Bah-
rain if the requisite quid is so high as to be inconsistent with our
prospective arms supply policy toward the Lower Gulf.

Option I1. In the event of Bahraini refusal or excessive quid demands,
withdraw MIDEASTFOR from the Gulf or continue to operate it in
some configuration elsewhere in the Gulf or northwest Indian Ocean
by obtaining augmented access to other regional ports.

Option 1II. Be prepared to establish a significant military coopera-
tion relationship with Bahrain if required to maintain MIDEASTFOR.

(3) Facilities on Masirah.

Option I. Inform the Sultan of Oman that our present requirements
for Masirah Island are limited to continued occasional aircraft visits,
recognizing that Oman will probably require at least a modest quid
pro quo.

Option II. Cease occasional use of Masirah airfield.

Option III. Approach Oman for expanded use of Masirah airfield,
including a commitment to permit supporting operations in a contin-
gency involving a threat to US security interests in the area, as well as
US operation of the present [less than 1 line not declassified] site at Masirah
and placement of any required facilities that Iran might be unwilling
to accept—recognizing the quid likely to be sought.
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30. Paper Prepared in the National Security Council!

Washington, January 19, 1977.

MIDDLE EAST/PERSIAN GULF ARMS SUPPLY
Background

Early in 1977 the Administration will be faced with decisions on
a number of arms sales proposals involving countries of the Middle
East and Persian Gulf. The major pending requests (i.e., formally sub-
mitted but not approved) and those expected in the next few months
are summarized at Tab A. The pending requests by Iran and Israel are
the most significant militarily due to the quantities and the high level
of sophistication, but their political significance could be matched by
anticipated requests from Saudi Arabia and Egypt.

Decisions taken will have much greater impact than would ordinar-
ily be the case since they will be interpreted by the countries of the
two areas, by our allies, by the USSR and by the Congress as revealing
the long-term attitudes and policies of the new Administration on
issues which have become extraordinarily sensitive during the past
year. Thus, the response of the Carter Administration to these requests
will have a considerable impact on our bilateral relations in the area
and on the perceptions of future US policy toward the Middle East
and Persian Gulf areas, which in turn will impact upon the future
prospects for peace and stability in the two areas. Specifically, the
response will:

—Influence, to a substantial degree, the future course of the area-
wide arms buildup;

—Affect the c}ljimate for negotiations toward a permanent Arab-
Israeli settlement.

—Influence U.S. relationships with the requesting states.

Moreover, decisions on these sales will serve to establish the rela-
tionship between the new Administration and the Congress in the
important field of arms transfer, security assistance and arms control
questions. They will also have an appreciable effect on the prospects
for controlling the transfer abroad of advanced US military technol-

I Summary: The NSC Staff prepared for the Carter administration a set of proposals
supporting the idea of a “pause” in arms sales to Middle Eastern countries.

Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, NSC Staff for Middle East and
South Asian Affairs, Convenience Files, 1974-77, Subject File, Box 38, Persian Gulf (2).
Secret. Brackets are in the original. Attached but not published are two informal notes,
dated January 11 and January 19, from “Bob,” (presumably Robert Oakley) to other
members of the NSC Staff, presenting this final draft to the Carter transition team.
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ogy, with its implications for US security and control of technological
dissemination.

Since 1974, sales of US military equipment and services to other
nations (FMS and commercial) has averaged approximately $10 billion
per year. Although the dollar value of sales to most areas of the world
has remained roughly equivalent (in constant dollars) with the levels
of grant military assistance provided by the United States in the 1960s,
the striking exception to this rule is the Middle East and Persian Gulf.
Since October 1973, more than $19 billion of US defense articles and
services have been sold to the nations of these areas. More than 40
percent of these sales have been to Iran, 34 percent to Saudi Arabia,
and 22 percent to Israel, with relatively small proportions to other
nations such as Kuwait and Jordan.

For better or worse, the willingness of the United States to supply
arms has come to be perceived by the governments of the Middle East
and Persian Gulf as an indication of both the extent of US bilateral
support and the direction of overall US policy in the region. Arab
countries see such sales as evidence of the balance being struck in our
approach to the Arab-Israeli dispute, and watch with extreme care
sales to Israel, just as Israel carefully monitors the level of US arms
sales to the Arabs. Both sides in the Arab-Israeli conflict see the supply
of arms as of major political as well as military significance. President
Sadat feels very strongly on this point and has recently reiterated to
visiting Congressmen and Senators his strong feelings that the time
has come when his policy shift away from the USSR and toward the
US, to the severe detriment of Egypt’s armed forces, should qualify
Egypt for the purchase of sophisticated weaponry (e.g. F-5 aircraft and
TOW missiles) from the U.S. At the same time, the Arab Ambassadors
in Washington have been collectively presented the strong concern of
their governments over the impact on the peace process of the recent
sale of four items of military equipment to Israel and Israel’s recent
additional military requests. Iran and Israel exchange military informa-
tion and each observes closely what the other obtains from the U.S.
Saudi Arabia observes closely what Iran obtains from the U.S. and also
compares U.S. support for Israel with U.S. willingness to help meet
their own more modest defense goals.

Thus, decisions by the United States on military supply requests
have taken on a significance to important Middle Eastern and Persian
Gulf countries much greater than the individual military items or items
in question. Several countries, most notably Iran and Egypt, are clearly
prepared to turn to a closer military supply relationship with the USSR
as well as Western Europe if too disappointed by the US response to
their requests, particularly if others appear to be more favorably treated.
The Saudi reaction to severe disappointment could impact on oil prices
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as well as result in a considerable shift away from US and toward
European sources for both military and civilian goods and services,
but in all probability not a shift to Soviet-supplied arms.

The importance attached to US security assistance programs by
our friends and allies in the Middle East and Persian Gulf where we
have substantial national interests thus underscores the necessity of
following a carefully reasoned arms transfer policy. The advent of
a new Administration provides a unique opportunity to review the
fundamental direction of US policy in this field without upsetting the
present political relationships which are quite favorable to US interests.

There are three basic approaches which the new Administration
can adopt in dealing with these pending or anticipated requests for
arms sales: a) continue the present policy of general responsiveness on
an ad hoc basis to all friendly countries, attempting to meet as much
of their request as can be justified without upsetting the general politico-
military balance in the area or placing undue demands upon the US
military establishment; b) decide to adopt a selective policy freezing
the supply of certain categories of weapons to all countries in the area
and/or applying special restrictions to certain but not all countries;
¢) deciding upon a temporary pause of several months in approving
major new requests from any country in the Middle East and the
Persian Gulf while a broad review of arms supply policy is conducted.

The first approach, continuing the present policy of ad hoc respon-
siveness on a case-by-case basis to all friendly countries in the Middle
East and Persian Gulf, could be seen as inconsistent with President
Carter’s stated position on arms exports and would tend to perpetuate
the difficulties between the Executive Branch and the Congress on this
issue. While providing maximum flexibility for the continuation of a
policy of close bilateral relations, the absence of consistent, coherent
policy criteria, creates serious problems in deciding upon requests
which could have a negative effect upon US regional interests as well
as upon arms limitation objectives.

The second approach of freezing selected categories of equipment
to selected nations would create serious problems of determining which
systems and which nations would receive favorable treatment. It would
limit our policy flexibility and could lead to a strongly negative reaction
from nations which considered themselves the victims of unjustified
discriminatory treatment. This reaction would probably be most intense
from those key states (e.g. Iran and Israel) which have the most impor-
tant security relationships with the United States. Such a procedure
would pose stark choices between US interests in sustaining certain
political relationships and arms control desiderata, risking an outcome
which is satisfactory to neither. For example, a freeze applied only to
the Persian Gulf might be appealing to Congress and would avoid the
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problem of applying limitations to the supply of arms to Israel, but it
would be far more upsetting to Iran and particularly Saudi Arabia
than if it were applied to both the Persian Gulf and the Middle East.
Moreover, this approach would not deal with the tough problem posed
by Sadat’s intention to request sophisticated weapons, in part to test
the good faith of the new Administration toward Egypt and its basic
attitude toward an Arab-Israeli settlement. The large Middle East part
in the world arms buildup would continue virtually unchecked.

On balance, we have concluded that the relative disadvantages
argue against the first two approaches and in favor of the third ap-
proach as outlined below.

Proposal:

That President Carter announce, immediately after January 20, that no
new requests for major arms sales to the Middle East and the Persian Gulf
will be approved and submitted to Congress for an indeterminate period of
time lasting at least several months.

This temporary pause in new arms sales would continue until the
Administration has completed a thorough review of the arms requests
now before it and its overall arms policy in the region, taking into
consideration the prevailing military and political situation, the pros-
pects for regional peace and stability, and the possibility of reaching
agreement among both potential suppliers and recipients on effective
means of limiting the increased flow of arms to this sensitive area of
the world. (A draft announcement is at Tab B.)

We believe the political impact of such an initiative would be
substantial, while the actual effect on military capabilities of individual
countries and on the military balance in the two regions would be
slight. A pause would not affect delivery of items already approved
(including the four items recently approved for Israel) nor the sale and
delivery of spare parts, ammunition, construction, training, and non-
lethal equipment. Programs affected would be those where delivery is
at least a year and usually several years in the future. In addition, the
US could assure affected countries that we would do our best to ensure
that delays in accepting their orders would not affect delivery schedules
for those items ultimately approved and that we would resume deliver-
ies if a crisis were to arise. Furthermore, by applying the pause to all
Arab countries in the Middle East plus Egypt as well as Iran and Israel,
the US would have demonstrated its seriousness of intention and even-
handedness of approach to both arms control and peace negotiations.
Finally, the Administration would be able to avoid, during an unusually
sensitive period, specific arms supply decisions which would be highly
controversial with certain countries of the Middle East and the Persian
Gulf as well as with Congress.
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The objective political and military circumstances in both the
Middle East and the Persian Gulf are favorable for a pause in new
arms transactions during the first part of 1977. This judgment would
not necessarily be accepted by all of the Governments of the area, nor
would it fully satisfy those who are intent upon a rapid military
buildup. However, it is the US assessment and can be supported by
detailed, comprehensive analysis.

In the Middle East, Arab and Israeli attention is focused on pros-
pects for peace rather than planning for another round of hostilities.
Therefore, a pause in approving new deliveries would tend to reinforce
rather than run counter to the prevailing mood; there is also no sign
on the horizon of a sharp increase in tensions in the Persian Gulf which
would justify new arms transactions. In both the Middle East and the
Persian Gulf, there is no notable military imbalance nor any individual
country (other than Egypt) which has a clear need for a further long-
term military buildup or for any specific arms system. With the excep-
tion of Egypt, there are in the pipeline for delivery between now and
1980 considerable amounts of weapons already approved by the US.

This is particularly true of Israel and Iran, the two countries with
the most ambitious plans for future acquisitions from the United States.
Israel is estimated (see NIE 35/36-1-76) to be capable of retaining its
strong military superiority over potential Arab enemies through 1981
with only those weapons already on hand or presently under delivery
plus spare parts, ammunition, etc. Iran probably has as many arms on
hand or under delivery as it is capable of absorbing without great
strain and is facing no serious immediate threat. Completion of Saudi
Arabia’s long-term military program (worked out with USG advice and
emphasizing construction and training more than weapons acquisition)
will not be seriously impeded by a pause in the approval of major
weapons transactions during at least the first part of 1977, nor will the
Jordanian program. Egypt needs additional weapons both for military
balance and political purposes—but there is only a slim likelihood of
obtaining Congressional approval in 1977 for most of the items and
quantities that it would like to acquire from the US.

Is a pause a good idea at this time?

Advantages:

—It would obviate the need to make early Executive Branch deci-
sions and stimulate Congressional debate on arms requests from Israel
and the Arab states (particularly Egypt) which could prejudice the
ability of the United States to retain the trust of both sides during a
period of intensive effort to make further progress toward a Middle
East peace settlement. [If Israel’s requests were approved while Arab
requests were not, it would probably have a negative impact on US
ability to induce either Israel or the Arabs to move toward a settlement. |
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—We would have served notice that the United States is no longer
willing to approve virtually unlimited military sales to the Middle East
without some progress toward a settlement, and (by keeping the term
of the pause indefinite) we would provide additional impetus for the
movement toward that goal.

—There is a unique l%ut temporary opportunity as the Administra-
tion changes: a pause can be justified as necessary study/review time
with less of a negative impact on bilateral relations; to do it later will
necessarily be interpreted as signal of major change of policy.

—We would provide essential breathing spell for policy review
and formulation without insistent day-to-day pressures for action on
specific requests; would provide clean slate for conscious, long-term
policy direction and a chance to impose a distinctive stamp on the
choice of objectives, keeping what is good without muddling through
with bits and pieces of inherited institutional assumptions and meth-
ods. Otherwise, the new Administration will soon be caught up in
ad hoc actions which will define policy direction by establishing
precedents.

—It would come at a time when a wealth of experience and back-
ground data is available within the Executive Branch for meaningful
analysis, with considerable leg work already done; the bureaucracy is
in a receptive mood for a thorough reappraisal, and there shoulc?/ be
no major obstacles to conducting a useful and realistic policy study.

—It would be consistent with President-elect Carter’s stated posi-
tion and will be a distinct plus with Congress and the public, who are
eager for action in the control of arms supply to foreign countries.

—It will reduce pressures to raise Israel’'s FMS level from $1.0
billion to $1.5 billion for FY 78 (with the implication that the level
would remain at $1.5 in subsequent years rather than $1.0).

Disadvantages:

—It is bound to §enerate unduly high expectations among those
who oppose arms sales, which would be difficult to fulfill since the
conclusions of policy review may not support drastic restrictions.

—It will do some damage to our bilateral relations with countries
such as Iran, Jordan and Saudi Arabia who have pending requests
awaiting approval, and to Egypt which is expected to make requests
shortly after January 20. There could be a tendency on the part of these
countries to turn to other arms suppliers, either the USSR or Western
Europe. The Arab reaction would ]Eg)e mitigated were the pause in new
approvals clearly extended to Israel; the Iranian reaction would be
more difficult to mitigate and could lead to more military procurement
from the USSR, and possibly to a less sympathetic attitude toward US
military facilities in Iran.

—Of the confrontation states, the pause would apply primarily to
Israel and to a lesser degree to Jordan. We could be accused of punishing
Israel unfairly while the Syrians, for example, continued to receive
arms from the Soviets. Recent publicity about the possible sale of French
Mirage fighters to Egypt wil{) reinforce this reaction; if the sale goes
through. Israel and its supporters will also charge that the US is not
standing by its previous arms commitments (to sell the F-16, for exam-
ple) and by campaign promises not to apply pressure on Israel, alleging
that all affected states, except Israel, have alternative sources of supply
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and that the pause is a disguised effort to force Israel to make undesira-
ble negotiating concessions.

—Once such a pause is declared, a decision on how and when to
resume deliveries becomes a major political act. It will be difficult to
decide upon a time and criteria for resumed sales that will not have
drawbacks from the standpoint of our relations with one or more
C?funtries and possibly also from the standpoint of our peacemaking
efforts.

Consultations

Prior to any public announcement, the Administration should con-
sult with the nations most directly affected by the new policy and with
the Congress. A basic approach is outlined below.

Israel

The Israeli leadership should be notified shortly before the planned
announcement, making the following points:

—A major policy review of arms transfers to the Middle East and
Persian Gulf is required, and no new decisions on arms transfers to
these areas can be made until it is completed. We expect it to require
several months and certainly less than a year.

—If a pause were declared only for the Arab states and Iran and
not Israel, we would be accused of partiality and the possibility of
progress toward a negotiated settlement could be severely compro-
mised. As it is, the pause can contribute to the peace process.

—Israel is very well prepared to defend itself against any short-
term threat from the Arabs and its military security shoulcly not be
impaired by a pause in new orders.

—Previous commitments (including the four items) will not be
affected by the moratorium, and the flow of spare parts and ammuni-
tion will continue. Israel will not be penalized by delayed delivery
times due to the pause.

—The pause will only be temporary, and it would be terminated
at any time if there is a major shift in the military balance or some new
threat to Israel’s security.

—The US will make efforts to have the USSR and Western Europe-
ans exercise restraint on deliveries to Arab states.

Iran

—A major policy review of arms transfers to the Middle East and
Persian GuI]f is required, and no new decisions on arms transfers to
these areas can be made until it is completed. We expect this to require
several months and certainly less than a year.

—We believe that a temporary pause would be in the best interests
of our long-term relationship. In view of the growing criticism in the
United States on this issue, Iran’s long-term interest in security coopera-
tion with the United States can best be protected by the development
and articulation of a policy which has greater public support and
understanding.

—The very lar%e backlog of undelivered military equipment on
previous orders will not be affected by the moratorium, and the flow
of spare parts and ammunition will continue.



170 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume E-9, Part 2

—The pause will only be temporary, and it would be terminated
if a major shift in the military balance should occur or if some new
threat to Iran’s security or regional stability should so require.

Saudi Arabia

—A major policy review of arms transfers to the Middle East and
Persian Guff is required, and no new decisions on arms transfers to
these areas can be made until it is completed. We expect this to require
several months and certainly less than a year.

—We believe that a pause would be particularly appropriate at
this time when the prospects of movement toward peace are especially
promising. The moratorium will be applied equally to Israel and to
Iran as well as the Arab states.

—The very large backlog of orders on military construction and
hardware, as well as the on-going training, support and construction
programs, will not be affected by the moratorium, and the flow of
spare parts and ammunition will continue.

—The pause will only be temporary, and it would be terminated
if a major threat to the security OF Saudi Arabia should develop.

Congress

Prior to public announcement, the President-elect and Secretary of
State-elect should consult with at least the following key Congressmen:
Senator Sparkman (Chairman, SFRC); Senator Case (ranking Republi-
can on SFRC); Senator Humphrey (Chairman, SFRC Subcommittee on
arms sales); Representative Zablocki (Chairman to be, HIRC); Repre-
sentative Broomfield (Ranking Republican, HIRC); Representative Fas-
cell (key member of HIRC on arms sales issues). In addition, they may
wish to consult: Senator Javits, Representative Rosenthal, Representa-
tive Bingham, Senator McGovern and Representative Hamilton. For
maximum impact on Congress, consider making initial announcement
at first bipartisan Congressional leadership meeting at the White House
after the Inauguration. Points to be made in these consultations are
essentially those in the public announcement and the advantages
section of this paper, supplemented for particular Members by the
points suggested for use with Israel.

Others:

In addition, it would be well to consult privately with the British,
French and Soviets before any pause is announced, asking them to
follow our example in restraining new arms sales during the first
months of FY 1977 and to join us in efforts to work with the countries
of the area to agree upon a long-term collective approach to arms
limitation. In the case of Britain and France, this would be in keeping
with the Carter Administration commitment to prior consultation with
allies, it would bring considerable political pressure to bear on them
to restrain their activity, and it would be further evidence of the serious-
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ness of our purpose. [There is pending a French-Egyptian agreement
involving the early sale to Egypt of 50 Mirage F-1 fighters and the
later co-production of an additional 200 F-1s—a striking parallel to
the Israeli proposal to the US for early sale of 50 F-16 fighters and
later co-production of 200 F-16s. It is possible that a U.S. initiative
involving at least a temporary freeze on the F-16s for Israel could
induce the French to delay for a corresponding period the F-1s for
Egypt, thereby slowing down the Middle East arms race.]

In the Soviet case, advance consultation could be used to try and
persuade the Soviets that a corresponding informal unilateral pause
(not a government to government agreement) in new Middle East/
Persian Gulf arms transactions would be fully consistent with their
interests and their publicly stated concern over the arms buildup in
these two areas.

Draft Announcement by the President

Over the past several years, sales of United States military equip-
ment and services to other nations has averaged nearly $10 billion per
year. A considerable proportion of these sales has gone to the Middle
East. Last year alone, the nations of the Middle East and the Persian
Gulf ordered a total of more than $5 billion of military goods and
services from this country through commercial channels and by govern-
ment-to-government agreements under the Foreign Military Sales Act.
The present undelivered balance of defense contracts with these nations
totals more than $22 billion, and the delivery of these orders will extend
over many years to come.

I know that this situation has been a matter of concern to the
Congress and the US people, and I believe this would be an appropriate
time to pause for a period of consolidation and reflection. Specifically,
I wish to review the military supply situation for these regions in the
context of the peace and stability and security which we and our friends
in the Middle East and Persian Gulf are committed to achieving. I
want to ensure that the American contributions of matériel, technical
assistance training and other military-related services serve the goals
of peace and that our decisions on these issues are compatible with
the broader foreign policy objectives of this Administration.

To this end, I have directed the State Department to head an inter-
agency task force to examine the political, strategic and security aspects
of arms transfers to the Middle East and Persian Gulf including the
possibility of an eventual international agreement on this subject. While
this study is underway, no requests for major weapons will be approved
and forwarded to Congress. This will not affect firm agreements already
concluded, or deliveries of spare parts, training and other services, nor
will it affect in any way the close associations which have developed
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between the nations of the Middle East and Persian Gulf and the United
States. I am satisfied that the present prospects in both regions are for
movement toward peace rather than conflict and a temporary pause
in new arms sales agreements can only make the environment more
favorable for peace. I am also satisfied that the security of those nations
with whom we have long had a close relationship in the security field
will not be threatened by this pause. Should a new threat to any of
our friends arise, we would naturally be prepared to help them by
approving new requests.

The temporary pause is intended to give myself and my Adminis-
tration the opportunity to examine this very complex area of our foreign
policy and, in close consultation with the Congress, to establish a
coherent and carefully formulated set of guidelines to serve as the
basis for future decisions. I consider this particularly important at the
present time.
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31. Telegram From the Embassy in Kuwait to the Department of
State!

Kuwait City, March 20, 1973, 1340Z.

886. Beirut pass Baghdad. Subject: Iraqi Attack on Kuwaiti Border
Post. Ref: Kuwait 872 and 873.

Summary: FonOff explained border incident as unprovoked attack
on Kuwaiti border posts. GOK seeking resolve problem by peaceful
means and has asked friendly governments to use their influence to
convince Iraq to avoid further unreasonable action. Meanwhile Iraqi
Radio accuses Kuwait of attacking its forces during maneuvers.
Embassy urges USG issue statement calling for settlement of dispute
by peaceful means. End summary.

1. All Ambassadors and Chargés in Kuwait called to Fon Ministry
1:30 p.m. Mar 20 to hear Under Sec Rashid explain GOK viewpoint on
Iraqi attack and request support for Kuwait as injured party. Following
is gist Under Sec’s remarks, delivered orally:

2. Iraqi-Kuwaiti border first agreed upon in 1932. Further agree-
ment implementing 1932 understanding was signed in 1963 by current
President Bakr for Iraq and Amir Sabah of Kuwait. GOK has been
trying ever since to achieve actual delineation of frontiers, last effort
was during January visit of Kuwait FonMin Sabah to Iraq. Kuwaitis
at that time received assurances from Baghdad that top echelons of
GOI had taken note of Kuwaiti interest in border question and that
subject would be further discussed within several weeks when Iraqi
delegation would come to Kuwait.

3. Kuwaitis were happy when told GOI ready to discuss border
issue, but in fact Iraqis continued to build road and commit other
violations of frontier. Showing great forebearance, Kuwait continued
avoid clash.

! Summary: Kuwaiti officials briefed Ambassador Stoltzfus on an Iraqi attack on
two border stations. Stoltzfus recommended that the United States not involve itself
directly in the dispute.

Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, [no film number].
Confidential; Immediate. Repeated to Abu Dhabi, Amman, Beirut, Jidda, London, Man-
ama, Muscat, Sana’a, Tehran, USCINCEUR, COMIDEASTFOR, and USUN. Telegrams
872 and 873 from Kuwait City, March 20, are ibid. Additional documentation is in Foreign
Relations, 1969-1976, vol. XXVII, Iran; Iraq, 1973-1976, Documents 210 and 213.
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4. Kuwait has five posts from west to east along border with Iraq.
The two stations involved in today’s attack were posts on sea at Umm
Qasr (just south of Iraqi base which also in Umm Qasr area), and post
at al-Sumtah, four or five kilometers to the west. For some months
Iraqis have been building roads in Kuwaiti territory at al-Sumtah.
Despite this provocation, Kuwait reacted calmly and reasonably.
Kuwait not interested in making enemies but in peaceful development
and friendship.

5. At 3:20 a.m., Mar 20, Iraqi forces attacked al-Sumtah. Of 20
men, lightly armed, police garrison, one officer reported killed, four
wounded and about eight missing. GOK has requested Iraqi force
withdraw immediately, surrender Kuwaiti prisoners, and deal with
matter across negotiating table, not with guns. Kuwaiti information is,
however, that Iragis intend occupy second post at Umm Qasr which
was also attacked this morning with artillery fire. Kuwaiti forces have
been moved to border area and will defend Umm Qasr post if necessary.

6. GOK wants to solve dispute peacefully and still prepared do so.
Kuwaiti radio refraining from provocative statements. Nevertheless
Kuwait entitled defend its territory and will do so. Kuwait hopes reason
will prevail. It has conveyed its viewpoint to all Arab capitals and
requests that all friends of Kuwait lend support and use their influence
to convince Kuwait’s neighbor to north to avoid further unreasonable
action. Kuwait also wants world to know that all demonstrations have
[garble—been?] prohibited in Kuwait and that measures have been
taken by Kuwaiti security forces to protect all Iraqgis living in Kuwait.
End of Under Sec’s remarks.

7. Note: Iraqi radio has just broadcast following announcement:
Qte: Kuwaiti Ministry of Interior issued statement this morning saying
that an Iraqi armed unit attacked a Kuwaiti police post and injured
some soldiers etc. Truth is that aggression was originally initiated by
Kuwaiti forces against Iraqi forces which were carrying out their normal
training in that area including area where incident took place, which
resulted in killing two and injuring others of our local forces. We regret
that this should happen at a time when visits are being exchanged
between two sisters and when an Iraqgi delegation is to visit Kuwait
shortly and efforts are being made to strengthen brotherly ties between
two countries. . . Ungqte.

8. We therefore urge that, as appropriate, Department make state-
ment calling on parties to dispute to settle their differences by peaceful
means in accordance with provisions on UN Charter. If subject is
brought before United Nations Security Council we urge United States
play an active role in supporting any resolution to this effect. Presum-
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ably such a resolution would also call for ceasing of all military action
and negotiations between parties to reach a satisfactory conclusion.

Stoltzfus

32. Telegram From the Embassy in Kuwait to the Department of
State!

Kuwait City, March 29, 1973, 1605Z.

978. Beirut pass Baghdad. Subject: Iraqi Attack on Kuwait; Its Impli-
cations for Kuwait and Gulf.

Summary: FonMin told Ambassador March 26 that Iraqis had
offered come Kuwait to discuss border situation about April 8 but
GOK seeking earlier arrival. Sabah believed Soviets involved in Iraqi
moves. Kuwaitis pleased at support of small Gulf States, but irritated
with Saudis who only expressed regret. Ambassador urged that Kuwait
and lower Gulf states join together to protect themselves from obvious
growing dangers from north and south. Sabah agreed that more joint
cooperation among small Gulf states essential. Ambassador also urged
Kuwaiti assistance to Oman and suggested that threat to Oman should
also be seen by Kuwait as a danger to itself and stability of area, similar
to threat from Iraq. Sabah asked that USG expedite sending military
items requested by GOK. End summary.

1. FonMin Sabah received me at my request March 26. In answer
my questions, he gave details on present border situation with Iraq
along lines we have reported in other tels. He said Iraqis had offered
come to Kuwait to discuss border about April 8 but GOK had replied
requesting earlier meeting and demanding know why delay. Sabah
said GOK’s demand talks be conducted on basis 1963 agreement had
not been answered by GOI, but Kuwaitis confident of general Arab
support as injured party if GOK forced take problem further, including
to Arab League.

! Summary: Ambassador Stoltzfus reported on his meeting with Kuwaiti Foreign
Minister Sabah al-Ahmad al-Sabah, at which Stoltzfus explained the U.S. reaction to
the Iraqi incursion and urged al-Sabah to consider joining with other Gulf states for
mutual protection.

Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, [no film number].
Secret. Repeated to Abu Dhabi, Beirut, Cairo, Jidda, London, Manama, Muscat, Moscow,
and Sana’a. The archived record of the telegram is misdated March 13.
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2. FonMin said GOK persuaded Soviets had hand in Iragi move.
He had just seen Soviet Ambassador (who was departing Ministry as
I entered) and asked him report GOK’s request that USSR restrain
its protegé.

3. I told Sabah USG had thought it best not issue public statement
on Kuwaiti-Iraqgi’s border problem. He replied he agreed silence best
but USG could help by expediting military items requested. I told him
military requirements sent me by MinDef [garble—were?] already en
route Washington (septels).

4. Referring to several recent commentaries in local press, I asked
Sabah whether as result Iraqi attack GOK might not be feeling bit
lonely. Did he think traditional policy of being friends of all and yet
having no friends in time of need would now come under review?
Sabah was not willing acknowledge failure of “neutralist” Kuwaiti
policies, but he was clearly receptive to discussing subject. He was
especially irritated with Saudis whose only reaction to date had been
message sent through Saudi Amb here expressing regret for incident
“which is contrary to Arabism and Islam.” Other small Gulf states
however had been prompt in offering full cooperation including use
of their airfields and other facilities. GOK said been very pleased and
gratified by this response.

5. I commented it my personal view lesson to be learned was that
Kuwait and lower Gulf states could go on acting alone, as though all
world owed them their existence, and in end be swallowed up one by
one; or could join together to protect themselves. If they chose latter
course, they could be respected power in their own right.

Kuwait, I said, would have great deal to offer such a grouping,
and I was sure there were rulers, especially Khalifa of Qatar and Isa
of Bahrain, who would be receptive to idea. No outsiders likely to be
respectful or helpful if Gulf states unable show they could put own
house in order. Right now they were tasty and tempting morsels to
bigger fish, like Kuwait to Iraq.

6. Sabah did not take issue. In fact, he said, Kuwait had initiated
new contacts with lower Gulf and Oman and these would be expanded.
Much more, he conceded, needed to be done. He was especially wor-
ried, he said, about Oman where inexperienced Sultan not in touch
with his people, surrounded by British expatriates, and wasting his
money on fighting handful of people in Dhofar instead of developing
his country. Was it good thing that Iranians and Saudis had entered
scene and were stirring it up?

7.1told Sabah he had it wrong. Qaboos was indeed inexperienced
but he trying hard, with long legacy of utter neglect of country under
his father. Qaboos had two problems: costly defense of country which
after all under attack by neighboring communist regime of PDRY and
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at same time trying to engender some economic and social progress
in far-flung and backward country. He badly needed help. If Kuwait
did not like Iran-Saudi role, what was Kuwait doing to make it unneces-
sary? If Kuwait could take full honest look at area, it might discover
danger to itself from south (Aden) as well as north. It might realize
that Oman’s struggle was Kuwait’s problem too, only a few miles
removed. Kuwait should understand predicament Qaboos was in. For
all its enlightened policies toward other countries, Kuwait had now
discovered that some people do not play game according to rules.
Now ever Kuwait finds it must defend itself. If all Gulf states came to
conclusion that Kuwait’s problem with present Iraqi regime and
Oman’s problem with PDRY regime were fundamentally one and same,
their chances of survival would be measurably improved. I added US
had very important selfish interest in welfare of Gulf states as well.
We get our oil from this region.

8. Sabah said he would welcome further discussions of this sort.
In meantime GOK urgently requesting US help with weapons Kuwait
now needs to strengthen its armed forces.

Stoltzfus

33. Memorandum of Conversation'
Washington, April 5, 1973, 10:45-11:30 a.m.

SUBJECT
Call of Kuwaiti Ambassador Sabah on Deputy Secretary Clements

PARTICIPANTS

Kuwaiti Side
Ambassador of Kuwait—Salim al-Sabah
Second Secretary—Abdulla Abdulrazzak

United States Side
Deputy Secretary Clements
Deputy Secretary’s Military Assistant, BG Raymond B. Furlong, USAF

! Summary: Kuwaiti Ambassador Salim al-Sabah met with Deputy Secretary of
Defense Clements to discuss military supply, the recent Iraqgi incursion into northern
Kuwait, and possible U.S. support for Kuwait.

Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files, 1970-73, Box 2432, POL Kuwait,
1/1/1970. Secret. Drafted by James H. Timberlake (OASD/ISA/NESA); approved by
Eagleburger on April 18.
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Acting Assistant Secretary Eagleburger
Deputy Assistant Secretary Noyes
ISA Country Director James Timberlake

(5) Ambassador Sabah said his purpose in coming was to make a
courtesy call on Mr. Clements and to meet his staff. In the interest of
continuing the good relations between the two countries, he wanted
us to feel free to consult his Embassy at any time. He mentioned the
military team the U.S. is sending to Kuwait shortly. In response to Mr.
Clements’ questions about the team, Mr. Noyes said it would be headed
by Colonel Kelly, who also headed the team last year. Mr. Timberlake
added that the team would leave on 15 April for Kuwait, would consist
of about six to eight members, and would be in Kuwait for about a week.

(S) Ambassador Sabah said the second purpose of his visit was to
inform us about the situation between his country and Iraq. Mr. Clem-
ents said that Kuwait has been a balancing factor in its part of the
world and that he admired the way Kuwait has handled its affairs. He
noted his own extensive experiences and many friends in Kuwait. He
asked how the U.S. could help Kuwait.

(S) Ambassador Sabah replied that he hoped the problem between
Kuwait and Iraq would be solved diplomatically. Iraqi representatives
were due in Kuwait that weekend. Through the active mediation efforts
of Egypt, Syria, the Arab League, and, especially, Yasir Arafat, he felt
the talks would succeed. If they failed, Kuwait would take the issue
to the Arab League. If that failed, Kuwait would turn to its friends for
help. That is why Kuwait wanted to inform its friends.

(S) Ambassador Sabah then turned to the Arab-Israeli problem.
He was glad that President Nixon intended to place greater emphasis
on the Middle East. Kuwait has good relations with the U.S., and so
do some other Arab states. Some Arab states, however, do not. It would
greatly strengthen the U.S. position in the Middle East, and strengthen
Kuwait as well, if the U.S. would help restore the balance in the Middle
East and achieve a just and lasting settlement. Mr. Clements replied
that the Arab-Israeli problem had been going on for some time and
that he thought Kuwait’s immediate problem transcended that. He felt
the two problems were separate. If the Saudis found themselves in
Kuwait’s predicament, they would be more specific. Ambassador Sabah
replied that Kuwait is an Arab country and involved in the Arab world;
it is affected by general Arab problems and has forces along the Suez
Canal. A just settlement, he reiterated, would strengthen the U.S. posi-
tion in the Middle East.

(S) Mr. Clements asked the Ambassador if he really thought the
mediation effort would succeed in getting Iraq to yield. The Ambassa-
dor said yes; Iraq had counted on Kuwait’s weakness to enable it to
succeed. Instead, Kuwait had shown great firmness; and the people,
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half of whom are non-Kuwaitis, had shown themselves solidly behind
the government. It is also in the interest of the mediators, particularly
Arafat, to obtain a settlement.

(S) Mr. Clements said that he was not surprised to hear of the
loyalty shown by the Kuwaiti people. He was pleased to receive the
Ambassador’s optimistic views. He himself had been more concerned.
The Ambassador replied that it was his job to be optimistic. He was
prepared, however, to take a plane to Kuwait on Sunday if the media-
tion effort failed.

34. Memorandum from Harold H. Saunders and William B.
Quandt of the National Security Council Staff to the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)!

Washington, May 25, 1973.

SUBJECT

Decision on F—4s for Kuwait

Now that our agreement in principle to sell F-4s has been conveyed
to Saudi Arabia, the question of F—4s for Kuwait needs to be addressed.
You will recall that we suggested separating this from the Saudi deci-
sion so you would have more time to think about it. The State Depart-
ment is now seeking clearance of the attached cable informing Kuwait
of our agreement in principle to sell them F—4s.

! Summary: After the approval in principle to sell F-4 Phantom fighters to Saudi
Arabia, the NSC analyzed the desirability of approving a similar proposal for Kuwait,
linking the possible sale of the F4 to the recent Iragi border incursion and potential
Israeli and Congressional opposition to arms sales to the Middle East.

Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box CL 180,
Geopolitical File, Middle East Chronological File, July 2, 1973-September 4, 1973. Secret;
Nodis. Sent for action. Kissinger did not select an option for the recommendation. Instead,
he wrote: “Let me think—Raise again next week,” at the top of the memorandum.
Attached but not published are May 18 and June 7 memoranda from Eliot recommending
White House approval of a draft telegram to the Embassy approving the sale of the F-
4 to Kuwait. Also attached is the draft telegram. This memorandum and its attachments
were attached to a later July 30 memorandum on the same subject, published as Document
35. For the record of the approval of the sale of the F—4 to Saudi Arabia, see Document 87.
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This decision is more difficult than the decision on Saudi Arabia.
The pros and cons are spelled out in greater detail below, but, in brief,
the arqument hinges on these two points:

—On the one hand, our interests in Kuwait are less important than
in Saudi Arabia; Kuwait has less of a regional role to play and less
obvious military need for F—4s; Kuwaiti foreign policy has, until
recently, been somewhat erratic; and Kuwait has not had the special
relationship with the US that justifies selling Phantoms to Israel, Iran,
Turkey and now Saudi Arabia.

—On the other hand, the recent Iraqi attack on Kuwaiti border
posts and Iraqi territorial demands appear to have led Kuwaiti leaders
to a fundamental reappraisal of their head-in-the-sand foreign policy.
They turned immediately to us for military equipment, which we are
selling, and this opens an opportunity for us to tie them more firmly
into a system of states friendly to us.

In greater detail, the following are the advantages of agreement in
principle:

—Kuwait appears to be at an important stage in the evolution of
its foreign policy. Strong US political support, as demonstrated by
agreement to sellyF—4s, could be an important factor in bringing Kuwait
within the orbit of states more closely related to us than to the USSR.
This could be an important step in building up the US presence in the
Gulf at a time when the Soviets are concentrating on building their
own presence in the Gulf.

—The Kuwaitis are presently trying to strengthen their air defense
capabilities and are on the verge of signing letters of offer for nearly
$500 million of US military equipment and services, including 32 F-8
Crusader aircraft. The Kuwaiti decision on F-8s, however, may depend
upon assurances that eventually they will be able to graduate to the
F-4.

—Actual delivery will be several years off. One squadron more or
less of F—4s in the Persian Gulf area will not have a decisive military
impact, especially when one assumes it will not be used very effectively
in the foreseeable future.

—There is a real possibility that Kuwait will buy Mirage IlIs and
subsequently Mirage F-1s if we do not agree in principle now to sell
F—4s. This has two aspects: (1) they will get sophisticated aircraft any-
way; (2) the French would very much like to break the strong American
1};vosition in Persian Gulf oil. Admittedly, Mirages in Kuwait would not

e as bad as MIGs and the Soviet presence they would bring; but if
we are talking about strengthening the US presence in the Gulf, this
is a significant opportunity and vehicle.

—By agreeing to sell F4s to Kuwait, we will be able to establish
a relationship with the Kuwaiti military that will to some extent
enhance our influence in Kuwaiti military decisions and over the end
use of the equipment through the control of spare parts. US influence,
however limited, should serve the interests of Israel, Jordan, Saudi
Arabia and Iran better than French influence.

The following are the disadvantages of agreeing to provide F—4s
to Kuwait:
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—The factor that has to be taken most seriously is that the Israelis
will object sharply to any move that puts Phantoms into Arab hands.
While the numbers are small and any deliveries are at least 3—4 years
off, the Israelis will read this as somehow a diminution of their favored
status. Their alternative, however, is French influence and behavior,
to be considered against the background of Libya’s recent transfer of
Mirages to Egypt.

—One cannot at all exclude that these planes would be transferred
to the front lines in an Arab-Israeli confrontation, although again that
is at least 3—4 years away at the earliest. Kuwait is extremely vulnerable
to pressure from the radical Arab states. The US could cut off spare
parts, but the planes might operate for a limited period.

—Coming in the wake of our decision to strengthen the defenses
of Jordan, Saudi Arabia and even Lebanon, agreement to sell F—4s to
Kuwait will be seen as part of an overall upgrading of Arab military
capabilities. While this decision in itself will not affect the Arab-Israeli
military balance soon, its symbolic importance in the eyes of Arabs
and Israelis may be significant. If nothing else, it may contribute to the
illusion of growing Arab power, which could lead to poor judgments
on the part of Arab military men. It also suggests that the US is so
concerned by the energy crisis that it is embarking on a crash program
to arm its friends.

—The Soviets would see this as a further sudden deepening of US
involvement in the Gulf and might in turn seek to strengthen their
own activities in the area, via Iraq in particular. The Soviets, however,
appear to be going ahead with a substantial buildup in Iraqi military
capabilities without reference to our military programs in the Ara-
bian Peninsula.

—Even with F4s, Kuwait will not be strong enough by itself to
resist Iraqi pressures.

—The F-4 does not make much sense in Kuwait. It is a sophisticated
aircraft which the Kuwaitis may find difficult to operate effectively.

—Selling to Kuwait may make it difficult to refuse to provide F-
4s for Jordan and Lebanon.

State and Defense recommend strongly that Kuwait be informed
now that we are prepared in principle to offer the F—4 as a follow-on
to the F-8. Training and manpower requirements will be discussed,
and it will be made clear to Kuwait that deliveries of F—4s could not
begin for several years. The offer of F—4s would assume that Kuwait
will not undertake a Mirage program as well.

It should be recognized that a decision on F-4s for Kuwait is at
this stage largely a political gesture. It is tempting to call it a “marginal”
political gesture since Kuwait will still have a political incentive to
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keep its lines out to France and other European countries in order to
avoid being too closely associated with us and our Arab-Israeli policy.
However, the present situation provides an opportunity to consolidate
a significant change in Kuwait’s orientation. In the context of our
broader interest in upgrading our position in the Gulf, this cannot be
lightly dismissed. Providing an American weapons system as the core
of Kuwait’s air defense—along with our position in Iran and Saudi
Arabia—would quickly give us the dominant role in supplying the
military forces of three of the four principal Gulf nations.

In a completely rational world we would not be selling this kind
of equipment to a country like Kuwait, but Kuwait is going to get the
equipment and the French are not going to hesitate to supply it. The
US has a substantial stake in the Gulf, and the French have an interest
in undercutting our oil position there, so there is an argument for
competing. The Israelis will object, but their alternatives have to be
considered. This decision will have no effect whatsoever on the military
balance for the next four years or so and then it will be minimal. In
any case, our interest is to attend to our position in the Gulf and to
keep it as separate as possible from the Arab-Israeli impasse. Besides,
a US military influence in Kuwait serves Israel’s interests far better
than a French influence.

Although it is hard to be enthusiastic, on balance it seems desirable
to go ahead with this decision in principle to provide F-4s.

RECOMMENDATION: That you authorize clearance of the
attached cable informing the Kuwaitis of our agreement in principle
to sell them F—4s. There is a time factor in that a prompt answer is
most likely to assure a decision on American aircraft.
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35. Memorandum From Harold H. Saunders and William B.
Quandt of the National Security Council Staff to the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)!

Washington, July 30, 1973.

SUBJECT

Aircraft for Kuwait

Since we sent you the memo at Tab B on F-4s for Kuwait, the
Kuwaiti request has become somewhat less clear and the sense of
urgency within our bureaucracy more intense. Mr. Clements has sent
you an appeal [Tab A] to approve a somewhat more general statement
on follow-on aircraft to the Government of Kuwait.

Recent Developments

It is now apparent that the Kuwaitis are not explicitly asking for the
F—4 as a follow-on aircraft to the F-8, which they are now considering as
a stop-gap measure to provide some immediate air defense capability.
Increasingly the Kuwaitis seem to be interested in purchasing two
distinct types of aircraft—an interceptor, perhaps the F-5E that at one
time they rejected; and a ground attack or close support aircraft, such
as the A—4, A-7, or eventually the A-10. The Kuwaitis are sending a
team to the United States to look at all of these possibilities.

We cannot preclude, of course, that they will ultimately only be
interested in the F—4. If that proves to be the case, the arguments we
made in our previous memo remain valid. But it seems possible that
the Kuwaitis may genuinely prefer two simpler aircraft rather than the
more complicated F—4.

! Summary: The NSC summarized a discussion among the Department of Defense,
the White House, and the Embassy in Kuwait regarding the Kuwaiti desire for an air
defense fighter, the recent decision to sell the F-4 Phantom fighter to Saudi Arabia, and
Israeli concerns about U.S. weapons sales to Arab countries. Saunders and Quandt
recommended that Kissinger approve a follow-on aircraft in principle without specifying
the F4.

Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box CL 180,
Geopolitical File, Middle East Chronological File, July 2, 1973-September 4, 1973. Secret.
Sent for action. Brackets are in the original. Kissinger initialed his approval with the
proviso that the FYI passage was dropped. Attached but not published is Scowcroft’s
August 1 memorandum, directing Pickering to draft a telegram to the Embassy including
the approved language. Tab A, a July 12 memorandum from Clements to Kissinger
urging the approval of an offer in principle to provide a new fighter to Kuwait and
proposing the language approved by Kissinger, is attached but not published. Tab B is
published as Document 34. See also Document 89.
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What to Tell the Kuwaitis Now

Mr. Clements has proposed avoiding the issue of the F-4 now by
telling the Kuwaitis that we are willing to offer for sale a “suitable,
mutually agreed, advanced follow-on aircraft” to the F-8 now under
consideration. Mr. Rush concurs in this recommendation. The full state-
ment that they recommend is as follows:

“The Government of the United States is willing to offer for sale
to the Government of Kuwait suitable, mutually agreed, advanced
follow-on aircraft. These aircraft would be made available as the result
of Kuwait experience with interim US aircraft and in conjunction with
United States recommendations regarding pilot and maintenance train-
ing to provide Kuwait with the capability to absorb sophisticated fol-
low-on aircraft.”

The Issue

The broader issues remain as stated in our earlier memo at Tab B.
We have a strong interest in assisting in the defense of Kuwait especially
now that Kuwait has turned to us for help and in tying it more closely
to our other friends in the area. It will be more difficult to involve
Saudi Arabia and Jordan in Kuwait’s defense if they see us participating
only half-heartedly. On the other hand, at this early stage in the evolu-
tion of Kuwait’s defense and foreign policies, it seems premature to
get locked into promising the F—4.

If the more general statement above is approved, it will not commit
us to any particular future course of action. But it will commit us to
doing something, and we should have in mind what we would be
willing to provide for Kuwait. Two possibilities exist:

—A follow-on package, consisting of some combination of ground
attack aircraft and interceptors (e.g., A—4, A-7, A-10, F-5E).
—A follow-on package which would include F—4s.

At some point we will have to tell the Kuwaitis which of these
options they can count on. Our choices are essentially the following:

—Say nothing for now.

—A%prove a vague statement as recommended by Clements
and Rush.

—Add an FYT sentence to the above statement saying that we can
not consider F—4s for Kuwait, but will approve A-4, A-7, A-10 and
F-5E as suitable advanced follow-on aircraft.

—Explicitly agree in principle to F-4s for Kuwait, if they express
an interest in them.

Israeli and Iranian Reactions

Israel is adamantly opposed to the sale of F—4s to any Arab state.
They are less likely to object to the other aircraft under consideration.
Iran, after initially welcoming the news of our possible willingness to
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provide F—-4s to Kuwait, has now, through its Foreign Minister,
expressed some reservations, although the Shah told you we should
sell Kuwait as much as we like.

RECOMMENDATION: That you approve the following statement
for our Ambassador in Kuwait to deliver to the Kuwaiti Foreign
Minister:

“The Government of the United States is willing to offer for sale
to the Government of Kuwait suitable, mutually agreed upon, aircraft
to provide for its defense. The appropriate aircraft will be selected on
the basis of Kuwaiti experience with interim US aircraft and consistent
with US recommendations regarding pilot and maintenance training
necessary to provide Kuwait with the capability to absorb sophisticated
follow-on aircraft. [FYI only: We have in mind the A—4, A-7, A-10 and
F-5E as possible follow-on aircraft. We are not now prepared to offer
the F—4, }ljaut might reconsider at some future date.]”

36. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Kuwait!

Washington, August 3, 1973, 2019Z.

8235. Subj: Military Sales to Kuwait—Purchase of Follow-on Air-
craft. Ref: Kuwait 1369, Kuwait 1371, Kuwait 2053.

1. After carefully examining advantages and disadvantages, we
have decided that our interest in maintaining strong and friendly ties
with Kuwait as an oil producer and our recent decision to agree in
principle to the sale of F—4 aircraft to Saudi Arabia justify our also giving
USG assurances about availability of follow-on US aircraft to Kuwait.

2. Accordingly, you should seek audience with the ruler or in his
absence the Crown Prince and Minister of Defense Shaykh Saad to
inform them that the USG is prepared to offer follow-on aircraft. You
should convey following statement to GOK. Quote: The Government
of the United States is willing to offer for sale to the Government of

! Summary: The Department transmitted to the Embassy the approval in principle
to provide a follow-on aircraft for Kuwait.

Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 620, Coun-
try Files, Middle East, Kuwait, Volume I. Secret; Immediate. Drafted on August 2 by
Dickman; cleared by Atherton, Tarr, Clements, Saunders, and Spiers and in NEA /IAI
and NEA/IRN; approved by Sisco. Telegram 1369 from Kuwait City, April 20, is in
National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, [no film number]. Telegrams 1371
and 2053 from Kuwait City, were not found.
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Kuwait suitable, mutually agreed upon, aircraft to provide for its
defense. The appropriate aircraft will be selected on the basis of Kuwaiti
experience with interim US aircraft and consistent with US recommen-
dations regarding pilot and maintenance training necessary to provide
Kuwait with the capability to absorb sophisticated follow-on aircraft.
End quote.

Rogers

37. Telegram From the Embassy in the United Arab Emirates to
the Department of State'

Abu Dhabi, September 1, 1973, 0500Z.

1219. Subject: US/UAE Relations and UAE Oil Policy. Ref: A. Abu
Dhabi 1196; B. Beirut 10224.

Summary: Spent very cordial hour and half morn Aug 30 discussing
variety of subjects (reported separately) with ForMin Suwaidi and
UnderSec Ghubash, both of whom departing Sept 1 for series visits
and Algiers Non-Aligned Conf. Suwaidi went out of his way to express
UAEG conviction that continued close relations with US essential and
Ghubash volunteered clarification of Zayid interview re alleged threat
cut off oil to US. Total effect of both presentations was to reassure USG
of UAEG determination strengthen rather than disrupt friendship with
US. End summary.

1. Finally managed see ForMin Suwaidi 0930 local after having
sought appt for several days. He apologized for delay and said he had
been out of town, presumably making preparations with Zayid for
visits to Qatar and Bahrain; Algiers Non-Aligned Summit; Arab League
ForMins mtg. in Cairo; Zayid’s visit to U.K.; and UNGA session. MFA
beehive of activity as final arrangements being made, and I had
expected have only few moments with two key officials.

! Summary: Embassy Economic Officer Nathanial Howell met with UAE Minister
of Foreign Affairs Ahmad Khalifa al-Suwaydi, primarily to discuss any UAE response
to a possible oil embargo against the United States by other Arab powers.

Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 632, Coun-
try Files, Middle East, Trucial States. Secret; Exdis. Repeated to Kuwait City, Jidda,
Manama, Tripoli, Cairo, and Algiers. Telegrams 1196 from Abu Dhabi, August 27, and
10224 from Beirut, August 29, are in the National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign
Policy File, [no film number].
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2. Suwaidi seemed in very good mood and said he welcomed
opportunity for talk. I told him I had several matters which I felt it
important to discuss with him prior to his departure (specific topics
reported in septels). Central theme of entire conversation was impor-
tance UAEG attaches to close relationship with US. Suwaidi did not—
rpt not—mention Zayid’s alleged threat to cut off oil shipments if other
Arab producers decided to do so, nor did I broach subject. He did,
however, emphasize hope of UAEG that friendly relations with US,
which he said vitally important, will continue grow stronger.

3. According Suwaidi, US is major power in which UAEG has trust
and UAEG wants USG to be quote at top of list of its friends end quote.
He said he felt UAE and US interests in stability and development of
Gulf region essentially coincidental. Concluding, he remarked that
UAE needs continued US friendship and friendly assistance in develop-
ment. I thanked Suwaidi for his remarks and assured him USG recog-
nizes mutuality of benefits from close relations and shares UAEG desire
for deep and abiding friendship. Suwaidi agreed vigorously that among
friends need for frequent and frank exchanges of views and room for
occasional differences on approach so long as common bonds and
interests exist on essentials.

4. Subsequently saw Ghubash to cover details of several topics.
When review concluded, Ghubash said he wished clarify statements
attributed in press to Sheikh Zayid. Ghubash said he was present at
Zayid interview with Lebanese journalist (Suwaidi was out of country
at the time) and Zayid’s intent had been quote badly tilted end quote
in published press reports. According Ghubash, there was language
and psychological barrier between Zayid and journalist and this, cou-
pled with effort to make good story better, had resulted in distortion
of Zayid’s views.

5. Ghubash said Zayid expressed two major ideas: (A) Oil-rich
Arab states should assist those without oil revenues, but help should
not be random or haphazard. Arab states should get together to estab-
lish channels for allocation of funds on rational basis. (B) Oil can serve as
important means of promoting understanding of Arab, and specifically
UAE, policy. Re energy crisis, Ghubash said that Zayid explained that,
as Arab and Muslim, it not possible for him take undue advantage of
situation and, as far as US concerned, UAEG does not—rpt not—
demand that US become anti-Israeli. UAE seeks neutral US policy
toward Arab-Israeli dispute and greater understanding of Arab feelings
and viewpoints.

6. Ghubash said he interrupted, as reported para 1 reftel B, to
Counsel Zayid that interviewer might construe what Zayid had said
as threat to halt oil shipments to US. Journalist then asked what Zayid
would do if Arab states took unanimous decision to ban oil for US
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market? Ghubash said Zayid answered this provocative question by
saying that, as Arab and under those circumstances, he would have
no choice but to follow suit.

7. Ghubash asked that I convey his clarification to Dept. He said
he felt Zayid had been had by interviewer, but admitted he had not
had chance discuss question with Zayid since appearance of press
reports. Said I appreciated his amplification of interview and would,
of course, relay it to Washington. I added that I had not yet seen
original interview but had naturally drawn attention of Dept to item
which appeared in Herald-Tribune in low key manner pending
clarification.

8. Comment: Had impression following talk with Suwaidi and
prior seeing Ghubash that Suwaidi attempting forestall any damage
to US/UAE relations which might result from alleged Zayid threat
without, however, bringing subject into open. Suwaidi has spent last
several days in close consultation with Zayid and news of my request
for appt reached him while he still in Zayid’s company. Whether it
was anticipated that in under instructions raise subject or not, we
shall probably never know, but assume Zayid and Suwaidi probably
considered how best deal with possibility USG reaction. Have also
recently heard radio accounts of interview by same Lebanese magazine
with King Faisal in Saudi Arabia in which Faisal reportedly critical of
those who urge use of oil itself rather than oil revenues in support of
Arab cause. Zayid could be expected to be sensitive to this kind of
criticism of position he alleged to have taken.

9. In fact, it out of character for Zayid and UAEG to get out in
front on so sensitive an issue. Zayid undoubtedly sought in interview
protect himself against attacks on his dedication to Arabism, but proba-
bly did not expect to find himself widely quoted as primary architect
of oil boycott. Having made what he regards as proper noises, there
evidence Zayid does not—rpt not—envisage having promise put to
real test. Ghubash confided that, while hypocrisy is too strong a word,
UAEG does not expect Arab states to meet criterion unanimous, bind-
ing policy decision and he implied that this in part because UAE among
others, would work in inter-Arab councils to prevent development of
consensus which UAE would have to endorse.

Howell
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38. Telegram From the Embassy in Bahrain to the Department
of State!

Manama, November 14, 1973, 1005Z.

719. Subject: Amir Wishes Closest US-Bahrain Relations. Ref: Man-
ama 698.

1. Summary: Despite Middle East war Amir wishes U.S. and Bah-
rain to continue same close relations as in past. His comments suggest
he is determined to reverse GOB departure notice to MIDEASTFOR
at unspecified future time. End summary.

2. When Charggé called on Amir Nov 13, Shaikh Isa said he wanted,
as before October War, closest relations with U.S. He said he was most
unhappy about GOB canceling U.S. Navy stationing agreement and
wished USG to know events at that time forced this action. He spoke
somewhat scornfully of fears and excitement which gripped some of
Ministers at meeting when decision was made. Prominent among his
targets was FonMin Shaikh Muhammad.

3. Amir also expressed contempt for Iragis whom he said threat-
ened to bomb Bahrain International Airport if latter was used by those
aiding Israel. Regarding brief street demonstration during war, he
pointed out to Iraqi Ambassador that slogans marchers were using
came from Iraq. Ambassador vehemently denied any bad intentions.
Amir observed to Chargé that he did not care what others thought.
He would say and do what he thought best for Bahrain’s interests.

4. In Amir’s mind GOB notice to Navy is by no means final. He
indicated without elaboration that problem would be worked out and
Navy could continue here as before. To try to draw him out more,
Chargé said DOD-supported Bahrain school would almost surely have
to close when Navy departed and some hard decisions on new arrange-
ments would have to be made soon. Amir replied simply that school
should be told to continue as it has been. Make no changes.

! Summary: Chargé d’Affaires Stein met with Amir Isa ibn Salman al-Khalifa to
discuss the recent cancellation of the U.S.-Bahrain agreement stationing the Middle East
Force in Bahrain. The Amir indicated that the cancellation, made during the Arab-Israeli
war in October, would be reversed.

Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 632, Coun-
try Files, Middle East, Trucial States. Secret. Repeated to Jidda, Kuwait City, London,
Tehran, COMIDEASTFOR, the Secretary of Defense, and CINCUSNAVEUR. Telegram
698 from Manama, November 8, is in the National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign
Policy File, [no film number]. Bahraini Foreign Minister Shaikh Mohmmad al-Khalifa
notified the United States of the cancellation on October 20 as part of the Arab response
to the U.S. resupply of Israel, asking for MIDEASTFOR'’s departure within 1 year.
(Telegram 671 from Manama, October 20; National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign
Policy File, [no film number])
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5. Amir’s comments and those of his brother PriMin Shaikh Khalifa
(reftel) suggest they are determined to reverse GOB notice to Navy.
They seem confident of being able to manage any internal opponents,
including those who might gain seats in Bahrain’s first elected parlia-
ment in December, and seem to be waiting and hoping for helpful
developments in Arab-Israeli crisis before showing their hand.

Stein

39. Briefing Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State
for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs (Sisco) to Secretary
of State Kissinger!

Washington, undated.

KUWAIT: Possible Pressure Points

There are only limited ways in which the United States could apply
pressure on the Kuwaitis. We have no economic or military assistance
programs in Kuwait. Although Kuwait’s economy, perhaps more than
any other in the world, is trade oriented and almost totally dependent
on the importation of goods and services, the United States” 12% share
of this market—although significant—is not crucial to Kuwait. The
industrial items, consumer durables, and small amounts of grains and
foodstuffs we sell Kuwait can all be replaced by competing goods from
Europe and Japan. The medium-size American community (about 1100)
is almost entirely business and oil-oriented. Its departure would not
have much of an impact on the economy or the country’s oil operations.
(There are only five or six American oilmen in key executive positions.)
Therefore, any pressure unilaterally applied by the United States is
unlikely to have any effect other than to increase the sense of anger
and frustration Kuwaitis feel over our policies in the Middle East.

The ability for the United States to apply an effective pressure is
also limited by the fact that Kuwait, because of its small size, great
wealth, large Palestinian population, and resultant vulnerability must

! Summary: The NEA Bureau prepared a paper for Kissinger that discussed possible
methods of applying pressure to Kuwait to end its oil embargo against the West and
concluded that the U.S. had very limited means of doing so.

Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files, 1970-73, Box 2432, POL Kuwait,
1/1/1970. Secret; Sensitive; Nodis. Drafted on November 23 by Dickman.
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maintain good relations with all the larger Arab states. It must stay
carefully in step within the mainstream of Arab political thinking.
Especially in response to unilateral American pressure, it could not
afford to pursue policies on pan-Arab or Arab-Israel issues which were
independent of the consensus of large Arab states.

The following is a list of possible pressures we might exercise in
the economic, military and political fields:

Economic

A. Terminate All Ongoing Reimbursable Technical Assistance (Federal
Highway Administration, National Bureau of Standards)

Means of Implementation: Withdraw existing personnel.

Kuwaiti Reaction: Annoyance but countermeasures unlikely.

Pro: This action would point to U.S. displeasure with Kuwait policy
but not directly harm U.S. economic and business interests in Kuwait.

Contra: It would have little impact on Kuwait. The Kuwaitis could
easily arrange to purchase technical expertise elsewhere.

B. Discourage American Companies from Bidding on Kuwaiti Projects
or Signing Contracts with Kuwait Government Agencies

Means of Implementation: Public statements by senior Administra-
tion officials and informal contacts by State and Commerce with the
American business community.

Kuwaiti Reaction: Official dismay; Kuwait National Assembly
would probably press the government to take countermeasures such
as boycotting American goods.

Pro: It would remind the Kuwaitis that they cannot count on U.S.
technology or managerial skills if they take measures adversely affect-
ing our economic relations.

Contra: Such action would have little impact and the business
would go elsewhere.

C. Embargo Food Shipments and Oil Equipment Spares

Means of Implementation: The President would instruct Commerce
and Agriculture to require and withhold export licenses under the 1969
Export Administration Act.

Kuwaiti Reaction: This would cause a great uproar in the Kuwaiti
Assembly and the leadership would be under pressure to take counter-
measures against U.S. interests; oil production would be further
reduced unless other consuming countries agreed to make up the
deficit.

Pro: The Kuwaitis are entirely dependent on imports of food, oil
equipment and spares. This action would underscore their dependence
upon keeping trade free of politically-contrived obstacles which must
be avoided to maintain Kuwait’s economic health.
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Contra: The Kuwaitis could find alternative suppliers and place the
burden on finding spares on the foreign oil operators. This action would
run counter to our longer range objective of encouraging the Kuwaitis
to increase their oil production.

D. Suspend International Financial Transactions with Kuwaiti Financial
Institutions and Freeze Kuwait Government and Privately Owned Assets in
the ULS.

Means of Implementation: President issues a national emergency
decree and instructs Treasury to freeze assets under the 1917 Trading
with the Enemy Act.

Kuwaiti Reaction: Convert any dollar holdings held in Europe to
other currencies; nationalize all U.S. investments in Kuwait (currently
about $400 million).

Pro: Kuwaitis have about $1 billion in public and privately held
investments in the U.S. and it would be a severe psychological blow.

Contra: The majority of Kuwait Government and private holdings
are outside the U.S. Moreover, many private Kuwait holdings may be
difficult to identify since the U.S. has no investment laws requiring
registration of ultimate ownership and these assets have traditionally
been channeled through British and Swiss intermediaries.

Military

A. Withdraw Our Offer to Sell Kuwait any Military Equipment and
Recall the DOD Military Sales Representative Now in Kuwait (we have
pending with the Kuwaitis some 46 letters of offer amounting to some $500
million for a variety of defense equipment and services) and Cancel Kuwait's
Eligibility for Foreign Military Sales

Means of Implementation: Revoking Presidential determination mak-
ing Kuwait eligible for FMS and DOD/State action to stop military
discussions with Kuwaitis now being carried on by our Ambassador.

Kuwait Reaction: Since negotiations over possible arms sales have
been held in secret, the Kuwaiti public would not be immediately aware
of this step. The Government would be unhappy over this decision
and might at a politically useful time use it to justify taking
countermeasures.

Pro: Such a step would receive favorable Congressional reaction.

Contra: Discussions on arms purchases from the U.S. have been
underway for over six months during which time no letter of offer has
been signed. The Kuwaitis have also been negotiating with the British
and French for the same types of equipment they have been discussing
with us and could turn to these sources of supply or possibly to the
Soviet Union.
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Political

A. Let It be Known that the United States Does Not Feel Itself Committed
to the Kuwait-Iraqgi Border Described in the 1932 and Referred to in the 1963
Agreements (Iraq has never agreed to a formal demarcation of this border)

Means of Implementation: Statement by a senior State Department
official.

Kuwaiti Reaction: The Government would be very upset and the
National Assembly would accuse the United States of interference in
a matter of domestic jurisdiction. The Kuwaitis would seek Saudi and
Egyptian support on the boundary issue.

Pro: Formal demarcation and an end to the border problem with
Iraq is Kuwait’s primary foreign policy objective. A change in U.S.
support for Kuwait’s position would remind it of its vulnerability vis-
a-vis Iraq and of the need to have good relations with world powers
capable of exerting military force which indirectly serves Kuwait’s
security.

Contra: It would further weaken the position of a moderate govern-
ment which is already under pressure from radical elements within
and outside Kuwait. It would strengthen Iraq’s territorial ambitions in
the Gulf without gaining us any significant advantages in terms of our
relations with Baghdad. It would upset the Saudis as well as the Shah
of Iran.

B. Withdraw U.S. Ambassador from Kuwait
Means of Implementation: Department action.

Kuwaiti Reaction: Concern and frustration that the U.S. does not
understand the reasons for Kuwait’s inability to act independently.
The Kuwaiti leadership would probably agree to National Assembly
demands to nationalize Gulf’s investment in the Kuwait Oil Company
and would recall the Kuwaiti Ambassador in Washington.

Pro: Recall of the Ambassador would more than anything else point
up to the Kuwaitis our concern over Kuwaiti policies which we found
objectionable.

Contra: The Kuwaiti leadership would be under considerable pres-
sures from leftist, Arab nationalist, and Palestinian elements to take
drastic actions against U.S. interests in the country.
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40. Telegram From the Embassy in the United Arab Emirates to
the Department of State'

Abu Dhabi, December 16, 1973, 0655Z.

1641. Subject: Arms for Yemen.

1. At recent encounter with Yemeni Amb Qubati, Chargé men-
tioned to him report from our Emb in Sana’a about desire of YAR
Commander-in-Chief to move ahead on Abu Dhabi-financed arms pro-
curement deal with US. Inquired of Qubati if he aware present state
of financing commitment.

2. Qubati acknowledged that Yemeni military actively clamoring
for modern arms, but he gave me definite impression that YARG not
pressing Zayid for funds at this time because of area situation, and
especially, high state of his irritation with US. Qubati said he felt
deal, as far as Abu Dhabi concerned, shelved for time being as Zayid
unwilling have it be known that he purchasing US arms for Arab
country, which wants them for defense against hostile Arab state. Fur-
thermore, YAR recognizes that commitments to Arab combatants have
strained AD’s reserves. Also gained impression from Qubati’s unchar-
acteristic questioning of rationale behind US policy severely limiting
sale of arms to Arab states, that Zayid may have sounded off to Yemeni
Amb over difficulty [garble] has had in obtaining certain military hard-
ware items from US over past year and half. On other hand, Qubati
may also have been reflecting frustration of YARG over its failure to
convince US of need for larger or more sophisticated arms package.

3. Do not intend to raise matter of US financing of arms for Yemen
with UAEG or Zayid unless so instructed. With present dipl climate
on chilly side, believe best policy for us is not get directly involved in
this matter leaving any contacts strictly to parties concerned.

Griffin

! Summary: Chargé d’Affaires Philip Griffin reported on a meeting with Yemeni
Ambassador to the United Arab Emirates Qubati regarding potential difficulties with
the scheme for the UAE to purchase U.S. arms for the Yemen Arab Republic.

Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 632, Coun-
try Files, Middle East, Trucial States. Secret; Exdis. Repeated to Kuwait City, Sana’a,
and Jidda.
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41. Memorandum From the Secretary of the Navy (Warner) to
Secretary of Defense Schlesinger’

Washington, December 20, 1973.

Subj
Homeporting Middle East Force (U)

Recent events in the Middle East have reinforced the validity of
maintaining a flexible military presence in the Arabian Sea area. The
Bahraini Government decision to expel the homeported Middle East
Force flagship was a direct reflection of relatively cohesive Arab bloc
pressure directed against regional U.S. interests. In order that we may
move ahead expeditiously in the development of alternative support
options for continued flexibility of operations in that area, I seek your
support for the proposal that we proceed through our embassies in
Tehran and Addis Ababa to examine feasibility and, if feasible, to seek
authority to conduct surveys of most promising sites for homeporting
one to two destroyer size ships.

I consider an investigation of this alternative necessary for two
reasons, even if the Bahraini Government ultimately reverses its deci-
sion on the Stationing Agreement. First, acquisition of an alternative
homeport location would improve the U.S. bargaining position should
we be afforded the opportunity to renegotiate for access to Bahrain.
Secondly, in the eventuality that the Middle East Force is increased in
size, additional homeport facilities would be necessary for one to two
ships to avoid overtaxing limited facilities in Bahrain.

Furthermore, in reviewing that portion of the NSSM-110 follow-
on that addressed our FY 1972 Indian Ocean naval presence, the Senior
Review Group agreed to qualitative and quantitative upgrading of the
Middle East Force, periodic CV deployments and random maritime
patrols as an adequate counter-balance to Soviet naval presence in the
Indian Ocean. This underscores the requirement for a continuing and

! Summary: Secretary Warner advocated a search for alternative sites for
MIDEASTFOR.

Source: Washington National Records Center, OASD Files: FRC 330-78-0001,
Middle East 092 (July-December 1973). Secret. Attached but not published are the pro-
posal letter to the Secretary of State and the proposed telegram, the latter of which was
not transmitted. The Navy study of alternative sites viewed Iranian ports at Bandar
Abbas and Kharg Island as the most desirable. (Washington National Records Center,
OASD Files: FRC 330-78-0011, Indian Ocean 323.3 (April-December 1974)) NSSM 110
and minutes of the Senior Review Group meeting discussing it are in Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, vol. XXIV, Middle East Region and Arabian Peninsula, 1969-1972; Jordan,
September 1970, Documents 54 and 58.
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effective Middle East Force presence in the region. Considerations gov-
erning this decision, e.g., the importance of U.S. interests in the region
plus Soviet naval presence, have become more significant since the
decision was made.

The Navy has undertaken a comprehensive examination of opera-
tional alternatives available while keeping in mind the mission of the
Middle East Force. As you are aware, this mission involves support of
U.S. objectives in the Middle East and Indian Ocean by maintaining a
presence centered around the Persian Gulf/Red Sea area but extending
into the Indian Ocean as far as Sri Lanka. The options considered
included:

—Afloat presence with negotiated base and airfield use rights.

—Anchoring in an area which affords proximate air support
facilities.

—Homeporting the Middle East Force elsewhere.

In the first instance, an afloat presence is not feasible for maintain-
ing a continuous presence considering the extended deployment times
required and the limited ship assets available to devote to a rotational
schedule. The same problem is encountered in the second option includ-
ing the added liability of limited shore support. Homeporting a portion
of the Middle East Force ships continues to offer the most viable option
for continuation of an effective Navy presence.

A variety of potential homeporting sites has been considered. They
include Assab and Massawa in Ethiopia, various ports in Iran, Victoria/
Mahe Seychelles, Port Louis Mauritius, Diego Garcia and Karachi,
Pakistan. For a variety of reasons, which include political considera-
tions, the availability of support facilities and operational time-distance
factors, the majority of these ports are considered unacceptable. The
principal exceptions are Massawa in Ethiopia and Bandar Abbas in
Iran. Both offer the best of limited dependent support facilities available
on the Red Sea-Persian Gulf littoral and are optimally situated for
operations in the area of our principal regional interests. A request to
investigate potential sites for homeporting U.S. Navy ships in Iran may
be more favorably received by the Shah if presented in a manner that
emphasizes Iranian interests involved in the continuation of a U.S.
presence in the Arabian Sea/Indian Ocean area. The recent message
from our Ambassador in Tehran (DTG 031505Z Dec 73, cite #8507)
reports the Shah’s aversion to any U.S. Navy presence which could be
perceived as establishment of a U.S. Naval base at Bandar Abbas. This
concern notwithstanding, our national interests in maintaining our area
presence indicate that every effort be made to persuade the Shah that
modification of this position would clearly be in Iran’s best interests.
There are encouraging indications that this possibility is not remote
based on the Shah’s historical support for a substantial U.S. Indian



Kuwait and the Gulf States 197

Ocean presence, his continued friendship during the Arab/Israeli con-
flict and his continuing support of the HANCOCK Task Group opera-
tions. By the same token, Haile Selassie is distinctly pro-western and
should be agreeable to the concept of homeporting U.S. Navy ships in
Ethiopia. This appraisal recognizes that he would have to contend with
opposition from the African and Arab states and that some quid-pro-
quo might be expected in return, such as increased military assistance.

Our initial action should be to query the ambassadors regarding
the feasibility of gaining approval to conduct detailed low visibility
surveys of potential homeporting locations. This would include as a
minimum Bandar Abbas, Chah Bahar and Kharg Island in Iran and
Assab and Massawa in Ethiopia. These surveys are necessary before any
determination can be made of best location for additional homeporting
facilities and the commensurate associated costs.

To this end I am attaching a proposed letter to the Secretary of
State requesting his support for such action. If you concur with this
course of action designed to facilitate continuation of a U.S. Arabian
Sea/Indian Ocean presence, I request that you forward the attached
letter. Included for the Secretary of State’s consideration is a proposed
message to the American Embassy, Tehran and Ethiopia.

John W. Warner

42. Airgram From the Embassy in Kuwait to the Department of
State!

A-41 Kuwait City, May 22, 1974.

SUBJECT

Power and Policies in Qatar
Summary

The ruling Al-Thani family has been pre-eminent in Qatar since
the late 19th century. Their predominance has never appeared to be

! Summary: Ambassador Stoltzfus provided for the Department a current summary
of Qatari governance and politics in preparation for the posting of a new resident
Ambassador to Doha.

Source: National Archives, RG 84, Doha Embassy Files: Lot 79F187, POL 1-3, Qatar.
Confidential. Drafted by DCM John Wheelock; cleared by Stoltzfus; approved by DCM
Walter McClelland.



198 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume E-9, Part 2

stronger than under the present Ruler, Sheikh Khalifa bin Hamad Al-
Thani, who took power from his cousin Ahmed in February 1972 in a
bloodless palace coup. Khalifa, a forceful and energetic man, runs a
highly centralized, moderately efficient government, in which the only
restraints on his power are traditional tribal and religious customs and
his own moderation and common sense.

Government policies both domestic and foreign largely reflect
Khalifa’s views. Domestically, Qatar is a benevolent dictatorship or
quasi-absolute monarchy run along traditional conservative tribal and
religious lines. In foreign affairs many Qatari attitudes are similar to
those usually attributed to King Faisal and the Saudi government:
deep-seated distrust of Communism leading to a generally tolerant
attitude toward the West, in the case of Qatar oriented particularly
toward Great Britain; in oil matters a tendency toward conservation
of natural resources combined with flexibility about supplying the
United States, Western Europe, and Japan; in Gulf matters Khalifa has
always taken publicly a line of cooperative relations with other Gulf
States; in private he can be rather scathing about most of his Gulf
colleagues.

Future relations with the United States will probably range from
guardedly warm if we maintain a balanced posture in the Arab-Israeli
conflict or are instrumental in de-fusing it, to tolerantly chilly if we
appear to be favoring Israel.

End of Summary
[Omitted here is material unrelated to bilateral relations.]

Policies of the Government—Domestic

Qatar has had modest oil revenues for two decades, and substantial
revenues for one. Sheikh Ahmed, who was ruler for the decade before
Khalifa took power in 1972 distributed much of the State’s income to the
various Sheikhs of the Al-Thani family in accordance with a traditional
formula, which reportedly allocated at least half the national income
to the ruling family. Although the energetic and cautiously progressive
present Ruler Khalifa was his Prime Minister, economic development
was rather half-hazard and sporadic until the end of the 1960’s. Khali-
fa’s policy, both as Prime Minister under Ahmed and as Ruler, has
been to cut back on hand-outs to the Ruling family, to put substantial
sums into carefully chosen economic development projects, and to put
aside a tidy proportion of national income each year in conservatively
managed European bank portfolios. The funds expended on develop-
ment have been large enough to have trickled down pretty effectively,
and the result is a quietly booming economy, and a slowly but surely
modernizing capital.

Political institutions and social conventions, however, have not
kept pace even with a moderate economic explosion. The Advisory
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Council to the Ruler, a group of non-Al-Thani Sheikhs and leading
merchants, appointed by the Ruler, which is the nearest approach here
to an embryo legistature, thus far has the power only attend official
functions and occasionally to form the audience for a semi-public
speech by Khalifa. There is no local regularly published press. Radio
and television broadcasts are edited to the point of being, with respect
to local events, little more than a chronicle of the daily comings and
goings of the Ruler and leading Ministers without substantive content
or comment. Public security is maintained by a large and constantly
visible police force, which maintains an apparently largely benevolent
but very tight lid on crime and all other forms of public exuberance.

The traditional desert abbah is still de rigeur for Qatari men. Qatari
women are rarely seen on the street; if so they wear leather face masks
under heavy black veils, an arrangement that seems to favor the ugly
unduly. Men do the family shopping. The opening of a modern new
hotel here in February 1973 touched off a struggle regarding the serving
of liquor, which is normally prohibited, and mixed public bathing,
which is still unresolved. These conservative Wahabbi customs, how-
ever, are softened by a remarkable degree of tolerance toward the dress
and behavior of non-Qataris. In private, drinking by men, and pant-
suits for women are becoming increasingly fashionable among the
Qatari avant-guard.

Foreign Policies

The linch-pin of Khalifa’s foreign policy is close brotherly friend-
ship with his much larger and richer next-door neighbor Saudi Arabia.
It is evident that he has deep and genuine admiration for King Faisal
as a man and model Monarch. In the past relations have been so close
that as much as 20% of the Qatari army and security forces was made
up of Saudi troops. This arrangement ended in early 1973 when the
Saudi contingent went on strike for higher pay. It was returned forth-
with to Saudi Arabia. This incident, however, had no visible cooling
effect Saudi-Qatari relations. This strong friendship with its largest
neighbor allows Qatar to feel secure with token armed forces; an army
of perhaps 3,000, a handful of obsolete tanks, 4 hawker hunters, and
a patrol boat or two.

Perhaps more than any other Gulf Ruler Khalifa tends to follow
Saudi-Arabia’s lead in attitudes and dealings with the outside world.
This starts with a deep distrust and fear of Communism in all its
manifestations. Despite recurrent rumors, there are to date no Commu-
nist Block representatives here, no communist-manufactured products,
and no technical assistance. Partly as the other side of the anti-commu-
nist coin, and partly as a result of years of close collaboration with the
West, particularly Great Britain, Qatar has a strong bias toward the
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West. The influence of the British Ambassador, who was formerly
British Political Agent here, still probably rivals that of all but two or
three of the Ruler’s most intimate advisors. Fortunately the Ambassa-
dor is a very moderate and sensible man; unfortunately for the United
States, he uses his influence very skillfully to promote British commer-
cial, financial, and industrial interests, thus far largely to the exclusion
others particularly in the development and financial fields.

With respect to the United States, the government is basically well
disposed, but seems to regard us with some reservation, much as one
would a large animal who seems friendly, but who could cause a lot
of damage. At the same time of the Arab-Israeli war last fall the attitudes
of many Qataris stiffened perceptibly toward us, either by instinct, or
because we made several announcements concerning aid to Israel. The
Ruler was reliably reported to have been upset by what he regarded
as our favoring of Israel, but more in wonderment that we would risk
the displeasure of the entire Arab world for the sake of Israel than in
anger. He and senior Qatari officials maintained an attitude of correct
politeness toward the Embassy during this difficult period.

Qatar, both geographically, and in its interests is somewhat
removed from the Arab-Israeli arena. Nevertheless the emotional t