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Commitment?’’” which was spomdwﬂ the Strutegic Studies
Institute in Ottober 1981. During the Sympostum, scademic ind
mmtmudimmamofmmmmmh
ares which will have a continuing impact on US strategy. |
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interests and objectives in Southwest Xsia, aird policy options for
the future. It traces the evolution of US policy toward the region
and changing assumptions regarding the nature of US interests and
the threats posed to them, especially the dichotomy between
intraregional and extraregional threats. The author notes the long-
standing conflict between the goal of protecting US interests
against the worst case external military threat to the region, and the
objective of maintaining regional stability and a favorable political
climate for the continued flow of oil. Finally, he discusses three
options for protecting US interests in the region and indicates the
extent to which each enhances or inhibits the achievement of
various recognized objectives.

The Strategic Issues Research Memoranda program of the
Strategic Studies Institute, US Army War College, provides a
means for timely dissemination of analytical papers which are not
constrained by format or conformity with institutional policy.
These memoranda are prepared on subjects of current importance
in areas related to the author’s professional work.

This memorandum was prepared as a contribution to the field of
national security research and study. As such, it does not reflect the

official view of the College, the Department of the Army, or the

Department of Defense.
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against the worst case external military threat to the region, and the
objective of maintaining regional stability and a favorable political
climate for the continued flow of oil. Finally, it discusses three
options for protecting US interests in the region and indicates the
extent to which each enhances or inhibits the achievement of
various recognized objectives.

American interest in the region that has come to be called
Southwest Asia was brought home most vividly by the 1973 OPEC
embargo and the supply disruptions and further redoubling of oil
prices that followed the 1979 Iranian Revolution. World oil prices
as of late 1981 were about 18 times the 1970 price of $1.80 per
barrel. Oil supply uncertainties and runaway price increases may be
seen to lay behind the worldwide economic malaise of the industrial
councries during the period sifice 1973. The Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan added a new element of uncertainty about the security
of oil resources of the region. The demonstrated willingness of the
USSR to project military power beyond its borders caused concern
about future Soviet intentions regarding areas now seen as vital to
US security, and raised the specter of a local or general war
involving the superpowers, with the resultant danger of a nuclear
conflagration.

The US response to the new threats to its interests in the Persian
Gulf region has been reactive and largely predictable. This is an
understandabie consequenice of the rapidity with which the
Amenam posimmundamtbythe Iranian Revolution and the

thehomgeerids udbytheabumoftmlydonepoliﬁalﬁes
mthmyofmmmﬁmwmmmﬁem
of future Soviet expansionisny. =~
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involvement in ‘Afghanistan ‘without anry imarked change in the
situation, and as the forces of Tslamic revivalisin in other forms of
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Islamic faith and its perceived vulnerability to Soviet expansionism.
Depending on how broadly the region is defined, it includes as
many as four major cultures—Arabic, Judaic, Iranian and Indo-
Pakistani. Its geographical continuity is broken at several points by
mountain ranges, deserts and water bodies. The political history
and structure of the region is quite diverse, though the primary oil-
producing states at the region’s “‘strategic center of gravity'’* are,
with the notable exceptions of Iran and Iraq, traditional
monarchies.

For the purposes of tlus study Southwest Asia is defined as
extending from Eastern Turkey (which abuts the Azerbaijan region
of Iran) down through the traditional Middle East into the Arabian
Peninsula and extending eastward through Iran into Pakistan.
While the term Southwest Asia may be convenient shorthand, it is
important to remember that if all of the relevant political dynamics
and geostrategic factors are to be considered, then the geography
involved includes Egypt and Sudan, the Horn of Africa, Kenya and
India. Moreover, the area embraces conflicts and rivalries that do
not relate directly to either the region’s 0il resources or the Soviet
Union. These include the Arab-Israeli dispute and the related issue
of the Palestinians, the Iran-Iraq conflict, the Pakistan-India
rivalry, and various ethnic based autonomy movements such as
those of the Kurds in Turkcy. lnm and Iraq, and the Baluch in Iran
and Pakistan.

In this context, the US tdatwnslnp with huel deserves
comment. US support for Israel’s security and survival is
longr’ .1ding and relates to a nnmber of general and particular
interests and objectives that dre discussed below. Support for Israel
is one of the few fmmtmmtshavmgamdepohnal
constituency in the United States. -

hcmﬂmceofhostxﬁtybﬂmkrwlndmmhborsua
given that must be factored into US policy. To Israelis, Arab
hostility presents a continuing and deadly danger. To the Arabs,
the Isracli state represents the last act of European colonialism and
its economic and military success is a continuing reminder of the
weaknesses of their own social and political organization.

The United States has a vital role to-play ih managing the dispute
and reducing the scope or severity of any armed conflict. The
critical reguirement is thet American policymakers correctly
anticipate the effect of actions taken in pursuit of one set of goals
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(supporting Israel and promoting a Middle East settlement) on the
other major US goals (maintaining access to the region’s oil and
deterring Soviet expansionism), and vice versa. Miscalculations on
this score have the potential for grave danger to US interests and
for the peace of the region.

CONTINUITY AND CHANGE
IN US INVOLVEMENT IN SOUTHWEST ASIA

US involvement in the security of Southwest Asia has been
continuous since World War 11 and the onset of the Cold War. The
nature and degree of US involvement in the region has varied in
response to changing perceptions of US interests and differing
evaluations of the threats posed by intraregional and extraregional
forces.

Continuity. Throughout the postwar period certain constants are
evident regarding US involvement in Southwest Asia. First, the
region has been perceived as highly important to the United States.
Second, American policymakers usually have identified the Soviet
Union as the main long-term threat to US interests. The Soviet
threat has formed the basis for every collective security
arrangement since the period of the Truman Doctrine.

Change. At the same time, US perceptions concerning the nature
of its interests and the threats posed to them have shown
considerable volatility. Over time the relative importance of the
region to US interests has tended to increase, and the nature of the
perceived interest has shifted from political-strategic to economic-
strategic. Likewise, US policymakers have not always agreed on the
most immediate or most dangerous threat to US interests. A basic
source of tension in US policy over the past three decades has been
whether to give primary attention to the Soviet threat or to
emphasize other, primary non-Soviet threats, such as regional
instability, adverse ecomomic developments and the danger of
nuclear proliferation. This tension remains today and is reflected in
various competing policy options for protecting what are by nearly
unanimous agreement vastly increased American interests in
Southwest Asia. ‘
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EVOLUTION OF US INTERESTS,
OBJECTIVES AND POLICY IN SOUTHWEST ASIA

Interests. Since the end of the Second World War the American
interest in Southwest Asia has derived from the region’s oil and its
strategic location, especially its character as a bridge between three
continents and its proximity to the southern borders of the Soviet
Union. In varying degrees, these factors affect concerns about the
physical survival and economic well-being of the United States, and
the congeniality of the international environment to its political
values and institutions.

From these basic concerns flow certain more narrow interests
such as regional stability, self-determination of the local states, the
absence of outside intervention on the part of hostile powers, and
the maintenance of peace.

Objectives. In order to protect and promote these interests a
succession of American administrations have defined
complementary objectives. These objectives have varied over time,
depending on the ranking of US interests at any given moment and
perceptions regarding the main threats to those interests.

*Core Objectives. Certain objectives can be identified that have
been basic throughout the period 1945 to the present. These
include:

¢ Containing Soviet expansionism through collective security;

e Maintaining uninterrupted access to the region’s oil
resources;

¢ Preserving the independence and self-determination of
regional states, especially Israel;

e Preventing the spread of communism and other radical
social-economic doctrines;

e Deterring intraregional conflict, especially a new Arab-
Israeli conflict;

¢ Enhancing US economic and commercial interests; and,

® Avoiding war with the Soviet Union.

oOther Objectives. In addition to these basic objectives, the
United States has from time to time pursued additional objectives.
These include:

¢ Enhancing human rights conditions within regional states;

¢ Preventing or delaying the proliferation of nuclear weapons;
and,

¢ Limiting destabilizing transfers of conventional arms.

6




Contradictions. While many of these objectives are
complementary, some tend to be contradictory. This is especially
true of recent years, as the overall importance of the region has
grown and the number of threats to US interests has multiplied.
For instance, the containment of Soviet expansionism may conflict
with the objective of avoiding war with the Soviet Union.
Maintaining uninterrupted access to the region’s oil supplies may,
under certain conditions conflict with the self-determination of
regional states. This applies both to the Arab-Israeli conflict, in
which US support of Israel’s self-determination has led with a
cutoff in oil supplies, and in respect to potential US moves to
counter an oil embargo. The goal of limiting destabilizing arms
transfers may conflict with the objective of promoting US
economic and commercial interests. Seeking to prevent or delay
nuclear proliferation may conflict with other goals of preserving
the independence of states or containing Soviet expansionism
through collective security arrangements.

US POLICY IN SOUTHWEST ASIA PRIOR TO 1979

Postwar Containment Period. In the immediate post World War
11 era, when the United States was still a net oil exporter, US policy
in the region focused primarily on the containment of Soviet
expansionism and the management of the process of decolonialism,
especially the withdrawal of British power and the emergence of
newly independent states in the Near East and South Asia.

The major halimarks of US pelicy during the period of the Cold
War included the Truman Doctrine and the containment policy,
and broad pursuit of a policy of collective security. Central to the
containment policy as applied to Southwest Asia were Turkey’s
incorporation into the North Atlamtic Treaty Organization
(NATO) in 1952, Pakistan’s accession to the Southeast Asia Treaty
Organization (SEATO) in 1954, the creation of the Baghdad Pact
in 1955 (which became the Central Treaty Organization following
the overthrow of the Hashemite monarchy in Iraq and the
establishment of a Ba’thist regime in 1958), and the conclusion of
identical bilateral security treaties with Turkey, Iran and Pakistan
in 1959.° In addition to the pacts and related bilateral security
agreements, the United States entered into a variety of mutual
assistance agreements with governments in the region, and
provided large sums of military and economic aid.*

7
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In the 1960’s and early 1970’s, as the petroleum of the region
became a more important factor to the Western economies, and as
the spheres of influence of the United States and the Soviet Union
appeared stabilized, the nature and relative importance of US
objectives changed. The main US goals during this period related to
supporting local collective security efforts, fostering orderly
development, resolving regional disputes, maintaining access to
Persian Gulf oil ‘‘at reasonable prices and in sufficient quantities to
meet our growing needs and those of our European and Asian
friends and allies,”’ and insuring to the maximum extent possible
that the swelling oil revenues of the gulf were recycled through the
US economy.’

One major difference between the Cold War era and the late
1960’s and early 1970’s was the lower degree of direct US
involvement in regional security that marked the latter period.
Even at the peak of US involvement in the middle 1950’s, US
interests were primarily secured through political means rather than
by a military presence. In the whole of the period from the end of
World War 11 the United States had never deployed anything but
token military forces into the region, notably the small four ship
flotilla (MIDEASTFOR) home ported at Bahrain since 1949.
However, US military assistance made the biggest states—Turkey,
Iran and Pakistan—into credible local military powers, and US
Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG) missions played a
major role behind the scenes. Moreover, the system of pacts made
clear that the United States would play a direct role in the region’s
defense against Communist aggression, regardless of the size of its
forces on the scene during peacetime, and that an attack on the
region could well lead to a general war.

By the mid 1960’s, however, the United States had become
preoccupied with the conflict in Southeast Asia and began to cut
back its direct involvement in regional security. This trend was
hastened by the emergence of basic differences in the objectives of
the United States and those of some of its regional clients. Thus the
1965 India-Pakistan conflict led to a cessation of US military
assistance and arms sales to the subcontinent that lasted, with
minor exceptions, until this year.* Likewise Iran, another CENTO
member with whom the United States had a bilateral security
agreement, began to acquire the financial resources through
swelling oil revenues that permitted it to pursue an increasingly
independent foreign policy.

8
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The contraction of the direct US role probably would not have
occurred had it not been for a major reevaluation of the threat
posed by the Soviet Union. The revised estimate of the Soviet
Threat was strikingly illustrated in mid-1973 by a senior official of
the Department of Defense’s International Security Agency during
testimony before the House Foreign Affairs Committee, in which
he outlined US military goals in the Persian Gulf/Arabian
Peninsula area, (which, unfortunately, he stated as ‘‘security
interests’’ rather than objectives). First among these was “‘to
contain Soviet military power within its present borders,’’ followed
by ‘“‘access to Persian Guif oil’’ and “‘free movement of US ships
and aircraft into and out of the area, and continued access to
logistic support facilities on Bahrain for our small Middle East
force.””

With regard to the first objective of containing the Soviet Union,
the DOD official noted that it ‘‘was paramount during the height
of the cold war but

with the gradual improvement in relations between the USSR and Iran and
between the USSR and ourselves, the threat of Soviet overt military action
against the sovereignty and independence of states in the Persian Gulf and
the Arabian Peninsula has lessened and is no longer a cause of immediate
concern.'®

The October war and the 1973 OPEC embargo and price
increases continued to give a non-Soviet orientation to US policy in
the region. In November 1973, Roger P. Davies, Deputy Assistant
Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, told
the Congress that the Persian Gulf had “‘the potential in economic
terms to be the fastest growing area in the world.’’ The region was,
he noted, ‘‘a primary source of energy for the Western
World...[and] an area which will provide almost unlimited
opportunities for the sale of every kind of good and service.”
Accordingly, his prepared statement noted that “‘the restoration of
a political atmosphere conducive to the pursuit of our economic
and other interests is obviously our first task.’’""

Reliance on ‘‘Regional Influentials.’’ In keeping with the low
estimate placed on the Soviet threat, American policy during the
1970’s by and large was to avoid a direct US military presence
except when absolutely necessary, and to seek to secure US interests
through the agency of ‘‘regional influentials,”” diplomacy and
economic involvement. This policy coincided with a general public

9




aversion to overseas military involvements and with the
formalization of detente with the Soviet Union.

The US relationship with the Shah of Iran formed the centerpiece
of the regional security system that evolved during the early 1970’s,
a system whose most significant feature was that the United States
was no longer the principal factor. The US-Iran relationship grew
in importance in the 1960°s and early 1970’s as Iran moved from
being a recipient of US military assistance to a major cash
purchaser of first line equipment. The dream of the Shah to
become the dominant power in the Gulf, and the growth of the
resources needed to realize that goal, coincided with the US
preoccupation disengaging from the conflict in Southeast Asia. The
United States encouraged the Shah’s ambitions in keeping with the
Nixon Doctrine and the presumed “‘lessons’’ of Vietnam.'?

Tentative Steps Towards an Interventionist Capability. While it
emphasized the “‘twin pillars’’ policy based on Iran and Saudi
Arabia, several events caused US policymakers to begin to rethink
the basis of US security policy in the region. The 1973 Mideast War
and the OPEC embargo led the United States to deploy a carrier
task force into the Western Indian Ocean from regular duty with
the Pacific Fleet and this presence was maintained well into 1974.
Later, the Soviet acquisition of a logistical facility at Berbera,
Somalia, its military involvement in Ethiopia and a steady increase
in Soviet ‘‘ship days’’ in the Indian Ocean caused the United States
to begin to build up the facility at Diego Garcia that had been
leased from Britain in 196S.'*

Public and congressional skepticism regarding military
involvements in Southwest Asia and the attitudes of local states
toward a US military presence imposed important limitations on
US policy. American friends in the region such as Iran and Saudi

: Arabia opposed a permanent shore based military presence for US
9 forces and since 1971 regularly supported UN  Resolutions
: declaring the Indian Ocean to be a “Zone of Peace’”’ As a
consequence of US support of Israel during the 1973 war and the
deployment of carrier strike forces into the western Indian Ocean .
during the oil embargo (which implied a willingness to use force
against the oil-producing countries), Bahrain threatened to evict
the US Navy's Middle Bast Force.'* A compromise agreement
reached in June 1977 allowed the Navy access for just six months of
the year and with a reduced administrative and logistical
establishment.'* - ] '
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New Foreign Policy Objectives. During the mid and late 1970’s,
theFordudCumAdmmimaﬁemaddedmobjeaimquS
policy. These included the steps to check nuclear proliferation, to
promote human rights and to minimize the risk of local conflicts
fueled by conventional arms transfers. These new goals tended to
conflict with existing objectives suchk as support for self-
determination through collective security and the promotion of US
commercial interests, but were intended to serve the US interest in
regional stability and orderly development.

imunce,mthepemdfroml%downtothe&viet
invuionof MtheUﬁtedStuudehadonPahm

to stop it from mh;amlwwmfadhtyfrom

request to purchase 110 A-7 attack aircraft for its aging air force.
The Carter Administation also imitisted a policy of active
support for human righés. This included some teatative efforts to
persuade the Shah tc conciliate emerging interest groups, especially
trial and execution of Prime Minister Bhutto of Pakistan,
following his overthrow by a military coup, and distanced itself
from the martial law government headed by General Mohammed

- as arising from local circumstances rather
extraregional forces. In its global strategy, Europe remained the
United States was a variety of ofien comflicting regional




local surrogates, especially the Shan of Iran. Occasionally the
United States exhibited discomfort over its dependency on Iran as
well as concern about the steady buildup of Soviet military power
in the Indian Ocean and the Horn of Africa, but it moved
ineffectually to deal with these concerns.

US INTERESTS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICY SINCE 1979

In the wake of the Iranian revolution and the invasion of
Afghanistan the definition of US interests and objectives in South
and West Asia once again took on the formulation of the 1950’s.
What was different from the 1950’s, however, was the higher
perceived importance of the Persian Gulf compared to other areas
of US interest. After December 1979 the Persian Gulf came to be
seen as a critical area whose defense was essential to the very
viability of the US position in Europe and Northeast Asia.
President Carter made this view official policy in his State of the
Union address of January 1980, when he declared that ““an attempt
by an outside force to gain control of the Persian Guif region will
be regarded as an assault on the vital interests of the United
States,”” and that such action ‘‘will be repelied by any means
necessary, including military force.”’'¢

Carter Administration Response. The Iranian revolution and the
subsequent hostage crisis shattered US complacency about its

Centers in Pakistan in November 1979 raised the specter of the
complete collapse of the American presence in the region. | :
The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan later in the year, however,
restored the image of the United States somewhat and provided a
Mforampomwnémﬂimmm By late 1960 thid
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The primary objectives of the Carter Administration in support
of US interests in Southwest Asia included the following:

¢ Enhance US capabilities to deploy forces into the region via
the creation of the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force (RDITF)
and the negotiation of access to logistical facilities in Kenya,
Somalia and Oman.

¢ Rebuild some kind of US-led collective security system in
Southwest Asia based on helping local states ‘“‘to perceive the
nature and source of the real external threat to the region.”’"’

* Prevent, if possible, the comsolidation of the Soviet position in

¢ Discourage recognition of the Soviet installed government in

¢ Continue progress towards defusing the Arab-Israeli dispute
through fulfiiing US commitments made in support of the 1978
Camp David agreement. _

® Stabilize the Subcontinent through a balanced effort to rebuild
ties with both Pakistan and its traditional adversary, India.

¢ Reduce US dependence on ofl from the region through
conservation and a strategic pettoleum reserve.

‘In order to carry owt these cbjectives the Carter Adminis
m.mwmhmfmmwmmﬁm lt
shifted emphasis in its defense policy from Europe to the Persian
Guif region and reiuctantly withdrew the Strategic Arms
Limitation Treaty (SALT) from the Semxte (where it had no
prospect of success). Within limits, it subordinated its human
rights, mtnnsferandnudmwolifmionpohaestothem

mmmm.mdmumw
provont further Soviet m the . regitm. The
reaffirmetion .ol the: 1959 bilsteral secwrity  agréement with
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Pakistan reduced doubts about US intentions in the event of a full
scale Soviet attack on that country, as did new assurances to Saudi
Arabia. Less certain was the policy in the case of the more likely
Soviet move into Iran, where the United States had no leverage or
influence, and was less equipped to intervene militarily. Until the
end, theCarterAdmimstmionssolepreoccupatioeWuhn
was the release of the hostages. .

Recgen Administration Policy. Theundalmmofthc
Reagan Administration’s strategy toward Southwest Asia appears
to have been aptly summed up in an article by Paul H. Nitze in the
Fall 1980 issue of Foreign Affairs:

The principal task of the early 1960°s must be to check, blunt and so far s
mmmmmmmmmdm

nations similarly threstened have an 'to become mobilized and
Ifhkednoatomcbeewmﬂy Mhthecornluionot
orces. '

mmwmmwmoﬁmm
Haig in his confirmation hearings before. the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, when in the comtest of the Afghanistan
situation he spoke of the need to *‘forge & comsensus of like minded
peoples.”?* Later the concept became -identified with the Middle
East and Southwest region as & “‘strategic consensus.”’ Its goal is to
persuade the diverse couniries of the region to put aside local
parochial security concerns and unite with the United States in an
mwemwpwmmummmdm
states. .

Richard Burt, m:ammmmmame

wawawmmam
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power.’*
mmmmmwwmmm
stratagic consensus. In Masch 1984 it decided 10 g0 shend with the
propossl, first raised by the Carter Administration, -to self -¢the
AWACS and F-1$ enhancesont package to Saudé Arable. In'mid-
June, following & visit to Jelamabad by Uniit Secretary of State
James C. Buckicy, the United Statis: and Pukistan retched
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'efforttokeept‘heCumpDavidmonmkmdtodleviate

agreement on a $3.2 billion multi-year package of economic
assistance and arms credits for Pakistan, including the advanced F-
16 fighter bomber. In November 1981, presumably as part of its

MMMMMSMMMWA{S
the Reagan Administration initialed a strategic cooperation
agreement with Israel that included the unusual provision of
specifically naming the threat from the Soviet Union and its
surrogates as the basis for the accord.
mmmuutheAWAmtoSuﬁmm:ndtbeF-le
Pakistan aroused great controversy in Congress and were perceived
as representing a major policy shift. Aside from concern about
Isracl’s security, opponents of the AWACS sale and the provision
of the F-15 ramge enhancements warned that Saudi Arabia’s
possession of these systems would heighten its risk of involvement
in any new Arab-Isracli conflict. The sdministration, however,
argued that the sale of these systems to Seudi Arabia was essential
to the defense of the oil flelds against thrests such as arose during
the Iran-Iraq conflict, and in the evest of & worst case ‘Soviet
M”WW&WWWOI&
AWACS tuid becosse & test of Amoricas credibility. _

The Pskistan oid packiage M a-séeond important
clement in the admisistration’s gosl of achieving s strascgic
consensus, as Pakistan represented the sunly clisnnel for influencing
the Afghanistan situation. As had its predecessor, the
Mmmummmmmm
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Despite these achievements the Reagan Administration’s overall
policy toward Southwest Asia remains unclear. The
administration’s hopes of achieving a strategic consensus against
the Soviet threat have foundered on Arab-Israeli hostility,
uncertainties resulting from the assassination of Egyptian President
Anwar Sadat, and continuing Saudi diffidence.?* Despite generally
higher defense spending, critical decisions regarding ways and
means remain to be made. The administration is reported to be
divided among itself as to how far to go towards seeking onshore
logistical facilities—either US controlled or through surrogates—in
order to acquire the military capability to mount a credible defense
against a Soviet attack in the region.* A number of unpredictable
variables are almost certain to cause a further reevaluation of the
administration’s policies in the months and years ahead.

POLICY OPTIONS FOR THE FUTURE

The three broad policy options considered below address
alternanveway:ofwotectmgUSintautsmSouthmAsiam
what is presumed to be a fundamentally changed security
environment since the Iranian revolution and the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan. Bach is biased toward a particular view of the
primary threat of US interests, although ecach wouid seek to deal in
some way with every foreseeable threat and every important
interest and objective.

Option 1—Military Stmtegy (Sﬂutcxic Consensus Plus). This
option represents a combination of the present: ‘‘strategic
consensus’’ and the logical extension of that policy and the Carter
Doctrine. It is basically a forward military strategy in which the US
presence is the main vehicle for establishing a favorable balance of
power. An extreme variant of this strategy has been postulated by
Robert W. Tucker, a long-time proponent of an interveationist
policy in the region. Tucker has.questioned whether local states,
cither as a part of a strategic consensus or any similar collective
ncmitylfm -could defend the Gulf without a direct US
military In faet, Tucker suggests that the wesk and
unsiable mtmﬁvuwthtmmusw
andthﬂdmmemﬁhmwmmwwmﬁn
region, the United Siates should be that power. Tucker has strongly
criticized the logiitical shortcomings of the RDJTF concept and the

16

 —— p— A ————————r o e g




}

political limitations of an ‘‘over the horizon”’ presence—which
prevents a physical demonstration of the US presence. In the first
instance, Tucker recommends that the United States acquire the
Israeli bases in the ‘Sinsi—Eitam and Btzion—that are 0 be
dismantied and turned over to Egypt as part of the Camp David

agreement. His rationale, howevet,wouldsmponauiﬁmy-

presence in other countries as well.* - -
Amuﬁ&mmwmmkum‘m
military services strong advocacy exists for a plan of building
‘“‘surrogate bases’’ in Saudi Arabia to be used in an emergency and
for a regionwide air- defense network--of which the AWACS
umammsmmbenwrwms;nammum
essentisl componesit. The Novemiber 1, 1981, article by Scott
Armstrong alleged that informally the American wilitary services
M lud m an Mmuﬁh Saundi Arsbia that
Mg, Muww of
aMmwamhhmmww S
by A .awmmm

mm m mv v&wu W md not
mﬁﬂy nvolve & us Wy m b vﬁ\id ‘yequire a
substantial civilian ‘ mm
aMMMamw re point.




¢ It matches ends with means.

Disadvantages of the Military Option. Atthesametunz. the
military option has some important weaknesses:

¢ It only nominally addresses, and may in fact compound, other
threats to US interests and other objectives such as regional
stability. |

¢ Under the best of circumstances, US access to logistical
facilities would depend on local acquiescence. This would tend to
constrain US policy in regard to regional issues in which US
interests are not best served by support of the host country, and
could result in the denial of US access in the obverse case.

¢ Even assuming assured access, the resources to mount a
credible military defense of the Guif would likely reduce US
capabilities elsewhere.

Discussion. In varying degrees the military option is grounded in
a world view that does not shrink from the exercise of force and
places a low value on ideas that are not backed by tangible power.
This option finds favor among would-be practitioners of
Realpolitic and among military planners who seek the necessary
logistical basis for carrying out the implications of stated US
policy. It implies a lower value on self-determination as a policy
objwﬁvemcmwhaethiacanmmmusw

Some adherents to this school of thought tend to deprecate the
significance of the Palestinian issue, on the grounds of the
demonstrated lack of cohesiveness of the Arab countries, and place
a high value on US military ties with Israel on grounds of that
country’s close identification with the United States and the
potential afforded for projecting US power into the region.

‘Fhere are also some supposiers of a military option who see
Saudi Arabia as the main potential locus. of US military power in
the region. mmmamwmrm
its nonalignment and its opposition to an onshore US military
presence as a comseguence of equivocal US support of the Kingdom
mdummfﬁmfmews"mm"mmmt
Advocates of this altern approach to achieving a military
foeﬂnold h m m und 1o favor Ssudi. rather than Isracli

. related issues.
mw&mmmmmhwamm
be out of phase with the politics of the region. None of the pro-
wmmofmommww.mus
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military presence, and US officials have denied thus far any
intention of seeking such a presence. Without some kind of
relatively permanent onshore access, however, including airfields
capable of taking heavy transports such as the C-5, port facilities,
communications, and facilities for stockpiling significant quantities
of military equipment and stores, the United States cannot support
more than expeditionary forces. Military analysts are well aware of
the need for permanent facilities in the region, and the armed
services can be expected to urge them on US policymakers. Without
such facilities, the RDJTF can never be more than a ‘‘tripwire”’
force in the context of a Soviet drive towards the Gulf. No advocate
of the military option has offered thus far a plausible scenario for
obtaining facilities that are free of control by the host country. Nor
have they addressed the problem of how to respond in the event
that a US presence becomes the catalyst for the overthrow, by
domestic opposition forces, of the local government. Under such
circumstances an effort by the United States to intervene in support
of a local government or to remain by military means could well
lead to an American ‘‘Afghanistan.”

It may be that a dramatic development such as a Soviet attack on
Iran might impel local governments to enter into a defense
relationship with the United States sufficiently close to make US
bases a feasible option. Under present circumstances, however, the
pursuit of a military strategy seems to offer more risks than gains.
Moreover, the feasibility of such a strategy also awaits the
development of an adequate force structure or the reordering of
present deployment patterns, such that would make bases in the
region a usable asset.

Option 2—US-Sovirt Condominium. Another option for
securing American interests in the oil of the Gulf and perhaps, for
dealing with regional instability, is an attempt to come to tecms
with the Soviet Union on delineating superpower interests. This is
the most unlikely option at present, yet it is one that many regional
states see as entirely possible at some future time. This view is based
on the perception that both superpowers rate their avoidance of
conflict higher than their interests in the region. Thus, it is
reasoned, if the superpowers can come to terms over limiting
strategic arms and in formalizing their respective spheres of interest
in Europe, there is no reason why at some point they could not find
it mutually advantageous to come to terms with each other in
Southwest Asia.
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Some variant of this option is not without advocates in the
United States. In congressional testimony subsequent to the
invasion of Afghanistan, former US Ambassador to Moscow
George Kennan maintained that the paramount US interest in
Southwest Asia was not access to the region’s oil or deterring Soviet
expansionism, but rather avoiding a conflict that could lead to a
nuclear conflagration.?® Some concrete precedents also exist such
as the abortive effort of the Carter Administration to reach a naval
arms limitation with the USSR in the Indian Ocean.

As a first step the United States could agree to consider Soviet
President Brezhnev’s proposal, made during a visit to New Delhi in
December 1980, to settle the ‘‘external aspects’’ of the Afghanistan
question and the ‘“crisis’’ in the Persian Gulf on the basis of a five-
part plan involving agreement not to establish bases in the region
(Afghanistan excluded, of course); not to threaten force or
interference in the internal affairs of local states; to respect
nonalignment; to respect the ‘‘sovereign right’’ of local states to
their natural resources; and not to raise obstacles to normal trade
or threaten sea lanes.*°

Advantages of the US-Soviet Condominium Option. In terms of
traditional great power behavior such a settlement could have
several advantages:

¢ It could reduce the risk of a superpower conflict that would, at
a minimum, probably result in the destruction of the very oil
facilities that are the object of US interest.

¢ It could reduce regional instability by eliminating the need for
competition for military bases and Soviet backed subversion of
pro-Western governments.

¢ It could reduce tensions between the United States and its
NATO allies over US efforts to involve them in undesired security
commitments in Southwest Asia.

Disadvantages of the US-Soviet Condominium Option. Seeking
negotiations with the Soviet Union or demarcating areas of interest
in the Gulf would represent a ‘‘leap into the dark’’ that could have
disastrous consequences. Some disadvantages include:

® The lack of credible guarantees that the Soviets would not
continue to exploit regional instability to the disadvantage of the
United States.

¢ A severe weakening of US credibility among friends and allies.

e Possibly harsh local reaction at the superpowers carving out
spheres of influence.
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\D'wqm'ion. A major shortcoming of this option is that
politically, the West is still perceived to be in a stronger position in
the Gulf than the Soviet Union, despite that country’s advantages
of geography. Thus the Soviet proposal is viewed as an attempt to
use Afghanistan-as a lever for being able to play a larger role in
Gulf affairs.

Through a further € ion of its influence, or by becoming a
major consumer of Gulf oil, the USSR may some day force the
United States to come to terms with it. The evidence to date,
however, suggests that the Soviet Union remains an unwelcome
presence in the region, and that even the states with whom it is most
closely tied, such as Iraq and South Yemen, regard the Soviet
Union primarily as the source of external support against their
enemies.

If and when the Soviet Union becomes a net oil importer, it is not
clear what goods it will be able to provide in free exchange. Except
in the area of primary raw materials, the export performance of the
Soviet Union has been dismal and shows no sign of any
fundamental change. This fact is one of the more troubling aspects
of the situation—that is, the possibility that the USSR may seek to
obtain the oil of Iran or other Guif countries in the way that it now
obtains the natural gas of Afghanistan.

Probably the most likely inspiration for US-Soviet condominium
would be a repeat of the post World War 1I scenario. The Soviets
might invade Iran under the right circumstances and present the
West with the reality of the Red Army on the shores of the Persian
Gulf. The West would have recourse only to war or to reaching an
agreement on recognizing spheres of influence. Such an event
would likely also result in a US presence on the western shore of the
Gulf.

Option 3—Political Strategy (Strategic Consensus Minus). This
option, like that of the military option, has a variety of potential
meanings. Essentially, however, it represents a view that while
military force is important to deterring Soviet expansionism,
political factors are the prime determinant of Soviet action and of
US capabilities. In other words, this option is based on the
perspective that the Soviet Union does not desire to provoke a war
with the United States, but that in the pursuit of its goals—which
include traditional aspirations toward the Indian Ocean—political
maneuvering is the key step to creating opportunities that will not
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provoke a military response by the United States. Thus Paul
Jabber, in a Fall 1980 article in Daedalus, noted the significance of
the fact that ‘“of all the so-called Northern Tier countries bordering
on the Soviet Union from Turkey to Pakistan, Afghanistan alone
has never been part of any Western-sponsored regional security
system.”’ Jabber asserts, therefore, that ‘‘the Soviets formulated
their decision regarding Afghanistan with a different calculus than
would be used in any decision to invade Pakistan or Iran or to
threaten with military force any of the Arab oil-producing
states.”’*!

The political option follows the general approach advocated in a
Summer 1981 article in Foreign Policy by Christopher Van Hollen,
former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and
South Asian Affairs. In this article ‘‘Don’t Engulf the Gulf,"’ Van
Hollen argued that the search for a strategic consensus ‘‘evokes
memories of the containment policies of the 1950’s, but it lacks
political coherence or a structural underpinning.”’ He views the
goal of military footholds in the region as politically unfeasible and
argues for ‘‘a more sophisticated multilateral approach...that is
better tuned to the most likely threats and to regional sensitivities,
and that defines ‘security’ in other than simply military terms.’’*?

Van Hollen and others argue for an increase in US naval
capabilities in the region but oppose an onshore presence on
grounds that it could destabilize any government that accepted US
forces. Advocates of a political strategy favor more subtle steps
such as behind-the-scenes support for the new Gulf Cooperative
Council, the encouragement of Saudi-Pakistani ties, greater
economic and military support of Turkey, the reengagement of the
Arab-Isracli peace process, including confronting the problem of
the West Bank and the Palestinian issue, and greater efforts to
involve Europe and Japan more extensively in regional affairs.

Advocates of the political approach see the main sphere for
American military power tying in the overall strategic balance.
Some, including Van Hollen, suggest that the United States might
acknowledge that the Soviet Union is already a factor in the Gulf
and cautiously attempt to emgage the Soviets in proposals for
mmnawdn; the oﬂ-produeiu regions and the sea lines of

Amdmmm The political strategy has
asdvantages
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OItmeetswhatlowstateswﬂuymtfromtheUmted
States.

e It avoids bruising domestic political fights to achieve
controversial objectives.

¢ It is more satisfactory to US allies in Europe and Japan.

® 1t allows the US mthtary to concentrate on its overall strategic
posture and to avoid tying up scarce resources for one or two
regional contingencies of doubtful likelihood.

Disadvantages af the Political Strategy. The main disadvantages
flow from its secondary attention to worst case scenarios and its
subtlety, which might be subject to misinterpretation as a lack of
will or commitment. Thus: :

* It would not adequately provade for the situation of a direct
Soviet attack toward the Guif.

¢ An over-the-horizon naval presence might not convey an
adequate impression of US military power and willingness to
defend Gulf states.

¢ It might be difficult to sustain domestically if the importance
of individual steps toward the overall strategy were not appreciated
or could not be made clear for political and security reasons.
attention of a ‘‘Grand Design®’ or a strategic consensus, but it has
the virtue of being more in tume with local realities and US
capabilities. While the United States has not yet achieved an
agreement with any country providing for the kind of access or
logistical support that could give confidence about the ability to
carry out a major military commitment, it does have forces inbdeing
that can be employed in the rogion and these siready provide some
level of deterrence. The ability to- actually use local facilities in the
event of & major contingency, however, is years away and it is not
even- certain ut this point that the Yesources will be committed to

this effore; ut-east in the sense-of forées or supply stocks that kave

utility only: in the ‘Guif. ‘Under these: circumstandes’ the political
mmmwmmmmmmm
Gulf ‘while keeping its options open should oonditions arise that
mmmmmumuamm
proseace. By pressing thie lisue of & miilRary presence i the alserice
ofthenqmﬁtefmnnmm.outhemmmm
mwmmmwmmmdpw
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The political strategy also pravidu the flexibility to seek to
improve relations with countries that are currently pro-Soviet or
nonaligned away from the United States, whereas the strategic
consensus or forward military approach tends to be polarizing.
With a lower key approach, for instance, the United States would
be better situated to continue siow progress toward better relations
with Iraq, and an opportunity to attempt a rapprochement with
India. The political approach would not require the revocation of
any existing commitment, but would seek to modify adverse
perceptions of the current policy and provide for new initiatives
aimed at conveying an impression of greater balance in US policy
toward all countries with which the United States has an
opportunity for favorable relations.

CONCLUSIONS

The enhancement of US strategic mobility and deployable
military power certainly has been mandated by the events of the
past two and one-half years. Likewise, has been the need to shore
up, where feasible, the security of regional countries that are likely
targets of Soviet expansion or victims of aggression from other
quarters. But no event of the past two and one-half years has
clarified the specific utility of military power in the situations that
are most immediately threatening to US interests. Moreover, the
effort to deploy power in the region and strengthen the military
forces of US friends can sometimes exacerbate the non-Soviet-
related threats to US interests.

The risk of current US policy and some prescriptions for the
future are that they will result in an impressive-seeming crypto-
alliance, basing, and logistical support system that could crumble
overnight due to adverse local political developments. Such a
facade of power may be worse than clear limitations, cither because
it induces complacency or because it stimulates greater efforts on
the part of adversaries. The United States has limited means to
guarantee the stability of its friends in the region. No one would
argue that protection from external attack is not an important
source of stability. But too heavy a hand can cause unintended
adverse resulits.

Above all, itwouldbewentobminuﬁndthermm
of the previous Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs,

24

e o A et pats Wl




David Newsome, that no strategy for deploying American ground

f forces in the Persian Gulf region be undertaken ‘‘without a

| thorough national and congressional debate.”” As Newsome noted,
‘“That debate has yet to begin.”’*?

o
6
i) N
»*‘
- EON
vy : .
> 5 i Y i
¢ ARX e .
4, :
C &, A
5y VR
f § . P - ]
" o ' 2 g ¥ » o -
o . el 1
“ k .'{"\‘i.: 1 »
4 i
. 4
,.
[ PN -
Lo
e,




——— e T e e SR Vs et et

1. mmof&mdummmh«wmmwmbe
a matter of controversy. mmmwmmwm
due to the presence of massive gas and coal reserves. Past Western cstimaites, éven in
the relatively short run, have not been very reliable. See US Congress, Joint
Economic Committee, Energy in Soviet Policy: A Study Prepared for Use of the
Subcommittee on International Trade, Finance and Security Ecomomics, 97th
Cong., Ist sess., Committee Print, Washington: US Government Printing Office,
1981; US Congress, Office of Technology Assessment, Technology and Soviet
Energy Availability, Washington: US Government Printing Office, 1981.

2. John M. Collins, Grand Strategy: Principles and Practices, Annapolis: Naval
Institute Press, 1973, pp. 14.

3. Department of Defense, Report of Secretary of Defense Harold Brown to the
Congress on the FY 1980 Budget, FY 1981 Authorization Reguest, and FY 1980-84
Defense Programs, January 25, 1979, p. 54.

4. Collins, Grand Strategy, p. 278.

S. TMMWMMWWCENTO but based its involvement
on ‘‘observer’’ status and bilateral commitments to member nations. Membership in
CENTO would have committed the United States to support members against
attacks from any source, while the bilateral relations limited the applicability of the
US commitment to Communist aggression in the context of the 1958 Joint
Congressional Resolution on the Middle East. Two factors that especially affected
US policy were Iraq’s technical state of belligerency with lsrael (applicable during
the Baghdad Pact era) and Pakistan’s rivalry with India, a country with which the

Washington: USMPMOM.IW PD. ms.nm
MMM*WWMMN““W«HW&HM

n-u..mcq. uu.wmmmmoma.nm
l mmmmmmmumhmr




it . LTS SN,

9. Statement of Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (1SA) James H. Noyes,
June 6 1973. US Congress, House, CommmWAﬁmNcw
Perspectives on the Persian Gulf, p. 39. :

10. Zbid.

1. demmmdmmmmmsm
Asian Aftairs Roger P. Davies, November 28, 1973, ibid., p. 151-152.

12. Sisco testimony, pp. 5-6.

13. US Congress, Senste, Committee on Armed Services, Disapprove
Cammoummdumwmummm,
June 10, 1975, Washington: US Government Printing Office, 1975.

14. US Congress, Sensate, Committec on Foreign Relations, United Siates
Foreign Policy Objectives end Oversess Milisary Instaliations, Committee Print
prepared by the Foreign Affairs and National Defense Division, Congressional
Research Service, 96th Cong., Inm..wm~meowrm?riuin¢
Office, April 1979, p. 112. .

15. Ibid.

16. President Jimmy Carter, SweofauUnmAddrw.Jmn 1980 (text:
in The New York Times, January 24, 1980, p: A12).

17. Wof&fme,kmoftk&cnmqufmﬂawm"m
the Congress on the FY 1982 Budget, FY 1983 Authorization M“FYI”}
1986 Defense Programs, January 19, 1981, p. 32.

18. Foradincuaﬁononhefmpoﬁcyudpolmm;mmdtome&mr
Administration’s authorization of two shipments of uranium fuel to India see
Richard P. Cronin, “Congress and Nuclear Nonproliferation Policy: Uranium
Exports to India: A Case Study,” in US Congress, House, Committee on Foreign
Affairs, Congress and Foreign Policy—1980, Committee Print, Washington: US
Government Printing Office, 1981, pp. 90-104.

19. Paul H. Nitze, “Stmqymthebeudeofthe lms,"FomignAfjans, Fall
1980, p. 92.

20. US Congress, Senate, Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign Relations
on the Nomination of Alexander M. Haig, Jr., 10 be Secretary of State, January 9,
10, 12, 13, 14, and 1S, 1981, Part 1, 97th Cong., Ist sess., Washington: US
Government Printing Office, 1981, p. 16.

21. Henry Trewhitt, “ Administration Says Region from Turkey to Pakistan is a
Single ‘Theater’,”’ Baltimore Sun, March 24, 1981, p. 4.

22, Reportedly the possibility of selling both the AWACS to Saudi Arabia and
the F-16 to Pakistan had been raised first by the Carter Administration. Neither
indication of willingness to consider selling these systems would have been binding
on the new administration, however, and in fact both decisions became very much s
mammmm'smﬁ:wm

23. Robert E. Hunter, ““After ‘Strategic Consengus’—~What?"', Christian Science
Monitor, October 29, 1981, p. 22.

24. George C. Wilion, “‘In Policy Shift, MMMW"N
VMMMM. 1981,p. 1.

25. Robert W. Tucker, mm&umw."mwy,
Vd.‘lO.ﬂmS.Mlﬂ.".ml.

26. Scott Armstrong, “‘Seudis’ AWACS Just a Beginning of New Strategy,”’ The
Washington Post, November 1, 1981, p. 1.




i

27. UPI, “Pentagon Denies AWACS Sale Tied to Bases in Saudi Arabia,”” The
Weashington Post, November 2, 1981, p. 3; David B. Ottaway, “‘Saudis Wary of
U.S. Military Role,’’ The Washington Post, December 2, 1981, p. 1.

28. David K. Shipler, ‘‘Kissinger Urges U.S. to Enhance its Forces in Mideast,”’
The New MMmeLl”l,p.l;mmlmedein
Christopher Van Hollen, ‘‘Leaning on Pakistan,’’ Foreign Policy, No. 38, Spring
1960, p. 4S. SeealsoAdmxnl‘l‘homuH Moorer and Alvin J. Cottrell, “The
Search for U.S. Bases in the Indian Ocean: A Last Chance,”’ Strategic Review, Vol.
» Spring 1960 w30-38(mw 36-38).

EUSCourus Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, U.S. Secwrity
Interests and Policies in Southwest Asia, Heatings, February 6, 7, 20, 27; March 4,
1:.”1900.mcm 2nd sess., Washington: Uswmom
1960, p. 88.

30. Foreign Broadcast Information Service, "TmGuﬁuTmefm
Indian Parliament Speech,’’ FBIS 62, December 10, 1980.

31. Paul Jabber, ‘“U.S. Interests and Regional Security in the Middie East,”
Deedgivus, Fall 1980, p. 71.

9:2 ChmopldeHoﬂen Don’tEngulftheGulf wmm
1981, p. 106S.

9:3 Mdn D. Newsome, Amma * Foreign Policy, No.ﬂ.m
1981, p







