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ABSTRACT

This thesis analyzes America’s strategic policy for the
Indian Ocean area from 1970 to 1980 and assesses the efficacy
of its contribution to the US security objectives there of
upholding friendly, primarily Persian Gulf states’ security
and stability, maintaining access to o0il, ensuring the safety
of shipping and 1limiting Soviet influence. Minor
intermittent naval display succeeded in balancing the Soviet
naval presence, the main purpose of American policy until
1979, because that presence was too small to exercise
significant influence. The 1littoral states, however, were
ambivalent: they wanted the US to balance the USSR but feared
a potential super-power naval arms race. Naval display failed
as part of America’s indirect threat in 1973-74 to retaliate
against friendly Gulf Arab states if they continued the oil
embargo caused by the October 1973 Middle East war.

America modified its strategic policy when Gulf security
became more precarious after the Iranian revolution in early
1979. It intensified its naval display and began to
approximate a land force presence in South-West Asia in order
to show greater concern for its interests, to reassure friends
about its reliability as a security actor and to enhance the
political and military balance against the Soviets. The US
emphasized more direct and active deterrence against a
potential Soviet or 1Iragi attack and preparation for
intervention, if necessary, within a friendly Gulf state in
order to protect access to oil.

America’s modified policy gave some reassurance to
friendly Gulf states that shipping would be safe, that,
available in the background and if requested in a crisis, its
armed forces would help them to cope with 1likely external
threats and that the US was more determined to counter the
USSR. But America was also perceived to be a political and
potential interventionist danger to friendly countries and to
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be of uncertain reliability in the event of "worst case"
Soviet or Iraqgi aggression because its immediately available
combat capability was weak. The US armed forces were
unnecessary and virtually inappropriate for helping friendly
regimes to maintain domestic stability or for preserving
access to oil. America’s strategic policy was of 1little
relevance for limiting the USSR’s improvement of its political
and strategic position in South-West Asia in the late 1970s,
and more direct and active US deterrence reinforced marginally
at most the Soviet intention not to attack into the Persian
Gulf.
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INTRODUCTION

The United States’ strategic policy for the Indian Ocean
area from 1970 to 1980 consisted of mainly naval display and,
from 1979, more direct and active deterrence and (preparedness
for) intervention. That policy was intended to contribute to
the achievement of America’s security objectives principally
in the Persian Gulf region: to promote the security and
stability of friendly states, to assure continuous access to
0il, to provide for the safety of shipping and to limit Soviet

influence.

Those objectives were pursued in the initial context of
Britain’s virtual military withdrawal from the Indian Ocean
area in 1971, the establishment of a small, slowly growing
Soviet naval presence in the Indian Ocean from 1968 and the
restraint imposed by the'Nixén Doctrine on US‘security policy
for the Persian Gulf, which policy looked to primarily
Imperial Iran to maintain regional military security. The
strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area originated by the
US government in 1970 comprised occasional minor deployments
by 7th Fleet detachments, retaining the small Middle East
Force of three ships and constructing a communications station
at Diego Garcia. US naval forces in a passive, defensive,
essentially political role would, it was assumed, be adequate
to show America’s interest in the area, balance the Soviet
naval presence, which was too small to pose a military threat
or to exert important influence, and thereby reassure littoral
states. America’s interest in naval arms control negotiations
with the USSR was not reciprocated in practice.

The United States made a minor adjustment to its
strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area in late 1973 and
1974, responding to the oil embargo (October 1973-March 1974)
caused by the Arab-Israeli war in October 1973 and to the
Soviets’ perceived greater willingness shown during that war
to use their armed forces abroad. It began regular naval
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deployments to the Arabian Sea and it proposed to expand Diego
Garcia into a logistic support facility. From late 1973 into
1975 America made veiled threats of retaliation against
"friendly" Gulf Arab states should the oil embargo continue
indefinitely and, later, of intervention if a new embargo were

imposed.

By 1977 political conditions in the Persian Gulf and
Indian Ocean area, relations between the US and the USSR and
the level and activity of their naval presences were stable
enough for the super-powers to enter into negotiations for
naval arms control. But in early 1978 the Americans postponed
those talks indefinitely, not because of the serious
bargaining difficulties rooted in the asymmetry between each
side’s force posture and operational practices but because of
the USSR’s intervention in the Ethiopian-Somali war and the
doubling of its naval presence.‘ - | ' '

In 1979-1980 the United States made a major modification
in its strategic policy: it undertook more direct and active
deterrence against the Soviet Union, suggesting that it might
anticipate a Soviet attack into the Gulf region with pre-
emptive movement by the Rapid Deployment Force (RDF) created
in 1980, spread a conflict with the USSR to other regions or
resort to tactical nuclear weapons, in view of its weak
conventional capability. Deterrence applied also to Iraq,
against whom the US was prepared to intervene, if necessary
and requested, in support of a friendly Gulf Arab state under
attack. Intervention in the event of unrest within a friendly
Gulf state in order to "save" a regime or to "protect" access
to o0il became a legitimate policy option. Display was
important for balancing politically as well as deterring the
Soviet armed forces and for reassuring littoral states about
the reliability of America’s contribution to their security.
The US enlarged its naval presence to two continuously
deployed aircraft carrier task groups and augmented that
display with visits and exercises in South-West Asia by land-
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based forces from America. It began to expand anew Diego
Garcia and gained access to military facilities in Oman,
Somalia, Kenya and, informally, Egypt in order that it could
support better its naval forces and the RDF in crises. These
changes in policy were caused by the Iranian revolution in
January 1979, which increased tension, uncertainty and
instability in the Gulf, and were accelerated by the Soviet
intervention in Afghanistan from December 1979. That
intervention intensified America’s sense of the potential
Soviet military threat to its Persian Gulf interests.
Concerned that the USSR might use its regional military
superiority to influence the Gulf states and potentially to
seize Iranian territory and oilfields, thereby exerting
immense economic leverage on the West and shifting the global
balance of power decisively in its favour, President Carter
declared in January 1980 that

(a]ln attempt by any outside force to gain control of the
Persian Gulf region will be regarded as an assault on the
vital interests of the United States of America, and such
an assault will be repelled by any means necessary,
including military force.!

Implicit in America’s devising and later modifying its
strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area was the assumption
that the display, threat or use of the armed forces was
necessary and useful for helping to achieve its regional
security objectives. But that policy did not seem to be very
necessary in "normal" conditions (1970-78) for contributing to
security and stability in the Persian Gulf, maintaining access
to oil, protecting shipping or countering the moderate Soviet
naval presence. Also the Persian Gulf-Indian Ocean states
opposed a potential dangerous super-power naval arms race.
The relative unimportance of naval display, the primary US
strategic role for much of the 1970s, was suggested by US

! United States, Congress, House, Committee On Foreign Affairs,
U.S. Interests In, And Policies Toward, The Persian Gulf,

1980, Hearings Before The Subcommittee On Europe And The
Middle East, 96th Cong., 2nd sess., 1980, p. 469.
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Administrations’ interest in 1970-71 and 1977-78 in
negotiating an arms control agreement with the USSR. In more
unsettled and crisis conditions (1979-1980) intervention by
American armed forces was judged to be inappropriate for
"protecting" a regime or access to o0il endangered by severe
domestic unrest, and the presence of US land-based forces on
friendly states’ territory might worsen more than contribute
to their regional, and internal, security. US strategic
policy had not prevented the Soviet "encirclement" of the
Arabian peninsula in the late 1970s and America’s credible
deterrence of a major Soviet or Iragi attack was in doubt
because the US did not possess the ready conventional
capability to defeat it.

This thesis attempts to analyze BAmerica’s strategic
policy for the Indian Ocean area from 1970, when it was
created, to 1980, when a mudh'modified policy gained général
definition. It seeks to explain what that policy was and why
it was needed and to evaluate its usefulness. The thesis
outlines the United States’ interests, the threats to then,
the setting in which they were perceived and America’s
objectives and commitments as set forth by its security policy
for the Persian Gulf-Indian Ocean area which guided strategic
policy and itself changed in 1979-1980. It examines in detail
US strategic policy, its origin and evolution; its modes -
display, deterrence and intervention - and the assumptions
justifying them; its elements - naval deployments, bases and
facilities, the Rapid Deployment Force, logistic forces, arms
control and the role of friends and allies; American strategic
policy’s difficulties and weaknesses and its effect upon the
main littoral states of the Indian Ocean area and the Soviet
Union. The central proposition of this thesis is that
America’s strategic policy contributed efficaciously to
achieving its security objectives for the Indian Ocean area.

This thesis investigates a super-power’s policy for
essentially the political use of the armed forces in a distant
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area and assesses the utility of that policy. It considers
the role of the armed forces in peacetime and crisis without
necessary recourse to physical violence and evaluates their
efficacy as a means to influence other states and benefit the
deploying power’s regional security policy.

Chapter One provides an analytical survey of the
historical setting, from 1945 to 1970, of the United States’
strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area and it explains the
part of display, deterrence and potentially intervention in
America’s pursuit of its security objectives. Chapter Two
discusses the creation in 1970 of that policy, the influences
upon it and the response to it by littoral states and the
USSR. Chapter Three explores the minor modification of policy
in 1973-74 and America’s indirect threats to use force against
Gulf Arab states. Chapter Four analyzes the background,
substance and outcome of‘the naval arms control negotiations
between the US and the USSR in 1977-78. 1In Chapter Five is
investigated the beginnings in 1979 of America’s major
adjustment of its strategic policy and also its security
policy for the Persian Gulf-Indian Ocean area. Chapter Six
discusses America’s modified strategic policy as it was
elaborated in 1980. The response of the Soviet Union and
principal Indian Ocean states to the United States’ adjusted
strategic policy is the subject of Chapter Seven. Chapter
Eight presents findings and conclusions about the efficacy of
that policy’s contribution to the achievement of America’s
regional security objectives.

The Indian Ocean Area/South-West Asia,
Its Strategic Definition

Historically strategic unity was imposed on the Indian
Ocean area from outside, by European powers, principally
Portugal and, above all, Britain, which in the nineteenth
century achieved command of the Atlantic and the
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Mediterranean, colonized India and gained control of the far
approaches to it.?

To generations of British policy-makers the Indian Ocean
and the British territories bordering it formed a
coherent strategic system. As the British consolidated
their position in India the trading settlements and naval
stations stretching from the Cape and Aden eastward to
Singapore took on a broad strategic significance, and
albeit slowly, a system was fashioned in which India’s
defences began at oceanic gateways far removed from the
subcontinent itself. ...[T]he parts were interdependent;
Indian security depended on maintenance of the British
position at these gateways; and to a 1less extent
Britain’s ability to hold them and to dominate the sea
depended on control of the Indian subcontinent and its
ports, communications facilities, and manpower
resources.?

Although Britain’s Indian Ocean "strategic system" lost its
raison d’etre when India and Pakistan became independent in
1947, it did not disintegrate into‘its remaining‘régibnal
parts. The "east of Suez" area remained a sphere of British
strategic interest and pre-eminent if declining power. The
limited strategic integrity given the Indian Ocean area by
Britain’s presence and by its bases from Simonstown in South
Africa to Singapore ended in 1late 1971 upon the UK'’s
operational military withdrawal from the Persian Gulf and its
Far Eastern Fleet’s departure from Singapore. In the
meanwhile there had not arisen to replace the British "system"
trans-oceanic security relations among Indian Ocean states

2 Auguste Toussaint, History Of The Indian Ocean, trans. June
Guicharnaud (London: The University of Chicago Press, 1966)
surveys the area’s history from Pharaonic times through its
European epoch. The strategic aspect of the latter period is
examined in G.A. Ballard, Rulers of the Indian Ocean (London:
Duckworth, 1927).

3 Phillip Darby, British Defence Policy East of Suez, 1947-1968
(London: Oxford University Press, 1973), p. xii. 1India could

be approached also by land. Britain’s policy for its defence
in the north-west sought to maintain buffers - Persia/Iran and
Afghanistan - against the influence and forces of imperial
Russia/the USSR and of Germany and to thwart enemy operations
which could threaten 1India or jeopardize British naval
supremacy in the Persian Gulf and Indian Ocean.
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involving the significant display, threat or use of their
naval forces over time necessary to endow anew the Indian
Ocean area with strategic coherence.* Thus when America
created in 1970 a strategic policy for the "Indian Ocean
area"’, there was latitude for that concept to mean what the

4 A degree of strategic unity has been bestowed on the area by
India, which since the 1970s has been developing a capability
for maritime operations beyond the Arabian Sea and the Bay of
Bengal. Note, for example, Gary L. Sojka, "The Missions of
the Indian Navy", Naval War College Review 36 (January-
February 1983), 2-15; A.J. Tellis, "India’s Naval Expansion:
Structure, Dimensions, And Context", Naval Forces, (September-
October 1987), pp. 36-49; Jerrold F. Elkin, Major W. Andrew
Ritezel, U.S. Army, "New Delhi’s Indian Ocean Policy", Naval
War College Review 40 (September-October 1987), 50-63.

5 The Indian Ocean area consists of "the Indian Ocean itself,
its natural extensions, the islands thereon, the ocean floor
subjacent thereto, the littoral and hinterland States and the
‘air space above", according to a meeting at the United Nations
in 1979 of states deliberating about the Indian Ocean as a
Zone of Peace. (United Nations, General Assembly, 34th
Session, Report Of The Meeting Of The Littoral And Hinterland
States Of The Indian Ocean Supplement No.45 [A/34/45], p. 13.)
The Indian Ocean and its extensions encompass all bodies of
water between the Suez Canal and Cape Agulhas in South Africa
south to 60° south 1latitude, thence east to the southern
entrance to the Strait of Singapore, to the western coast of
Sumatra and the southern coast of Java, Sumba and Roti islands
in Indonesia south-east to Cape Talbot in north-western
Australia and to the western perimeter of Bass Strait between
Australia and Tasmania and the western shore of Tasmania to
South-East Cape south to 60° south latitude. (This definition
draws from that offered in Annex IV in UN Report Of Consultant
Experts On The Indian Ocean - 1, United Nations document A/AC.
159/1, May 3, 1974, in Indian Ocean Power Rivalry, ed. T.T.
Poulose [New Delhi: Young Asia Publications, 1974)], p. 291.)
The International Hydrographic Organization proposes that the
Indian Ocean reaches the shore of Antarctica. (See United
States, Central Intelligence Agency, Indian Ocean Atlas
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1976], pp.
4-5.) Besides all the Indian Ocean islands, the Indian Ocean
area consists in the west of the states from South Africa to
Egypt, including Lesotho, Swaziland, Botswana, Zimbabwe,
Zambia, Malawi, Rwanda, Burundi and Uganda; in the north of
the countries from Israel and Jordan to Bangladesh, including
Afghanistan, Nepal and Bhutan; and in the east of the states
from Burma to Australia. A study of The_ Geographic
Constrictions of the 1Indian Ocean: Canal, Channels, and
Straits is provided by Viv. L. Forbes (Perth, Australia:
Centre for Indian Ocean Regional Studies, Curtin University of
Technology, 1989).
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US government defined it to be according to its own strategic

outlook.®

The Indian Ocean area did not become even a nominal
subject of American strategic policy until the 1960s. Because
of British strategic predominance there, the US did not view
it as a place where major military operations might be
necessary, except perhaps in Iran and Saudi Arabia (see
Chapter One). During the Second World War the area provided
a line of communication for supplying, via the US Persian Gulf
Command in Iran, the Soviet war effort against Germany and for
moving Allied forces between the European and Asia-Pacific
theatres. After the war the western Indian Ocean area
(including East Pakistan) was where three American naval
vessels (the Middle East Force, stationed in the Persian Gulf
from 1949) paid representational port visits. The Eastern
Mediterranean and Middle East and from 1953 the "northern
tier" (Turkey, Iran and Pakistan), not the Persian Gulf region
or the Indian Ocean area, were the identified theatres of
potential land operations against an attack by the Soviet
Union upon the territory and oil of contiguous Iran. The
northern Persian Gulf, mainly Iran and Iraqg, would have been
the base of allied operations and 1logistic support.
Facilities in the southern Persian Gulf and around the Arabian
Sea and Gulf of Aden would have provided rear 1logistic
support; the Persian Gulf, Arabian Sea and Indian Ocean would
have been a line of communication. "Indian Ocean area" began
to be used by the US government from about early 1960. It was
a convenient general term for describing the regions from East

¢ For discussions of the Indian Ocean area as a strategic
entity, consult William L. Dowdy and Russell B. Trood, "The
Indian Ocean: an emerging geostrategic region", International
Journal 38 (Summer 1983), 432-458. The Indian Ocean as a
political and economic as well as a strategic unit is assessed
by Ferenc A. Vali, Politics of the Indian Ocean Region The
Balance of Power (New York: The Free Press, 1976), pp. 24-43,
and William L. Dowdy, "The Indian Ocean Region as Concept and
Reality", in The Indian Ocean Perspectives on a Strategic
Arena, eds. William L. Dowdy and Russell B. Trood (Durham:
Duke University Press, 1985), pp 3-23.
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Africa to South Asia near which the US Navy would begin, it
was intended in 1963-64, regular display in support of
American foreign policy and also where US land and air forces
might be needed to intervene and "police" internal unrest or
local conflicts.

From 1970 the United States considered the Indian Ocean
area as a potential theatre of naval operations, however
modest. Emphasis on the "Indian Ocean area" was appropriate
because, first, the safety of shipping, an important US
interest, the potential threat to it from the new Soviet naval
presence and America’s strategic response - resuming visits,
if only upon occasion and on a minor scale, to the Indian
Ocean by detachments from the 7th Fleet - were all on the sea.
Second, on land the Soviet military threat to Iran was latent
and the US was not prepared to take primary strategic
responsibility for security and stability within the Persian
Gulf. More precisely and in practice the "Indian Ocean area"
meant the regions and seas of its north-western or Arabian Sea
guadrant, where littoral states, particularly in the Persian
Gulf, the seat of US interests in the area, were subject to
American naval display and where the US Navy countered
politically the Soviet naval squadron. But there was too the
"greater" Indian Ocean area, extending eastward outside the
ocean to the Philippines. Subic Bay naval base, Cubi Point
naval air station and cClark Air Base were the base of
operations and 1logistic support for American naval task
groups, patrol aircraft and supply aircraft respectively. By
giving passage through the Straits of Malacca and Singapore or
through Indonesian straits for task groups and by providing
overflying or staging posts through Thailand for aircraft
going to Diego Garcia, the "greater" 1Indian Ocean area,
incorporating maritime South-East Asia, served as a zone of
access and transit to the Arabian Sea.

Beginning in 1979 America viewed the Indian Ocean area
for the first time as a potential theatre of both land and sea
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operations, because of a perceived more active threat to its
interests in the Persian Gulf from the USSR’s land-based
forces and because of unrest within that region after the
Iranian revolution. Although the Soviets’ capacity for
maritime combat had grown in the 1970s, the primacy and
gravity of potential conflict on land made apposite the term
"South-West Asia"’, which embraced the states from Pakistan to
Kenya. "South-West Asia" was employed for treating part of
several regions - the Middle East, the Horn of Africa and
South Asia - as a strategic unity also in order better to
manage American land-based and sea forces and their logistic
support. But although it was one strategic theatre, until
Central Command was established in 1983 it was split between
two US military commands: Pacific Command had responsibility
for Afghanistan, Pakistan and the Arabian Sea; European
Command held responsibility for Egypt and the rest of South-
West Asia, the Red Sea and the Persian Gulf.

South-West Asia was part of a larger strategic system.
The Carter administration recognized, as had previous
administrations, that a super-power conflict in the Persian
Gulf could spread to Europe. Indeed it kept open as a means
to deter potential Soviet attack the policy option of
deliberately spreading a conflict to Europe or East Asia,
perhaps both. (Conversely, it was understood, war in Europe
could spread to the Persian Gulf.) South-West Asia’s

7 Largely but not completely coextensive with the Indian Ocean
area (that is, its Arabian Sea quadrant), "South-West Asia"
was defined in January 1981 by the US Department of Defence to
include Afghanistan, Pakistan, Iran, Iraq, Saudi Arabia,
Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar, the United Arab Emirates, Oman, North
Yemen, South Yemen, Ethiopia, Djibouti, Somalia and Kenya.
(United States, Department of Defense, Report Of Secretary Of
Defense Harold Brown To The Congress On The FY 1982 Budget, FY
1983 Authorization Reguest And FY 1982-1986 Defense Programs
[January 19, 1981], p. 190. (DoD annual reports are referred
to below as U.S. Defense, Annual Report FY 19--.) Maritime
"South-West Asia" encompassed all the seas north and west from
Diego Garcia. Egypt, an important de facto part of "South-
West Asia", Jordan and Sudan were not added to that area
formally until America created the Central Command in 1983.




16

strategic relation with Europe, Asia and the United States
itself was given authoritative acknowledgement by the
Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in early 1981.
Having noted that "the defense of European and Pacific allies,
including protection of access to Southwest Asian oil vital to
their security", was the second priority in America’s
strategic policy after deterrence of a Soviet nuclear attack
on the US and its allies, it stated that

[I]n effect, the Western Hemisphere and the three regions
of greatest importance to US extra-hemispheric interests
- Western Europe, Northeast Asia, and Southwest Asia -
comprise a system of interconnecting and inextricably
linked strategic zones. As US security is closely tied
to that of its allies in Western Europe and Northeast
Asia, and as all depend on continued access to the oil
resources of Southwest Asia, so US strategy in one zone
must be supportive of and supported by that in the
others.... It is no 1longer practical to design
autonomous regional strategies, for a threat on one
strategic zone will almost certainly have a serious
impact on the security of the others.?

Understanding the substance, évolution and utility of
America’s strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area from 1970
to 1980, by which latter time that policy had gained great
importance as a "zone" in global US strategic policy, is the
purpose of this thesis. A full understanding of America’s
Indian Ocean policy must include an analysis of its rudiments
and because those rudiments were manifest in the twenty-five
years up to 1970, Chapter One will survey the history of their
development.

? United States, Department of Defense, Organization Of The
Joint Chiefs Of staff, United States Military Posture For FY
1982: A Supplement To_ The Chairman’s Overview, (n.p.,
n.d.[1981]), pp. 3-6. (Referred to below as U.S. 0JCS, United
States Military Posture FY 1982 Supplement.)
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CHAPTER ONE
RUDIMENTS OF POLICY

Although the United States did not create a formal
strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area until 1970, the
rudiments of that policy, especially as it evolved in 1979-
1980, developed in the late 1940s, the 1950s and the 1960s.
Those rudiments were display, deterrence and (preparedness
for) intervention. Display began in 1949 when the Middle East
Force was created in order to show American interest in states
from Portuguese Mozambique to East Pakistan. The US decided
in 1964 to increase its display in the Indian Ocean area by
way of initiating regular aircraft carrier task group
deployments but that "policy" was cut short by the Vietnam
war. In the 1950s America assumed principal responsibility
for deterring a Soviet attack against Iran. It emphasized the
political declaratory aspect of deterrence, with the
possibility of nuclear retaliation in the background, because
the perceived direct Soviet military threat to Iran and
America’s conventional capability for defence there were
small. The United States’ concern about a potential Soviet
land threat became latent in the 1960s. From 1961 the US was
prepared to intervene in conflicts between Indian Ocean area
states and to intervene in internal conflicts in order to
prevent from seizing power forces whose feared pro-Soviet
orientation would enable the USSR to gain influence at the
West’s expense. In 1968 intervention was discarded as a
policy option.

This chapter investigates the historical setting of
America’s strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area. It
summarizes the United States’ security interests in the
Persian Gulf region, characterizes the threats to them and
traces the development of the informal US military security
commitment to Iran, the one country of the Persian Gulf-Indian
Ocean area contiguous to the Soviet Union. It examines how,
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in 1light of regional states’, Britain’s and America’s
incapacity for adequate defence against the USSR, the US
proposed in the late 1940s and in the 1950s to deter a
potential Soviet attack into the Persian Gulf. Next it
considers the difficulty facing the US in generating credible
deterrence and reviews how early American contingency planning
envisioned dealing with a Soviet attack. Then is discussed
the interventionist/limited war role of Strike Command
(created in 1961), the American government’s interest in the
middle 1960s in naval display in the Indian Ocean and the US
Navy’s interest in an interventionist role there. The chapter
concludes by detailing the Navy’s unsuccessful gquest to
establish a logistic support facility at Diego Garcia and its
changing reasons - support for intervention, then countering
the new Soviet naval presence - justifying that quest.

Context of "Policy"
From November 1947 the American government considered

that

the security of the Eastern Mediterranean and of the
Middle East is vital to the security of the United
States; that the security of the whole Eastern
Mediterranean and Middle East would be jeopardized if the
Soviet Union should succeed in its efforts to obtain
control of Iran; that the United States would assist in
maintaining the territorial integrity and political
independence of Iran....!

Should Iran come under Soviet domination, the independence of
all states in the Middle Eastern land bridge between Europe,
Asia and Africa, the West’s access to the oil of Iran, Iraq
and Arabia and important military and naval bases and lines of
communication between Europe and the Far East would come under

! From Report of the National Security Council on the Position
of the United States with Respect to Iran in United States,

Department Of State, Foreign Relations of the United States
1949 vol. 6, The Near East, South Asia, and Africa

(Washington: United States Government Printing Office, 1977),
p. 546. (Referred to below as State, FRUS 19--.)
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direct threat. Specifically, according to the National
Security Council in 1949,

the USSR would (1) acquire advance bases for subversive
activities or actual attack against a vast contiguous
area including Turkey, Iraq, the Arabian Peninsula,
Afghanistan, and Pakistan; (2) obtain a base hundreds of
miles nearer to potential US-UK 1lines of defense in the
Middle East than any held at present; (3) control part
and threaten all of the Middle Eastern oil reservoir upon
which the western (sic) community draws to conserve
limited western hemisphere resources; (4) control
continental air routes crossing Iran, threaten those
traversing adjacent areas, and menace shipping in the
Persian Gulf, and (5) undermine the will of all Middle
Eastern countries to resist Soviet aggression.?

The "extension of Soviet control over the Middle East would
mean a violent shift in the world balance of power"?, found a
draft study by the NSC in late 1951 on American policy towards
the Middle East. And in January 1957 President Eisenhower
spoke of the "near strangulation" of the economic life of
Western Europe, which was "peculiarly dependent" upon Middle
Eastern oil, should the Middle East be "dominated by alien
forces hostile to freedom...." The "free nations of Asia and
Africa, too, would be placed in serious jeopardy" and "[a]ll
this would have the most adverse, if not disastrous, effect
upon ... [America’s] economic life and political prospects.™

2 Ibid., pp. 545- 546.

3 From The Position Of The United States With Respect To The
General Area Of The Eastern Mediterranean And Middle East in

State, FRUS 1951 vol. 5, The Near East and Africa (Washington:
United States Government Printing Office, 1982), p. 258.

4 wpresident Asks for Authorization for U.S. Economic Program
and for Resolution on Communist Aggression in Middle East",
Department of State Bulletin 36 (January 21, 1957), 84.
(Referred to below as DoSB.) For another discussion of the
expected consequences of Soviet domination of the Middle East,
see Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of South Asian
Affairs on "Considerations In Support Of Policy In Respect Of
The Eastern Mediterranean And Middle East Drawn Up After
Consultation With The British Group" in State, FRUS 1947 vol.
5, The Near East, South Asia, and Africa (Washington: United
States Government Printing Office, 1971), p. 577.
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But although the USSR could easily occupy Iran’, according to
the Secretary of State in 1947, and although it would

continue to apply strong political and psychological
pressure against Iran in an effort to force the
government of that country into submission, it is ...
unlikely that the Soviet Union would be willing to resort
to direct armed intervention...®

unless the Soviet government had "decided to unleash a new
world war and the occupation of Iran should be a first step in
the process."’ similarly, in January 1953, the Secretaries of
State and Defence found that an "armed attack on the Middle
East could be made only by Soviet forces and is highly
unlikely except as one phase of a general war."® And in
urging Congress in 1957 to take ‘'"steps to prevent
international communism taking over the Middle East", John
Foster Dulles, Eisenhower’s Secretary of State, characterized
the "Soviet military threat" as "latent" and "potential".’
The most probable danger from the Soviet Union was "indirect
aggression" such as anti-Western propaganda, the use of the
armed forces to exert pressure and political support for
Marxist and other "radical" groups.!® This was the US

5 state, FRUS 1947 vol. 5, p. 924.

¢ state, FRUS 1949 vol. 6, p. 548. "In the absence of such
armed intervention", the NSC noted, "Iran is expected to
maintain successful resistance to Soviet pressure and to
strengthen its western (sic) alignment, provided it continues
to have confidence in U.S. support." (Idem)

7 Ibid., p. 550. See also State, FRUS 1951 vol. 5, p. 258.

! From Report to the National Security Council by the
Secretaries of State and Defense and the Director for Mutual

Security in State, FRUS 1952-1954 vol. 2, National Security
Affairs, pt. 1 (Washington: United States Government Printing
office, 1984), p. 220.

® "The Communist Threat to the Middle East", DoSB 36 (February
4, 1957), 170-171.

19 According to a typical evaluation of "Soviet Capabilities
and Intentions in the Middle East",
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government’s abiding assessment, from the 1940s onwards, of
the nature of the "Soviet threat" to the Middle East.

From the end of World War II the Americans’ "“general
strategic concept" for military security in the Middle East
against the Soviet Union was that Britain and the Commonwealth
took primary responsibility for defence of the region, except
for Turkey (from 1947) and Saudi Arabia. Encouraging the
United Kingdom to maintain its military role and position was
the cornerstone of US strategic thinking. At the "Pentagon
Talks of 1947" between Britain and America the 1latter
expressed its preference that

the British should continue to maintain primary
responsibility for +the defense of the Eastern
Mediterranean and the Middle East as part of an overall
concept of resistance to Soviet aggression, and that, in
order to implement that responsibility, the British
should have bases from which to operate in time of
emergency. The maintenance of such bases, together with
the right of reentry in an emergency, requires in turn
that the British would have mutually satisfactory
political and economic relations of a long-term nature
with the countries of the area, as a foundation for their
military position.!

America, the State Department noted in 1949,

Soviet rulers probably estimate that Western influence is
declining, that economic and political deterioration will
continue, and that the general situation will become
steadily more favorable to the expansion of Communist
influence. Soviet rulers may conclude that the area can
be effectively denied to the West without being brought
under direct Communist control and without forcing the
USSR prematurely to accept full responsibility for
supporting Communist regimes in the area. (From a
National Intelligence Estimate on "Conditions and Trends
In The Middle East Affecting US Security" in State, FRUS
1952-1954 vol. 9, The Near And Middle East, pt. 1
[Washington: United States Government Printing Office,
1986]), p. 339.)

1 From a State Department memorandum in State, FRUS 1947 vol.
5, p. 579.
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should continue to coordinate the handling of our common
strategic interests ... with the British as it would be
unrealistic for the United States to undertake to carry
out its policies unless the British maintained their
strong strategic, political and economic position in the
Middle East and Eastern Mediterranean and they and we
follow parallel policies....!?

But in talks between the UK and the US in 1950, while the
Americans "pointed out that the defense of Iran must be
primarily a British responsibility", the

British representatives pointed out the difficulties
considering the forces now available, of their assisting,
other than to a certain extent with air forces, in the
defense of the outer ring of the Middle East, that is,
primarily Iran and Turkey. In spite of the fact that the
loss to the Soviets of either of these countries might
have a fatal effect on other countries, such as Iraq, the
U.K. would be obliged, in case of general war, to
concentrate on the defense of the inner core which is
centered in and about Egypt."

Britain’s "difficulties" were summed up in a memorandum to the
Secretary of State from his Assistant for Near Eastern, South
Asian and African Affairs: "the UK, which has primary
responsibility for the defense of the area, 1lacks both
manpower and resources successfully to defend it and has no
plans for defense of the Saudi Arabian o0il fields and the
Dhahran Air Base"", which were paramount American regional
economic and strategic interests respectively. The UK'’s
political influence in the Middle East was declining and, the
US feared, a too rapid abandonment of its economic and
military positions by Britain "would leave a military vacuum

2 Prom a Memorandum by the Politico-Military Adviser in the
Bureau of Near Eastern, South Asian, and African Affairs ...

on "U.S. Strategic Position In The Eastern Mediterranean And
Middle East" in State FRUS 1949 vol. 6, p. 59.

B From Agreed United States-United Kingdom Memorandum of
Discussions on the Present World Situation in State, FRUS 1950

vol. 5, The Near East, South Asia, and Africa (Washington:
United States Government Printing Office, 1978), p. 190.

4 state, FRUS 1951 vol. 5, p. 4.
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which the US would have difficulty in filling, and which would
accentuate insecurity and create further opportunities for
Soviet or 1local Communist exploitation."! In particular
Britain’s waning influence was harming its negotiations to
retain access to military bases such as those in Iraq but,
above all, at Suez in Egypt. Britain’s definitive loss of
access to Suez in 1956 led Dulles to remark early in 1957 upon
a "change in the possible deterrent role of certain Western
European nations. Until recently they provided a serious
deterrent to Communist aggression against the Middle East.
But ... this no longer meets the needs."!* There was "now no
adequate deterrent"!” against potential Soviet attacks.

Within the Middle East there was only a weak political
basis for strategic cooperation against the USSR among the
regional states and among them, Britain and America because
the "divisive elements ... exceed the integrative forces."®
Most Arab states and Iran were politically, socially and
economically unstable and there were many rivalries among
them. The existence of Israel since 1948 was a major source
of regional conflict. Nationalism, pan-Arabism and
"neutralism" (non-alignment) had engendered strong and growing
political movements, championed chiefly by Egypt after its
revolution in 1952. Middle Eastern states sought to protect
their independence and eliminate as far as possible Western
influence, troops and bases. Britain was the principal
subject of anti-Western sentiment but America was resented for
its association with the UK and also France and for being the
main creator and supporter of Israel. These "unfavorable
trends", the National Security Council concluded in 1954, were

5 state, FRUS 1952-1954 vol. 9, pt. 1, p. 339.
1 posB, 36 (February 4, 1957), 170.

7 1pbid., p. 171.

B From State Department Draft Minutes of Discussions at the

State-Joint Chiefs of Staff Meeting, January 30, 1951 in
State, FRUS 1951 vol. 5, p. 30.
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a greater "current danger to the security of the free world
... than the threat of direct Soviet military attack ...,""
and they led by way of opposition from Egypt to rejection of
the British and American proposal in 1951 for a Middle East
Command organization. That attempt to obtain Arab military
cooperation for defence against potential Soviet military
action in the Middle East was "also handicapped by the fact
that the Arabs do not feel immediately threatened by the
Soviet Union or recognize an immediate personal stake in the
East-West struggle."”® Accepting Western military support
against the Soviet Union when the Israelis and other Arabs
were the main political and military foes would sustain
Western domination, compromise their independence and hinder
use of the USSR as a counterbalance against the West. The
above "unfavorable trends" accounted for why only one Arab
state, Iraq, joined the Baghdad Pact (discussed below) and why
it underwent a nationalist, republican revolution in July 1958
and withdrew from the Baghdad Pact. Iraq’s withdrawal further
weakened that already brittle organization by removing the
territorial base for "defence in depth".

Unstable and given to rivalry, the regional states were
also unable to contribute substantially to their own or their
mutual defence. "Middle East armed forces", it was clear to
the US, "are incapable, individually or collectively, of
effectively resisting attack by a major power"? because they
had "learned neither the value of unity nor the collective
strength they might attain by banding together."? Of the
regional members of the Baghdad Pact, Turkey, whose forces

1 From Statement of Policy by the National Security Council on
"United States Objectives And Policies With Respect To The

Near East" in State, FRUS 1952-1954, vol. 9, pt. 1, p. 526.

% Ibid., p. 339.

21 1pid., p. 342. Indeed "local forces [we]re not even capable
of manning and maintaining adequate bases for quick and
effective use by Western forces in the event of war". (Idem)

2 state, FRUS 1951, vol. 5, p. 260.
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were dedicated to NATO, would only 1look after its own
territory; Iraq was weak and, as noted, withdrew from the
Pact; and Pakistan, too far away to give more than minor
support, was preoccupied with India. Only Iran was left and
its "plan of defense ... outlined by ... the Shah envisage(d]
a delaying action" against a Soviet attack towards the Persian
Gulf, "making maximum use of mines, demolitions and other
defensive means, with a final withdrawal to a defensive area
in the rugged Zagros mountains in the southwest"?® from where
guerrilla warfare would be conducted. The Americans did not
think that Iran could delay a large Soviet attack for more
than a brief time. Even with a "long and costly" US military
aid programme "involving considerable training and equipment",
"effective Middle East defense will continue to depend for the
foreseeable future on substantial Western force
contributions."®

The United States, however, was unable to make up the
deficiency between possible British and regional force
contributions and those needed for "effective defense" against
a Soviet attack. Moreover, it was unwilling until 1957 to
commit itself to defence of the Middle East although, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) acknowledged in 1950, "the Middle
East in war is of importance second only to Western Europe

B From Memorandum by the Chief of Staff, United States Army,
to the Secretary of the Army in State, FRUS 1950, vol. 5, p.

508.

X From a National Intelligence Estimate on "Prospects For
Creation Of A Middle East Defense Grouping And Probable
Consequences Of Such A Development" in State, FRUS 1952-1954
vol. 9, pt. 1, p. 519. Similarly, in Ibid., p. 342, "defense
of the Middle East against Soviet Bloc aggression will
ultimately depend on employment of Western armed forces." 1In
the case of Iran, US military aid, intended primarily to help
the government uphold internal security, was meant as well to
give it confidence to resist temporarily Soviet military
pressure and action short of an "all-out" attack.
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ee.."® In 1949 the US told Iran that "in the event of war
with the Soviet Union involving both Iran and the United
States, Iran may count on all assistance compatible with U.S.
resources in a global conflict" but that it was "not in a
position to make any commitment as to action if the Soviet
Union should take aggressive measures against Iran...."?” And
"[s]o far as the State Department [wals aware" in early 1950,

the Department of Defense is not prepared to plan on
giving any military assistance to the Iranian forces in
time of war and does not have a very high opinion of the
potential effectiveness of those forces. Furthermore, we
are not prepared to enter into any political defense
arrangement with Iran.”

In October 1950 the JCS informed their British counterparts
“that the US ‘will be unable to commit forces to [the Middle
East] during, at least, the first two years of war.’"? 1In
the view of the Assistant Secretary of State for Near
Eastern, South Asian and African Affairs, "this statement" by
the JCS

clearly implies that the United States contemplates the
abandonment, without even a token defense, of most if not
all of the Middle East in time of global war.

The JCS decision rests, of course, on the unpleasant
fact that United States capabilities are inadequate to
protect our vital interests everywhere at the same time:
the Middle East has been written off reluctantly in favor

of theaters of higher priority. ...[P]lans to abandon the
Middle East fail to provide for our security interests

% From Record of Informal United States-United Kingdom

Discussions, lLondon, Thursday Morning, September 21 in State,
FRUS 1950 vol. 5, p. 611.

% state, FRUS 1949 vol. 6, p. 547.

7 From Memorandum by the Director of the Office of Greek,

Turkish, and Iranian Affairs to the Deputy Under Secretary of
State in State, FRUS 1950 vol. 5, p. 474.

® state, FRUS 1951 vol. 5, p. 8. (Brackets in text.)
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there....”

Preoccupied with Western Europe and East Asia, America lacked
the troops, money and equipment to fight in the Middle East¥®
and "present US planning" was based on the assumption that
Persian Gulf "oil would not be essential for the Allied war
effort for the first two years of a global war."! But
"present plans to do without Middle East oil are based not so
much on an estimate of oil requirements as on the fact that
whichever side might hold the area the oil fields would be
neutralized through air bombardment." The o0il would not be
available to either the Soviets or the West. Further, the US
Army Chief of Staff commented in 1951, even if the Americans

® Idem.

% see remarks in June 1952 by General Bradley, Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff in Department of State Minutes of State-
Joint Chiefs of Staff Meeting in State, FRUS 1952-1954 vol. 9,
pt. 1, p. 239.

1 state, FRUS 1951 vol. 5, p. 8. The strategic value of
Middle Eastern oil was a major issue in the "protracted debate
between the State and Defense Departments and among the three
branches of the armed services over the issue of whether the
Middle East is ‘vital’ or merely ‘critical’ for purposes of US
strategic planning...." The

position of the Defense Department is motivated in part
by two tactical considerations. In the first place,
Defense hopes that by adopting a lower priority for the
area than the British do, the result will be that the UK
will exert itself to do more for the defense of the
Middle East than would otherwise be the case. In the
second place, the priority assigned to the Middle East
substantially affects the ... competition between the ...
armed services for ... military appropriations. Thus, if
the Middle East is deemed ‘vital’ and ground forces are
committed to its defense, the Navy would require very
considerable equipment and facilities to supply and
defend the sea and air lanes on which such ground forces
would be dependent. Such an increase in the Navy’s share
of appropriations would be at the expense of the other
service branches. (Ibid., pp. 10-11.)

32 From Memorandum of Conversation, by the Regional Planning
Adviser for the Bureau of Near Eastern, South Asian and

African Affairs in State, FRUS 1950 vol. 5, p. 233.
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"lose temporarily in the Middle East and hold on to

Western Europe we will be in a satisfactory position. Once
the job is done in Western Europe, we can go down later to the
Middle East and clean up whatever problems we find there."®

US involvement "in a Middle East security pact or in a
commitment of combat forces..." was ruled out too by the
Secretary of State.® His Assistant Secretary for Near
Eastern, South Asian, and African Affairs was proposing at the
turn of 1950-1951 to take new measures to safeguard "vital" US
security interests in the Middle East and thereby to reverse
the deterioration of regional states’ support for America
after the start of the Korean war. That decline had been
caused by their perception of its relative indifference to
their defence in war. But a proposal to "prove" America’s
interest in regional defence and its determination to assist
in it - to station soon "a battalion of US Marines at Dhahran
Airfield in defense of the air field and oil wells, as a means
of meeting [Saudi Arabia’s] needs for American assurances and
for the morale effect upon the Near East generally"®® - was

3 state, FRUS 1951 vol. 5, p. 39.

4 From The Secretary of State to the Secretary of Defense in
Ibid., pp. 22.

3% Ibid., p. 5. The proposal for stationing a US land force in
the Persian Gulf originated in Britain, which in talks with
the Americans in 1950 tried to persuade them "to give the
Middle East a higher priority, particularly in the cold war
stage", and to play a larger role in defence of Iran and Iraq.
The UK wanted America to station troops at Dhahran for the
"tremendous psychological benefits which U.S. forces would
bring about in the Middle East" and for "the importance of

their presence there in time of war." The US would need
stationed forces for "when the Soviets really put the heat on
the area." If they could come into a "Korea-like situation"

quickly, "a strong area reaction could be assured ... which
would help to prevent such a situation from arising and help
to prevent the outbreak of global war" and the loss of the
Middle East. A small American contribution to a British
brigade dispatched near or into Iran in the event of internal
unrest there perhaps involving the USSR would be useful as a
demonstration and would exert a stabilizing influence. State,
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turned down. Nor would the US take up a proposal to "show the
flag" by sending US Air Force formations on visits to the
Middle East and occasionally deploying US aircraft carrier
task groups to the Persian Gulf and the Arabian Sea.

While avoiding a direct strategic commitment to Middle
Eastern defence, the United States sought in the 1950s to
reassure regional states about its interest in their security
and to contribute to it by indirect means. It intended by way
of economic and military aid to help Iran and other countries
cope with and reduce domestic instability, the principal
threat to their security, and embark upon economic and social
development. In consequence, it was hoped, the USSR would be
less able to exploit internal unrest and anti-Western forces
would not gain power and turn towards the Soviets. Because of
the weak capacity on the part of all parties for defence of
the Middle East against the USSR, the US initially (1951) had
sought to organize that defence on a collective basis.
However, after proposals for a Middle East Command* or a
Middle East Defence Organization, in which the US had intended
to participate, were rejected by Egypt and other Arab states,

FRUS 1950 vol. 5, p. 232; United States Minutes of United
States-United Kingdom Political-Military Conversations, Held

at Washington, October 26, 1950 in State, FRUS 1950 vol. 5,
pp. 234-235.

% By promoting in 1951-1952 the Middle East Command America
wanted to coordinate through one organization British,
American, other Western and regional defence programmes under
a concept of defence of the Middle East as a whole against
external (Soviet) aggression. The Middle East Command would
"assist and support" regional states in developing their
military capability and its "task" "at the outset" would
consist primarily of "planning, the provision of advice and
training missions to the Middle East states upon request, and
the coordination of arms supplies and the training programs
for Middle East nationals...." From Draft Statement of the

United States, the United Kingdom, France, Turkey, Australia,

New_Zealand, and the Union of South Africa on the Basic
Principles of the Middle East Command in State, FRUS 1951 vol.

5, pp. 241-242. A more informal American purpose for the MEC
was to encourage Britain to maintain its leading role in
regional defence while easing the burden of its responsibility
and keeping America’s role secondary.
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America encouraged from 1953 the "northern tier" states -
Turkey, Iran, Iraq and Pakistan - to form with Britain the
Baghdad Pact. Created in 1955 and called formally the Pact of
Mutual Cooperation, it obliged the contracting parties simply
to "cooperate for their security and defence". America’s main
reason for sponsoring the Baghdad Pact was to create a
political and ultimately a military barrier against Soviet
influence and power” and fill the gap in "containment"
between the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the South-
East Asia Collective Defence Treaty organization, SEATO.” A
"loose regional defense grouping", the US understood, would
not result in a sizable "reduction of the area’s military
vulnerability" to the Soviet Union. But "backed by US
military aid programs", it would "create greater opportunities
than in the ©past for reducing Middle East defense
deficiencies. The requirements for outside ground forces
might eventually be significantly reduced."® American
military aid, an inducement notably to Iran to join the
Baghdad Pact, would in time enable it better to resist Soviet
aggression until the US made an appropriate response. The
Americans refrained from joining the Baghdad Pact, only
liaising with its Military Committee, because they wanted the
Pact to be viewed as an "indigenous" security initiative and
because they hoped to reduce friction in their relations with
Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Israel and India, which opposed it. They
probably hoped as well to reduce the Soviets’ opportunity to
take advantage of that opposition and increase their
influence. But by staying out of the Baghdad Pact the United
States suggested that the states objecting to the Pact were
more important to it than those which had joined it, that

SEATO and also the Australia, New Zealand, United States
(ANZUS) security treaty were oriented towards South East Asia
and the Pacific respectively, not the Indian Ocean area.

¥ For the expected immediate "primarily political and
psychological" effects of the inchoate (1954) Baghdad Pact,
see State, FRUS 1952-1954 vol. 9, pt. 1, p. 519.

¥ Tdem.
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regional politics were (in fact, correctly) more important
than the USSR, that the Soviet Union was not really an urgent
military threat and that political competition with the USSR
to influence regional affairs was more important than the
purpose of the Baghdad Pact. By not joining the Baghdad Pact
America undermined it and failed to reassure its member

states.

The United States’ sponsorship of the Baghdad Pact and
its refraining from joining it were essentially political in
purpose, and so were in 1957 the enunciation of the
"Eisenhower Doctrine" and the US Congress’s "Joint Resolution
to Promote Peace and Stability in the Middle East" (House
Joint Resolution 117). By declaring its preparedness to use
the armed forces in order to help regional states resist
Soviet aggression, the US government made its first major
public expression of commitment to defence of the Middle East.’
Fearing the advance of Soviet influence into the "vacuum" left
by the decline of British deterrence after the Suez crisis in
autumn 1956, America assumed primary responsibility for
deterring a potential attack by the Soviet Union. It
considered deterrence to be a long-term precaution rather than
an immediate requirement in expectation of an imminent attack.
In a "special message" to Congress on January 5, 1957
President Eisenhower judged the "greatest risk" to be

that ambitious despots may miscalculate. If power-hungry
Communists should either falsely or correctly estimate
that the Middle East is inadequately defended, they might
be tempted to use open measures of armed attack. If so,
that would start a chain of circumstances which would
almost surely involve the United States in military
action.¥

America was ready to cooperate with its friends in the Middle

* The Truman Doctrine of 1947 had proposed to give economic and
indirect military assistance to Greece and Turkey.

¥ DoSB 36 (January 21, 1957), 87.
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East in defence of their independence and territorial
integrity and the very fact of proclaiming clearly and
promptly its willingness to do so would, Eisenhower believed,
"serve to halt any contemplated aggression."® He sought
legislative support from Congress because, according to
Dulles, the Soviets would feel more deterred and the Middle
East states more reassured and secure if Congress spoke and
cooperated with the Executive in showing unity of national
purpose.¥ In March 1957 Congress passed House Joint
Resolution 117 authorizing the President

to undertake, in the general area of the Middle East,
military assistance programs with any nation or group of
nations ... desiring such assistance. Furthermore, the
United States regards as vital to the national interest
and world peace the preservation of the independence and
integrity of the nations of the Middle East. To this
end, if the President determines the necessity thereof,
the United States is prepared to use armed forces to
assist any such nation or group of nations requesting
assistance against armed aggression from any country
controlled by international communism: Provided, that
such employment shall be consonant with the treaty
obligations of the United States and with the
Constitution of the United States.®

After Iraq announced in 1958 its withdrawal from the
Baghdad Pact, America signed in March 1959 with Turkey, Iran
and Pakistan identical bilateral executive agreements,
"Agreements of Cooperation", which it intended would reinforce
House Joint Resolution 117 and reassure the signatories. 1In
its agreement with Iran the US acknowledged the preservation
of Iran’s independence and integrity "as vital to its national
interest and to world peace" and both parties agreed that

4 Tdem.

41 DoSB 36 (February 4, 1957), 173; "Middle East Proposals",
DoSB 36 (January 28, 1957), 129.

4 wcongress Passes Joint Resolution on Middle East"™, DoSB 36,
(March 25, 1957), 481.



33

(tlhe government of Iran is determined to resist
aggression. In case of aggression against Iran, the
Government of the United States of America, in accordance
with the Constitution of the United States of America,
will take such appropriate action, including the use of
armed forces, as may be mutually agreed upon and as is
envisaged in the Joint Resolution to Promote Peace and
Stability in the Middle East, in order to assist the
Government of Iran at its request.®

The "Agreements of Cooperation" did not create new obligations
for the US. They and House Joint Resolution 117 were only
very "loose" commitments to the security of the regional
states: America was not bound automatically to take specific
military action in the event of a Soviet attack upon Iran, for
example. In effect it had simply to be prepared to use its
armed forces as agreed with the state requesting its help.

In order to show from 1957 a somewhat more active
"commitment" to defence of the "northern tier" states against
a potential Soviet attack, the US 3joined the Military
Committee of the Baghdad Pact (renamed the Central Treaty
Organization, CENTO, in August 1959). The Military
Committee’s principal purposes were "joint contingency
planning for regional defence against aggression, the
coordination of national defence plans for that purpose, and
assistance in training and equipping regional forces."“¥ The
general planning concept was that Turkey, Iran, Iraq until its
withdrawal and Pakistan as

‘Vindigenous forces’ were to have the principal initial
role in meeting any Soviet attack on the ground, but they
would be stiffened with Western (British) forces already
based in the Middle East and supported by American and
British air and sea power. In time, additional Western

4 wy.s. signs Agreements of Cooperation With Turkey, Iran, and
Pakistan", DoSB 40 (March 23, 1959), 417.

4 Guy Hadley, CENTO - The Forgotten Alliance A Study of the
Central Treaty Organization ISIO Monographs First Series,

Number Four, Institute for the Study of International
Organization, University of Sussex, Falmer, Brighton, Sussex,
1971, p. 7.
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forces could be brought in. For practical purposes the
plans were built around holding, as a minimum, eastern
Turkey and the natural barrier of the Zagros Mountains.*

The Military Committee’s planning was unrealistic, because
without an integrated command structure, a fully agreed
strategic concept, combined forces and joint bases and without
Arab political, military and logistic support or readily
available reinforcements from Britain and America, CENTO could
not contrive a credible policy for conventional deterrence and
defence against a large Soviet attack.

From the 1950s into the 1960s and 1970s the political
directive on which military planning in CENTO was based
depended

on hopes of deterrence embodied in America and/or British
nuclear retaliation, and in this CENTO plays only a very
small part. 1Its military requirements and proposals are
embodied in a series of agreed defensive plans, but the
nuclear decisions in London and Washington, and the
choice of targets, are determined as gart of a wider
defensive strategy which embraces NATO.

CENTO lost much of its raison d’etre in the 1960s, when there
was detente between the USSR and Iran, Turkey and Pakistan,
making the likelihood of Soviet aggression in the Middle East
quite remote, and when the latter states became even more
preoccupied with regional security issues. But it continued
to hold annual exercises such as SHAHBAZ, for air defence, and

4% John C. Campbell, Defense Of The Middle East Problems of
American Policy rev. ed. (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1960),
p. 188. Campbell, Idem, observed that

planning based on defense of the Zagros rather than the
Elburz Mountains would 1leave most of Iran on the
undefended side of the line. The Iranian Government has
therefore found it necessary to state the purpose of the
(Baghdad] Pact as the defense of all the territory of its
members, and thus to disavow a strategy not based on
defense of the Elburz, at least initially.

4% Hadley, CENTO, p. 8.
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MIDLINK, for maritime operations in the Persian Gulf or
Arabian Sea, in which the US participated. It organized study
groups on topics such as mountain warfare.

Levels of "Policy"
From the latter 1940s through 1960 American strategic

"policy" consisted of deterring, mainly by threat of nuclear
retaliation, a Soviet attack upon Iran and, secondarily, Saudi
Arabia and demonstrating modest US interest in the area from
Portuguese Mozambique to East Pakistan. The US never
stationed land or air forces in the Persian Gulf or elsewhere
in the Indian Ocean area; its only continuous operational
presence was the three-ship Middle East Force, which was
established in 1949 and which had access to logistic support
facilities at HMS Jufair, the Royal Navy’s base at Manama,
Bahrain. Among the MEF’s "missions" were preservation of the
freedom of the seas, search and rescue, administration of
military assistance programmes, communications and
intelligence gathering. 1Its more active roles, when needed,
were escort and protection of shipping and help with emergency
evacuation.¥’ As suggested by its negligible fighting
capability, the Middle East Force’s pre-eminent purpose was
political and representational: by paying port visits, it
helped to show America’s attentiveness to regional states and
its wish for good relations with them. Saudi Arabia allowed
the United States use of the air base at Dhahran until 1962
and the US used the large Kagnew communications, monitoring
and, later, satellite tracking and relay station near Asmara
in the Ethiopian province of Eritrea. Pakistan provided
monitoring and air reconnaissance facilities to America into
the 1960s.

41 see Beth F. Coye, ed., "An Evaluation of U.S. Naval Presence
in the Indian Ocean", Naval War College Review 23 (October
1970), 46.
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The United States gave relatively little emphasis in the
1950s to armed intervention as an option for dealing with
conflict between or within states of the Persian Gulf and
Indian Ocean area and it did not possess a significant
capability for intervention there. The prevailing strategic
concept of "massive" strategic nuclear retaliation against the
Soviet Union discounted the possibility of "little" wars and
many states, in the Arabian peninsula and East Africa, were
still under British protection. Internal security was the
responsibility of the central government of a state and,
according to Dulles, US "military force was not a proper
weapon against Communist subversion of a Middle Eastern
country."®  American support for friendly governments was
given mainly through economic and military aid but clandestine
intervention was not precluded, as shown pre-eminently by the
Central Intelligence Agency’s restoration of the Shah of Iran
to power in 1953. Earlier, in 1950, the US had considered
sending an aircraft carrier task group to Iranian waters as
part of a show of force with Britain in case of an uprising in
Azerbaijan, because in "the event of a revolution within Iran

a show of force might assist in maintaining the status quo."¥

Intervention by the United States in inter-state
conflicts was unlikely because it sought to avoid direct
involvement. But an informal "American security guarantee™ to
the Saudis to come to their defence if necessary, formed,
along with geography and Saudi diplomacy, the deterrent
against an invasion of Saudi Arabia by potentially hostile

# Noted by Campbell, Defense Of The Middle East, p. 180.

¥ Prom Approved Summary of Conclusions and Agreements Reached

at a Meeting of the Chiefs of Staff of the United States and
United Kingdom in State, FRUS 1950 vol. 3, Western Europe

(Washington: United States Government Printing Office, 1977),
p. 1688.
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neighbours.’® At the time of the Lebanon crisis, in which the
US did intervene, and the revolution in Iraq in summer 1958,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff made plans to protect (British oil
interests in) Kuwait. Probably

in response to British urgings, [Eisenhower] approved a
recommendation from the Joint Chiefs for a seaborne
movement of a Marine Corps regimental combat team then
stationed on Okinawa to the Persian Gulf. There, in
Eisenhower’s view, it could help deter an Iragi move into
Kuwait or help protect other friendly governments.
Twining was ordered to ‘be prepared to employ, subject to
Einshower’s approval, whatever means might become
necessary to prevent any unfriendly forces from moving
into Kuwait.’ It seems clear that Eisenhower was
referring to the possible use of nuclear weapons, an
issue that was discussed several times during the
crisis.’!

The most serious conflict likely to occur in the Persian Gulf
after 1958, and one in which Britain would not be committed to
intervene, was between Iraq and Iran. America’s preparations
for it were confined to reassessing its military assistance
programme for Iran and to modifying its contingency planning
to take into account a potential simultaneous Soviet and Iraqi

attack upon Iran.

The possibility, however unlikely, of a relatively small
and limited local conflict between the US and the Soviets
caused by the entry of Soviet forces into Azerbaijan or other
parts of northern Iran was foreseen by the National Security
Council in 1949, among other times. Such an incursion was

% Nadav Safran, Saudi Arabia The Ceaseless OQuest for

Security (Cambridge, Massachusetts: The Belknap Press of
Harvard University Press, 1985), p. 197.

1 william B. Quandt, "Lebanon, 1958, and Jordan, 1970", in
Barry M. Blechman and Stephen S. Kaplan, Force without War
U.S. Armed Forces as a Political Instrument (Washington, D.C.:
The Brookings Institution, 1978), p. 238. General Twining was
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 1958.
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perhaps the one that would offer the greatest temptation
to the USSR, and the one with which it would be the
hardest to cope. The situation would be particularly
difficult if the Russians should re-occupy the northern
province of Iran swiftly and with very little bloodshed
and then stop there and go no further.®

If the United Nations "confirmed the fact of Soviet
aggression", the United States would have to decide whether to
help Iran. In recommending a course of action to Congress,
the President

would have to take into account a number of variable
factors, including the international situation at the
moment, the state of international opinion as reflected
in the United Nations, [America’s] own analysis of
Russian motives, the state of [its] commitments
elsewhere, and the reactions of [its] closest allies.
Therefore, no hard and fast course can be prescribed at
the present time.®

A Soviet occupation of Azerbaijan, strategically the 1least
objectionable Soviet military action in Iran® and the most
difficult with which to deal, might (along with an inadequate
conventional military capability) cause America to confine its
response to political measures and to make no more than a
token military response.

2 state, FRUS 1949 vol. 6, p. 551.

% Idem. As a draft NSC study in December 1951 on America’s
policy towards the Eastern Mediterranean and the Middle East
generalized, America should not commit forces to the area "but
should retain flexibility ... and arrive at a decision on the
employment of U.S. forces only in the light of particular
circumstances as they may exist." State, FRUS 1951 vol. 5, p.
262.

% That occupying Azerbaijan was the least objectionable Soviet
action was the view of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in Memorandum
by the State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee to Major General
John H. Hilldring in State, FRUS 1946 vol. 7, The Near East
and Africa (Washington: United States Government Printing
office, 1969), p. 531.
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In principle the "maximum deterrent effect" upon a minor
Soviet aggression

should come from creating in the minds of the Soviet
leadership a mixture of uncertainty and certainty:
uncertainty whether a local aggression might not result
in general war, and certainty that even if it did not,
the United States could and would react with such force
locally that it would be clear in advance that aggression
would not pay.%

It would desirable to keep the Soviets clearly aware of the
risk of a general war in order

to establish the conviction that any attack in the Middle
East could bring devastating nuclear retaliation, and
that, even if it did not, limited hostilities would not
be likely to remain limited; at any rate, the decision to
keep them 1limited would not be solely within Soviet
control.%

The US would have to manipulate the Soviets’ fear that a small
war would escalate to a general war whose cost would outweigh
inestimably the benefits of the limited war. If, however, the
Soviets thought that America’s nuclear capability was not a
credible deterrent against a minor aggression by them, because
of the USSR’s acquisition of a counterbalancing nuclear
capability, they might be sufficiently tempted to launch an
attack. Too great a dependence by America on its nuclear
deterrent would deprive it of flexibility of response. The US
had

every reason, therefore, to remove the temptation by
developing and maintaining the means of meeting a
"controlled" aggression successfully without resort to
all-out war. The mere existence of those means should

55 campbell, Defense of the Middle East, pp. 177-178.

% Ibid., pp. 176-177.
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have the effect of discouraging Soviet adventures and
lessening the risk that the Soviet leaders may come to
count on a paralysis of American will.¥

A substantial conventional US capability to

take counteraction on the spot would constitute a warning
that any aggression up to a certain magnitude would meet
certain and effective resistance and accordingly would
not pay. It would thus be desirable to maintain a
military posture that, in its effect on Soviet
calculations, would narrow or eliminate any gap that
might exist between an aggression too small to be worth
the hard fighting required and one too large to be worth
the mortal risk®

of US nuclear retaliation. In order to deter limited Soviet

aggression

at least one division of ground forces with high mobility
and firepower, able to use tactical nuclear weapons but
also to fight without them if necessary, should be
maintained either in the Middle East or at points from
which they could quickly be brought into it by air ...,
points where they would be stationed, to Moscow’s
knowledge, for the specific purpose of being ready in
case of aggression....%

The relative proximity of an American division would show that
the US would indeed reinforce Iranian resistance against a
Soviet attack. In Iran, where

the Soviet Union’s own forces would be engaged, it is
doubtful whether an aggression on the Korean scale could
be kept within limits, as Moscow must recognize; and even
if the American forces on the spot were inadequate in the
beginning, as the conflict developed and if it remained

7 1bid. p. 177. The rest of this paragraph is policy
recommendation by Campbell which reflects the general trend of
strategic thinking in the United States in the latter 1950s
against the Administration’s policy of "massive" strategic
nuclear retaliation (see below).

% Ibid., p. 193.

¥ Ibid., p. 194.
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limited, additional forces could be sent to assist them.
A central reserve of such forces should be kept in being,
to be drawn on for that type of emergency, whether it
should arise in the Middle East or elsewhere.®

The US 6th Fleet in the eastern Mediterranean with a strong
Marine detachment and also a "similar force in the Indian
Ocean and Persian Gulf area [as] a necessary supplement to
it"® would be "a large part of the answer" to the need "to
show strength inconspicuously, to have military power present
and taken into account in the calculations of all concerned
but without raising political difficulties...."®

An American policy for use of conventional forces in a
limited war against the USSR in Iran was unrealistic and
confined to "principle" because, as noted above, the US lacked
the capability and the regional political and logistic support
necessary to fight and thwart, much less defeat the Soviets.
In practice America’s strategic policy intended to deter a
Soviet attack by heavy reliance on the threat of retaliation
with nuclear weapons. The difficulty in this policy lay in
forging a credible link, without regionally-based conventional
US forces to reinforce that link, between a limited war and
America’s "global", strategic nuclear deterrent. The problem
was how to persuade the Soviet Union that introducing forces
into Iran would lead to US nuclear retaliation and perhaps
general war when the American government doubted that
Azerbaijan was "vital" to the US, Britain and the West, that
loss of it alone to the Soviets would be "fatal"® and that
therefore it would not be conceded. But deterrence against
the Soviets would be successful, America assumed, because the
USSR’s unwillingness to risk military action which might

® Ibid., pp. 194-195.
¢ Ibid., p. 194.
2 Ipid., p. 197.

% Note, for instance, State, FRUS 1950 vol. 5, pp. 190-191.
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provoke US nuclear retaliation was greater than America’s
bluff/risk in proposing to protect a lesser interest, one not
"worth" a nuclear response, by jeopardizing higher interests
in other regions. If the Soviet Union did call the Americans’
bluff, because its defensive interests in Iran were perceived
to be clearly at stake and to be more important than US
defensive interests there, then probably the US would have had
to concede the Soviets’ occupation of Azerbaijan.

The United States’ strategic policy from the late 1940s
until the early 1950s in the improbable case of a major Soviet
attack upon Iran’ and perhaps other Middle Eastern states too
tended towards indirect defence. It would forgo an
impracticable direct defence of Iran and respond with
conventional counter-action in other regions. But, as shown,
in actuality it would rely mainly on retaliation with atomic
weapons, whether in Iran or in another theatre. According to
a memorandum in 1947 by the Chief of the Division of South
Asian Affairs in the State Department, a

policy of full support of the Eastern Mediterranean and
the Middle East, and particularly of 1Italy, Greece,
Turkey, and 1Iran, does not necessarily mean that
machinery would be set in motion for the direct defense
of the threatened area, but rather that counter measures
would be taken wherever and whenever it may be determined
that they could be most effective.... Whereas we propose
to take a political stand against Soviet aggression on
the Italy-Greece-Turkey-Iran front, ...in the event of
the necessity of recourse to arms, our military effort
might be concentrated elsewhere with a view to most
effective use of the forces employed.*

"In the event of Soviet-Iranian hostilities", the Secretary of
State told the American ambassador to Iran in 1947, "basic
Iranian interests would be helped or hurt primarily by

* In a major attack Soviet forces would attempt to occupy the
oilfields and installations in Khuzistan province in south-
western Iran.

® state, FRUS 1947, vol. 5, pp. 578-579.
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military and political developments in other theaters."® The
US thus accepted the risk of initiating fighting in regions of
higher priority than Iran - and incurring harm to its and its
allies’ security - in defence of a lesser, more indirect
“vital" interest. This risk was the same as that involved in
attempting to deter the Soviets’ entry into Azerbaijan alone.
But it possessed somewhat 1less bluff because the value
bestowed on Iran by the US was more credibly worth general war
and resort to nuclear weapons, if still not decisively so,
than Azerbaijan alone. (In 1950 America agreed with Britain
that "an overt Soviet attack on Iran would raise an immediate
question of general war."%) The United States would have
been willing to use the US Air Force’s Strategic Air Command
in an effort to help defend Iran and also Saudi Arabia against
a Soviet attack® or to impede the movement of Soviet forces
in Iran and delay their occupation of the Persian Gulf coast
south to Dhahran.

From about 1952-53, when America had assumed at least
informally from Britain primary responsibility for Iran’s
security against the USSR and when "massive retaliation" was
becoming the cardinal US strategic concept, the United States
proposed to deter a Soviet attack by resort almost exclusively
to use of nuclear weapons, whether tactical ones in Iran or
strategic ones against the USSR itself, if not both.

Contingency Planning to the Early 1950s
In 1950s the American Joint Chiefs of Staff and their
British counterparts addressed the desirability, should there
be war with the USSR, of demolishing the o0il fields and
installations in the Persian Gulf, particularly Iran, in order

¢ Ibid., p. 925.
% state, FRUS 1950 vol. 5, p. 190.

¢ state, FRUS 1950 vol. 3, pp. 1686-1687. Note also State,
FRUS 1950 vol. 5, p. 474. US Navy tactical air support might
also have been employed, according to State, FRUS 1951 vol. 5,
p. 33.
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to prevent their exploitation by the Soviet Union.® But
because of the very difficult lines of communication through
western Iran, they doubted whether, even if the Soviets
captured the o0il facilities intact, much oil could be got back
to the USSR. And if the refineries were destroyed, a task
easily done according to the Air Chiefs of Staff, the Soviets
would not be able to supply even their expeditionary forces in
the Middle East with Persian Gulf oil. 1In view of the limited
value of Gulf o0il to the Soviet Union and of the harmful
effect on morale in Iran and other regional states and on the
West’s Cold War position which would result from knowledge of
UK-US plans to demolish the oilfields, the British and
American Chiefs of Staff doubted seriously whether they should
proceed with making plans for demolition.

In contingency planning in the latter 1940s and the early
1950s for resistance, if not defence against a Soviet advance
to the Persian Gulf and also to the Suez cCanal, the US
attended first to the defence of Saudi Arabia. America’s most
important regional interest, its o0il concessions, lay in Saudi
Arabia and as the US position there was paramount, unlike in
Iran, Britain did not plan to defend it. While considered
important in its own right, Iran was viewed by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff as a British responsibility and as a shield
for Saudi Arabia: from "the standpoint of defensive purposes"
it offered "opportunities to conduct delaying operations
and/or operations to protect United States-controlled oil
resources in Saudi Arabia."® From a broader, regional

® This paragraph draws upon State, FRUS 1950 vol. 5, pp. 236-
237.

% state, FRUS 1946 vol. 3, p. 530. For Britain’s plan to deal
with a German attack from the Caucasus Mountains into Iran in
World War II, consult G.H.Q., M.E.F. Operation Instruction No.
118. Operations in Persia, in "Operations In The Middle East
From 1st November 1941 to 15th August 1942" A despatch
submitted to the Secretary of State for War on 27th January,
1943 by General Sir Claude J.E. Auchinleck, Commander-in-
Chief, the Middle East Forces in Supplement to the London
Gazette, 15th January, 1948, no. 38177, pp. 388-390. General
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perspective, defensive action which used Iran’s territorial
depth and difficult terrain was necessary "for preventing a
Soviet attack overrunning the whole Middle East including the
Suez-Cairo area ... before sufficient defensive forces could
be interposed."” "Holding" the Middle East was important
because it was "one of the few favorable areas for
counteroffensive action"” against the USSR. The JCS well
understood that the

most desirable course of action would be to hold the oil-
bearing areas since it would obviate the necessity for
their recapture and the 3!/, divisions and 3 fighter
groups required would be considerably less than would be
required to retake them either immediately or
subsequently. Immediate retaking of the oil areas as far
north as the Iranian areas at the head of the Gulf would
require a total of approximately 5 divisions and 5
fighter groups.”

Auchinleck’s object was to ensure the security of bases,
ports, oil supplies and refineries in Iraq and Persia and he
intended to stop the enemy as far forward as possible.
Maximum loss and delay would be inflicted upon the Germans who
would not be allowed to establish themselves south of the line
from Pahlevi through Qasvin, Hamadan, Senna, Saqgiz to
Rowanduz Gorge, along which 1line there would be prepared
defences. In Operation Instruction No. 118 and in
instructions devoted to defence against an attack into Turkey,
General Auchinleck proposed to delay the enemy’s advance, and
allow time for reinforcements to arrive, by demolishing
communications and o0il stocks in northern Iran; by holding
delaying positions astride the enemy’s main lines of advance
in country unsuited to armoured fighting vehicles and, because
the enemy was stronger, avoiding engagement except on
favourable ground; by counter-attacking the enemy’s flanks and
rear when there was satisfactory opportunity; and by
protecting advanced aerodromes from which to 1launch air
attacks. He would fight delaying actions back to southern
Iraq, if necessary, and cover the ports on the Persian Gulf.
Training in manoeuvre warfare was essential to success.

" state, FRUS 1946 vol. 3, p. 530.
N Idem.

” Quotation from "formerly top secret analyses by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff" in Joshua M. Epstein, Strategy And Force
Planning The Case of the Persian Gulf (Washington, D.C.: The
Brookings Institution, 1987), p. 86. The JCS, Epstein points
out (fn. 93, p. 87), "noted that ‘the forces for holding ...
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But, the JCS calculated, although Britain and America
"probably could not retain the major portion of the oil-
producing areas from the outset", they could "deny the enemy
use of oil-producing facilities...,"” as indicated above. US
contingency planning in the late 1940s, unilateral and with
the UK, envisaged primarily Britain delaying a Soviet advance
through Iran by destroying roads and railways at critical
points such as bridges, tunnels and mountain passes.™
Without adequate deployed forces and reinforcements, the UK
and the US would have had to concede the northern Persian Gulf
to the USSR and withdraw to Egypt. From there they would,
according to short-range US planning, regain in time - before
the end of the second year of war, when Gulf oil would become
necessary - "a portion of the Middle East oil resources...."”
When America’s strategic focus narrowed in 1953 to defence of
the "northern tier", its modification and renaming of the UK’s

"outer ring" concept, its contingency planning concentrated on

would be sufficient ... to protect the o0il areas from Soviet
airborne attacks and overland advances through Iran.’"
Approximately 23 Soviet divisions were available for
operations in the Middle East in the late 1940s and the early
1950s. See Department of State Minutes of State-Joint Chiefs
of staff Meeting in State, FRUS 1952-1954 vol. 9, pt. 1, pp.
522-523.

B state, FRUS 1948 vol. 5, The Near East, South Asia, and
Africa, .pt. 1 (Washington: United States Government Printing
office, 1975), p. 3.

 see Epstein, Strateqy And Force Planning, pp. 49-51, 56-57.
Beginning in 1949, he observes (p.13), the US devised
"options" for use of atomic weapons against targets, mainly
road and rail centres and ports, in the USSR itself as a way
of retarding a Soviet advance into Iran and Turkey.

S state, FRUS 1948 vol. 5, pt. 1, p. 2. By 1953 the JCS had
apparently concluded that Persian Gulf oil would be necessary
closer to the outbreak of war with the USSR: US military
planners were studying the defence with Britain in war "of
such limited areas as may be necessary to permit continued
exploitation of petroleum of one o0il complex determined to be
the most economically defensible in terms of force
requirements." Memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the
Secretary of Defense in State, FRUS 1952-1954 vol. 9, pt. 1,
p. 411.
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"holding" mountain passes along "a line based on the Taurus
Mountains in Southern Turkey and the Zagros Mountains in Iraq
and Iran ... [which] would thus safeguard the major oil
production areas of the Middle East."’” Under the auspices of
the Military Committee of the Baghdad Pact, the US made plans
for mountain defence but more "realistic" planning was
confined to air strikes with atomic bombs,” even though in
1952 the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff had expressed
"doubt that it would effective to use them in the mountain

passes...."®

"pPolicy" in the 1960s: Interventionism and Emphasis on

Conventional Forces, Quest for logistic Facilities

From the early 1960s deterring Soviet aggression against

Iran and, more immediately and actively as the potential
Soviet threat was perceived to become 1latent, preventing
conflict between and within regional states from producing
undesirable political change were America’s main strategic
objectives for what it began to call the "Indian Ocean area".
The Strike Command (STRICOM or STRIKE) was created in order to
provide an organized conventional capability for better
deterring or resisting a Soviet attack but mainly for
intervening in insurgencies or perhaps small wars. It
competed with the US Navy and the Marines in the
interventionist role. The United States also increased its
naval presence in the Indian Ocean in 1963-1964 in order to
show tangibly more interest in 1littoral states and to
reinforce its regional diplomacy, until all 7th Fleet aircraft
carrier task groups were committed to the Vietnam war. The

% state, FRUS 1952-1954 vol. 9, pt. 1, p. 320.

7 In the latter 1950s the US Air Force established the
Composite Air Strike Force (CASF), which emphasized the use of
tactical nuclear weapons in limited wars and possessed a
contingency plan for all conceivable trouble spots. Robert P.
Haffa, The Half War Planning U.S. Rapid Deployment Forces to

Meet a Limited Contingency, 1960-1983 (Boulder, Colorado:
Westview Press, 1984), pp. 91-92.

" State, FRUS 1952-1954 vol. 9, pt. 1, p. 239.
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Americans encouraged Britain to maintain its political and
military presence in the Indian Ocean area as much as possible
and they acquired access to British islands. Proposed
facilities there were intended first for logistic support of
intervention, until that was discarded as a means of policy in
1968, and then for helping to counterbalance the new Soviet
naval presence.

The Kennedy administration came to power in 1961
sceptical about the credibility and efficacy of nuclear
weapons for deterrence or defence against limited aggression
by the USSR, much 1less for coping with numerous small
conflicts, inter-state and, even more likely, internal, in the
Third World. The Soviets had endorsed wars of '"national
liberation" and it was feared that by supporting and
exploiting unconventional, minor conflicts they might
ultimately accumulate enough influence to shift the global
balance of power, or "correlation of forces", decisively
against the West. Not easily able to respond to limited
contingencies without resort to nuclear weapons, the US
worried about its incapacity to intervene in a Third World
conflict, whether or not the Soviets were involved, without
seriously risking a nuclear confrontation with themn.
President Kennedy and his Secretary of Defence, Robert
McNamara, resolved to develop conventional forces capable of
waging two large wars, in Europe and in East Asia, and
fighting a smaller, limited war typified as a Third World
insurgency perhaps involving Cuba.

In order for the US to be able to fight a limited war
McNamara ordered the organization of a force which could
respond to any kind of limited aggression by communist forces
promptly, with appropriate preparation and in adequate
strength. Because of the large political and economic costs
of stationing abroad all the forces needed to fight in several
theatres and because American forces could be needed for
concurrent contingencies in places other than the three most
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probable ones noted above, the US decided to enlarge its home-
based strategic reserve forces. In December 1961 it created
and based at MacDill Air Force Base in Tampa, Florida the
Strike Command. STRICOM had access, for the conduct of
exercises and contingency operations only, to the US Army’s
XVIII Corps (the 82nd Airborne Division, the 101st Air Assault
Division and the 4th Infantry Division) and the US Air Force’s
Tactical Air Command fighter, reconnaissance and troop carrier
wings.” STRIKE had two general, global purposes: to be ready
to reinforce by aerial movement of the Army forces US unified
commands such as the European Command and to be prepared for
integrated Air Force-Army operations across the entire range
of limited war, from subversion to tactical nuclear warfare.
Its capability for rapid intervention, the Kennedy
administration reasoned, could deter conflicts and prevent
them from growing by "nipping them in the bud".?® America
would achieve economy of force and flexibility in use of
STRICOM provided that an adequate number of long-range
transport aircraft and also ships were available to move
quickly and, with available regional facilities, sustain an
expeditionary force and provided that US forces were versatile
in training and equipment for fighting in mountain, desert and
jungle.

Besides being ready to augment other commands STRIKE was
intended by McNamara "‘as the primary force for use [that is,
intervention] in remote areas such as Central Africa or the

 These wings consisted of the "TAC’s 19th Air Force and CASF
capabilities." Haffa, The Half War, p. 93. The Strategic
Army Corps, consisting in 1961 of the XVIII Army Corps, was
intended by the Administration to increase to six and finally
eight divisions, all of which STRICOM would be able to draw
upon. Ibid., pp. 31, 100.

% On strike Command and its background, see Ibid., pp. 25-38,
93-105; General Paul D. Adams, "Strike Command", Military
Review (May 1962), pp. 2-10; Major General Clyde Box, "United
States Strike Command", Air University Review
(September/October 1964), pp. 2-14.




50

Middle East.’"® In November 1963 STRICOM was assigned
autonomous responsibility, previously held by the US Navy, for
all US defence activities - including the operations of the
Middle East Force, Military Assistance Advisory Groups,
exercises and the planning and execution of contingency
operations - in the Middle East, Africa south of the Sahara
and South Asia.®? The commander of STRICOM became Commander-
in-Chief MEAFSA. "CINCSTRIKE-CINCMEAFSA" was responsible also
for reacting to potential Soviet aggression against Iran.

America’s strategic contribution to Middle Eastern,
specifically Iranian, security was discussed in McNamara'’s
statement to Congress in 1964 on the US defence "posture".
The Middle East was a region "of great political instability
and uneven economic development." Although Iran bordered on
the USSR and was directly exposed to its military power,

the more immediate danger to the peace and stability of
the area is internal, and stems from: the deep-seated
animosities existing between the Arab countries and
Israel; the power struggles and rivalries among the Arab
countries themselves; and the existence of powerful
minority groups within most of these countries, such as
the Kurds in Iraq, as well as inequalities which require
social and economic reforms.®

The "internal" danger to Middle Eastern stability "confronted"
the US with "two sets of problems": to help create a setting
in which regional states could maintain internal stability and
develop their economy and society without fear of attack by

8 Haffa, The Half War, p. 98.

2 Idem. Note "Annual Report Of The Secretary Of The Air
Force" in U.S. Defense, Annual Report FY 1964, pp. 283-84.

¥ United States, Department of Defense, Statement Of Secretar
Of Defence Robert S. McNamara Before The House Armed Services

Committee On The Fiscal Year 1965-1969 Defense Program And The
Fiscal Year 1965 Budget, 1964, p. 15.




51

neighbours or of infiltration or subversion by the Communist
Bloc; and to provide a sense of security to Iran because of
its direct exposure to Soviet military power. But despite the

strategic vulnerability of Iran, it seems quite unlikely
that the Soviet Union would, in view of our mnmutual
cooperation agreement with Iran, deliberately undertake
a major aggression against that country in the near
future. In fact, if Chairman Khrushchev’s pronouncement
of a few years ago regarding Iran can be taken at face
value, the Soviet Union does not believe that military
aggression is necessary to bring Iran into the Soviet
orbit. Given the economic and social conditions
prevailing in Iran a few years ago, Chairman Khrushchev
said that Iran would in time ‘fall like a ripe fruit’
into the Soviet lap. Recent vigorous Soviet efforts to
improve relations with Iran and Communist efforts to take
credit for the Shah’s reforms indicate that Chairman
Khrushchev may not be so sure today.

.o it 1is certainly clear that the more 1likely
contingency is a covert or ambiguous aggression, using
dissident elements in Iran or neighboring nations to pave
the way for ultimate Communist takeover. In Iran, as
elsewhere in the world, the best defense against the
spread of communism is a steady improvement in economic
and social conditions, which is the primary aim of our
economic aid efforts.*

Although secondary to improving Iranian economic and social
conditions, Iran’s military security and America’s strategic
contribution to it were still important. And with regard to
that security, America’s

objective has been to help build up Iran’s military
forces to the point where they could ensure internal
security and provide at least an initial defense against
a Soviet attack across borders. Although the Iranian
military forces, with our aid, have improved
significantly during the last decade, they are still not
and never can be a match for even those Soviet forces
presently deployed along the Iranian borders, even though
the terrain favors the defense. Thus Iran could not be
expected to stand alone for very 1long against a major
attack from its northern neighbor and would require
immediate assistance from the United States; and in this
event, the defense of Iran could not be separated from

¥ Ibid., p. 16.
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the larger problem of the collective defense of the free
world.®

According to a general purpose (conventional) forces
study and related analyses conducted by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff in 1962-63, approximately four Army divisions and six
Air Force fighter-attack wings from the home-based strategic
reserve, that is, STRIKE, would be needed to meet a limited
Soviet attack against Iran.% Except in the case of a
"massive" attack by the USSR, McNamara stated in his defence
report in 1964, America with its allies possessed enough
"active forces for the initial stages of a conflict, without
immediately resorting to nuclear weapons."® Even so, he
continued, it would be

necessary to mobilize reserve component units rapidly at
the start of a conflict in order to provide the
additional forces needed to sustain combat and to
reconstitute the strategic reserve. And, in all cases,
it is clear that ultimate allied success would be heavily
dependent upon achieving early air superiority and upon
having adequate air and sea 1lift.®

8 Idem. McNamara recognized that a "direct U.S. military
intervention in defense of a nation threatened by Communist
attack ... always carries with it the danger of expanding the
area of conflict." (United States, Department of Defense,
Statement Of Secretary Of Defense Robert S. McNamara Before
The House Armed Services Committee On The Fiscal Year 1966-
1970 Defense Program And Fiscal Year 1966 Defense Budget,
February 18, 1965, p. 72.) It was expected that Iran’s CENTO
allies, Britain in particular, would also contribute forces
against a Soviet attack.

% See William W. Kaufmann, Planning Conventional Forces, 1950-
1980 (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1982),

p- 60 N
¥ U.s. Defense, Statement Of McNamara FY 1965, p. 60.

% Idem. Time and economy of force were leading considerations
in America’s planning for a limited war. The US had been
giving "a great deal of attention in recent years to the
various ways of reducing its reaction time to limited war
situations", McNamara pointed out in his defence report for
1965. (U.S. Defense, Statement Of McNamara FY 1966, p. 72.)
A capability for a quick response, in days rather than weeks,
to threatened or actual aggression could, in some cases, serve
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But insufficient airlift and sealift, STRICOM’s inadequate
readiness for quick deployment abroad and insufficient combat
support for deployed forces impaired America’s capability to
wage a limited war.¥® And although the US did procure the C-5
long-range transport aircraft, those impairments were not
greatly reduced.” Thus even if a simultaneous contingency did
not occur and distract its forces, America did not possess
enough ships and aircraft to reinforce Iran speedily with more
than a fraction of the four divisions.® Despite the Kennedy
administration’s emphasis on improving the capability of
conventional forces to fight a limited war, quite probably the
US would have had to use tactical nuclear weapons against a
Soviet attack, for which STRIKE had prepared.®

In addition to its military aid and training programmes
and its creation of Strike Command, McNamara pointed out that
the United States had

to halt it before it really got started. Thus it could do
much to forestall the need to employ much greater force later
on in order to recover lost ground. (U.S. Defense, Statement
Of McNamara FY 1965, p. 61; U.S. Defense, Statement Of
McNamara, FY 1966, p. 72.)

* Congress denied money for the "Fast Deployment Logistics"
ship for fear of encouraging the Executive branch’s
interventionist tendency. Nor did the US preposition
equipment and supplies at Diego Garcia. (For that proposal,
see below.)

¥ U.s. Defense, Statement Of McNamara FY 1965, pp. 58, 61.

% Had there been a concurrent contingency in Europe, only two
Army divisions would have been available for a 1lesser
contingency, according to Haffa, The Half War, p. 31. There
would have been even less transportation on hand to move them
and possibly Marine forces to Iran. The Vietnam war absorbed
the strategic reserve forces available in principle for a
limited war in Iran.

' see Ibid., fn. 74, p. 136. Epstein, Strateqy And Force
Planning, p. 14, states: "... a Soviet invasion of Iran was
among the key scenarios used in deriving U.S. theater nuclear
force goals in 1968." Planning by the JCS assumed that
nuclear weapons were needed in order to defeat ten Soviet
divisions in Iran.
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undertaken other steps to underscore our interest in
arresting any deterioration in the security of [the
Middle East]. Our military forces have engaged in
military exercises with ... Iran and Saudi Arabia in
order to demonstrate our capability and determination to
lend support when and if required. We have also made our
military presence visible through judicious and periodic
deployment of elements of our own forces.%

In spring 1964 STRICOM "deployed a joint task force composed
of an airborne brigade and two fighter squadrons, with
associated airlift, from the United States through Adana,
Turkey, to Iran".” There "some 6,800 U.S. Army, Navy and Air
Force personnel participated in the CENTO-sponsored Exercise
DELAWAR in the Persian Gulf ..."* and Iran with Iranian
forces. "DELAWAR provided valuable experience in planning and
conducting combined operations under Central Treaty
Organization ... auspices."® STRIKE’s involvement was
intended to show that although detente between Iran and the
Soviet Union from 1962 had made a Soviet attack upon Iran
improbable, the US still took seriously that contingency and
CENTO as a means (or at least a cover) for dealing with it.
STRIKE served as well to demonstrate a link between America’s
interest in and commitment to Iranian security and its
conventional forces in the US. The Shah’s confidence in
America’s support for him weakened when, in his view, the
Americans failed to help Pakistan in its war with India in
1965.

Earlier, in late 1962 and in 1963, the United States had
sent forces to Saudi Arabia following the outbreak in
September 1962 of civil war in North Yemen in which Egypt

2 U.s. Defense, Statement Of McNamara FY 1965, p. 17.

% wannual Report Of The Secretary Of The Air Force" in U.S.
Defense, Annual Report FY 1964, p. 295.

% waAnnual Report Of The Secretary Of Defense" in Ibid., p. 54.

% wannual Report Of The Secretary Of The Air Force" in Ibid.,
p. 295.
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intervened directly with its armed forces on the side of the
republican forces and the Saudis intervened indirectly on the
side of the royalist forces. Egyptian aircraft and destroyers
struck at Saudi border towns where royalist Yemeni forces had
support bases. Having declared its support for Saudi
territorial integrity, the Kennedy administration sent combat
aircraft on demonstration flights over Jidda and Riyadh as a
warning to Egypt against further attacks against Saudi
territory and to reassure the Saudis that the US supported
them. In January 1963 America reinforced the Middle East
Force, sending two destroyers to Jidda from the Mediterranean.
Later it sent a small detachment from the 82nd Airborne
Division under Strike Command for "training" with Saudi troops
and in summer 1963 a fighter squadron carried out training
exercises over Saudi Arabia after further Egyptian air
attacks. It was a Saudi perception, however, that although
America had warned Nasser not to "carry the air war to the
Saudi interior and inflict ... severe damage",

there was no assurance that he would heed the warning or
that [despite its military display] the United States
would react effectively if he did not. After all, the
United States was tolerating the bombing of the border
areas on the grounds advanced by the Egyptians that these
were staging points and bases for the royalists.%

But

as the Egyptians continued to bomb and shell the Saudi
border areas without being molested by the U.S. Air
Force, it became apparent that the American ‘protection’
extended only to the o0il facilities and to an
‘unprovoked’ extension of the war into the interior of
Saudi Arabia. The border areas, insofar as they served
as bases for the forces opposing the Egyptians, were
apparently fair game as far as the United States was
concerned.?

% safran, Saudi Arabia, p. 200.

9 Ibid., pp. 96-97.
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From 1960 intervention was a principal theme in planning
for the Indian Ocean area by the US Navy. Anticipating the
Kennedy administration’s interventionist/limited war outlook
outlined above, the Navy perceived that decolonization would
lead to instability within newly independent states, to
conflicts between them and to anti-Western nationalism and
non-alignment, all of which the Soviets and the Chinese would
try to manipulate to their advantage. US intervention might
be necessary in order to support friendly governments, restore
stability, forestall communist attempts to gain power and
thereby eliminate the USSR’s opportunity to gain influence.®
According to Navy planners America would have "to sustain a
military presence in the Indian Ocean, both to support US
prestige with displays of force, and, when required, to
‘intervene promptly to defeat aggression or subversion,
restore order and/or evacuate Western inhabitants’".® The
Navy and the Marines, they asserted, gave the US independence
and flexibility of operations for intervention and the
prosecution of limited wars; and intervention - in fact, a
traditional proprietorial role of the Navy and the Marines -
provided .a role for aircraft carriers now that Polaris fleet
ballistic missile submarines would soon take over the Navy’s
contribution to strategic nuclear deterrence against the USSR.

By reviving its interventionist role the Navy competed
with Strike Command. The USN judged STRICOM to be unnecessary
because it and the Marines already had an adequate ground and
air capability for mounting interventions. It resented
STRICOM'’s acquisition of the role as primary agent of American
intervention and of responsibility for all US military

% For the American Navy’s view of decolonization and its
repercussions, see William Stivers, America’s Confrontation
with Revolutionary Change in the Middle East, 1948-83
(Basingstoke, Hampshire: Macmillan Press, 1986), pp. 28-32.

% Ibid., p. 31. Stivers quotes from a memorandum prepared in
June 1960 by the Long-Range Objectives Group for the Chief of
Naval Operations: "Assuring a Future Base Structure in the
African Indian Ocean Area". Note also Ibid., pp. 32-33.
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activities in the Middle East. A secondary role, in support
of intervention/limited war operations by STRIKE, would, the
Navy feared, lead to its subordination, if not ultimately loss
of autonomy to the Army and the Air Force. Anxious that those
two services might come to monopolize the interventionist
"mission", the USN refused to cooperate and commit forces to
Strike Command, thereby impairing STRICOM’s planning and its
operational capability.!®

The US Navy also entertained plans for increasing its
presence in the Indian Ocean but the main impetus for that
measure came from the Presidency and the State Department,
which thought that more naval deployments would possess
important political signalling and display value. US aircraft
carrier task groups had visited the Indian Ocean area in 1960
and 1961.'" In autumn 1962 America’s review of available
military resources when India asked for emergency air defence
help during its war with China "revealed serious weaknesses in

10 Haffa, The Half War, pp. 96-97.

100 The American task groups could of course fight as well as
display. According to Hermann F. Eilts, "Security
Considerations in the Persian Gulf", International Security 5
(Fall 1980), 108,

[d]uring the ... 1961 Iragi threat against Kuwait, the
Secretary of State and the Chief of Naval Operations,
with the concurrence of the President, took the
initiative to offer augmentation to the British task
force deployed to Kuwait in the form of a small United
States naval flotilla, Solantimity, then visiting
Mombasa, if such would be needed. The British Cabinet,
after deliberation, declined the American offer with
thanks, just in time to permit the lead destroyers to be
turned back before transitting the Straits of Hormuz.
The incident underscored Washington’s recognition that
the strategic and economic importance of the Gulf area
warranted deployment of American forces, if needed, to
safeguard the political independence of friendly area
states and to protect American and Western interests
there.
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the ability to respond even to limited contingencies...."®
Partly as a result of that review the State Department "became
convinced of the need to have a U.S. military presence to lend
muscle to American diplomacy in the region and to underline,
for ... friends ..., U.S. ability to meet its commitments."!®
Its view was reinforced when in March 1963 the US encountered
difficulty in gaining staging and overflying permission for
fighter aircraft deploying to Saudi Arabia in response to the
Saudis’ request for help against Egyptian air raids upon their
territory. The "political problems" caused by the movement of
the aircraft Yroused" Kennedy’s "interest in a US carrier
presence in the Indian Ocean" and he asked the Department of
Defence to "consider carrier task force cruises as part of its
strategic planning for the area."'® Task groups visited the
Indian Ocean twice in 1963 - the Essex task group took part in
the annual CENTO exercise, MIDLINK - and consideration was
given to stationing there an aircraft carrier amphibious group

or deploying periodically a "small fleet".!® Because
McNamara and the Navy commands in the Mediterranean and the
Pacific opposed an Indian Ocean "fleet", that proposal was
rejected. But "periodic <cruises were deemed highly
desirable"!® and in March 1964 President Johnson authorized
"the beginning of what was to be a policy of introducing U.S.

12 Gary Sick, "The Evolution of U.S. Strategy Toward the Indian
Ocean and Persian Gulf Regions", in The Great Game Rivalry in
the Persian Gulf and South Asia, ed. Alvin Z. Rubinstein (New
York: Praeger Publishers, 1983), p. 54. Walter K. Andersen,
"Emerging Security Issues in the Indian Ocean: An American
Perspective", in Superpower Rivalry In The Indian Ocean
Indian And American Perspectives, eds. Selig S. Harrison, K.
Subrahmanyam (New York: Oxford University Press, 1989), pp.
19-20, notes that the US "dispatched the U.S.S. Enterprise to
the Bay of Bengal in the wake of the 1962 Sino-Indian war to
help provide air cover to Calcutta if ... necessary."

8 gjck, "Evolution of Strategy", p. 54.
14 stivers, America’s Confrontation, p. 44.

15 christian Science Monitor, December 22, 1962; New York
Times, December 13, 1963.

16 stivers, America’s Confrontation, p. 44.
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military power into the Indian Ocean region on an intermittent
but regular basis."'” o0Only two deployments, in April-May and
August-~-September 1964, took place before this "policy" was
discontinued when the 7th Fleet, from which the deploying task
groups were drawn, became preoccupied with the second Vietnam

war.

Although a support base was unnecessary for aircraft
carrier task groups making routine peacetime cruises and
paying port visits, US Navy planners had identified by 1960 a
need to acquire secure access to logistic facilities in the
Indian Ocean area. They would support potential contingency
operations, whether intervention or a sustained "show of
force" in a crisis, in which the tempo of operations would be
much higher than usual. The essential condition for secure
access was that facilities be free from the danger that the
Navy could be evicted from them for political reasons. The
availability of mainland bases was declining and it would
continue to do so as British colonies became independent.
Access to those bases was politically unreliable: a new state
was unlikely to support intervention against another Indian
Ocean area state. And even if the purpose of US contingency
operations proved to be acceptable to it, arrangement of
access to its facilities might be slow and their use would be
strictly ad hoc and of limited scope and duration. If America
waited until the need for logistic support facilities was
immediate and compelling, it might be "too late" to acquire
access either to bases or to safe sites where dependence on
the host state could be avoided and facilities could be
constructed.

The US Navy’s "solution" to the identified requirement
for secure logistic facilities was the "strategic island"
concept, formally proposed in June 1960. 1Its rationale was
that only small, 1lightly populated islands of British

17 sick, "Evolution of Indian Ocean Strategy", p. 54.
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archipelago colonies

could safely be held ‘under the full control of the West
in face of the currents of nationalism’. Prompt action
should be taken to segregate these territories from
larger political units due for independence. This was
particularly important in the case of Diego Garcia, ‘a
large atoll ideally suited to be the primary Western
fleet base and air staging position in the 1Indian
Ocean’!%®

because of its position in the centre of the ocean roughly
equi-distant (2,000 miles) from potential operating areas.
Aldabra, about 500 miles south-east of Dar es-Salaam in (then)
Tanganyika, and other islands were "possible 1links in a
strategic chain stretching from Ascension in the South
Atlantic through ... the Indian Ocean to Australia, and thence
to Subic Bay in the Philippines",!” the main base of the 7th
Fleet. The Navy submitted a proposal for detaching and
"stockpiling" "strategic islands" to the Joint Chiefs of Staff
who early in 1962 "recommended making arrangements with the
British that would assure the availability of selected islands
in the Indian Ocean; by 1963, Defense had firm plans for
facilities in Diego Garcia."'

The Navy’s proposal was supported by the State
Department, which viewed it as an important way to encourage
Britain to maintain its traditional political and military

18 stivers, America’s Confrontation, p. 34, quoting further
from "Assuring a Future Base Structure in the African Indian
Ocean Area'". Note also Sick, "Evolution of Indian Ocean
Strategy", p. 53. Diego Garcia lay about 1,100 miles south-
southwest from the southern tip of India. It had an area of
6,710 acres and its lagoon was 13 miles long and 5 !/, miles
wide.

1% stivers, America’s Confrontation, p. 35.

10 ynited States, General Accounting Office, Financial And
Legal Aspects Of The Agreement On The Availability Of Certain
Indian Ocean Islands For Defense Purposes, Report Of The
Comptroller General Of The United States (January 7, 1976), p.
4.
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presence in the Indian Ocean area. Island military facilities
would help the United States to bring its military power to
bear, intervening if necessary, and enhance regional
stability. But they would also enable the US to avoid new
security commitments and to keep its security - and
interventionist - role secondary to that of Britain, which was
more acceptable and knowledgeable in mounting "peacekeeping"
operations. Current British strategic policy "envisioned
stationing at Aden mobile forces, which would move to trouble
spots on commando carriers or transport aircraft."!!! And in
light of the fact that "the territorial and financial bases of
British power were withering away",

Anglo-American joint development of island facilities
would accord with British thinking and permit [the UK’s]
mobile forces to remain effective when the Aden base was
lost. This was crucial, American officials thought, to
US hopes for strengthening the ‘overall Western military
posture in the Indian Ocean’ with moves ‘to complement
(but not in any way to replace) the existing British
effort in the area’.

The strategic islands would serve an economic
purpose as well. ... An American share in the cost of
constructing island facilities would subsidise the
British presence...."!??

When in February 1964 formal discussions started between

M gtjvers, America’s Confrontation, p. 46.

12 Tdem. Stivers draws from a State Department memorandum,
‘Proposed Note to the British Government Concerning Possible
Long-term Development of Base Facilities in the Indian Ocean
Area’, 25 April, 1963; a 3joint memorandum by the State
Department and the Defence Department, ‘Defense Problems in
the Indian Ocean Area’, 21 January, 1964; ‘U.S. Defense
Interests in the Indian Ocean. Memorandum of U.K./U.S. London
Discussions, February 1964’, State Department, 3 March, 1964;
and a letter from the State Department to the Defence
Department, 7 December, 1966. A "power vacuum" in the Indian
Ocean area filled by the USSR and China if and when Britain
withdrew (and the US did not respond) was used by the Johnson
administration as a general justification for Diego Garcia, in
addition to "the perceived need for future support facilities
in the context of long-term contingency planning." Note Sick,
"Evolution of Indian Ocean Strategy", p. 55.
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British and American officials about the feasibility of
establishing joint staging posts in the Indian Ocean, both
sides understood that "any new facilities would be
complementary to the British bases at Aden and Singapore,
which the United States continued to regard as essential for
the security of the area."'B

Neither party wished to station large, permanent forces
in the region. But both saw the need to back up vital
Western interests with military power. The strategic
scheme would let them have things both ways, providing
logistics centres and staging posts for sea or airborne
forces which would make up in mobility what they lacked
in numerical strength.!"

Britain favoured Aldabra for supporting airborne forces
intervening in East Africa while the American negotiators,
keen that the islands selected should be detached promptly and
placed under British sovereignty,

had a primary interest in building facilities on Diego
Garcia. If surveys confirmed US expectations, the island
would support a wide range of military actions. The navy
had an immediate need for a communications centre. But
over the 1long term, more extensive development was
contemplated. Harbour dredging would provide anchorage
for ‘a carrier task force, and amphibious and support
ships’. Fuel, equipment [and] ammunition might be
prestocked (either on the ground or on ‘floating depots’)
for subsequent ‘marrying with mobile combat units which
might be deployed into the area’. Such stockpiles could
supply ‘a substantial portion of an army division ... An
airbase might support cargo, carrier, and tanker

3 parby, British Defence Policy East of Suez, 1947-1968,

p. 265. McNamara had at first opposed the project for joint
facilities, because "it would be disastrous if the navy got
hold of another ocean". (Idem) But he was prepared to support
a small-scale undertaking once it became clear that the Indian
Ocean area would remain primarily a British responsibility and
that the arrangement could not lead to the creation of an
American Indian Ocean fleet.

14 gtivers, America’s Confrontation, pp. 47-48. According to
the Washington Post, August 29, 1964 and the Cleveland Plain
Dealer, August 30, 1964, Diego Garcia was designated for
construction of an airstrip, anchorage and communications
station at a cost of $25 million.
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aircraft.’ BAerial surveillance, anti-submarine patrols
and air logistics operations could be conducted from such
a base.!’ (Brackets in text.)

A survey by Britain and America in summer 1964 of
possible sites for facilities confirmed Diego Garcia and
Aldabra as very good possibilities. Talks between the two
sides in April 1965 narrowed the choice of sites and the
Americans reiterated their sense of urgency that the
administrative transfer to direct British sovereignty of the
islands selected had to be completed before the UK and
Mauritius began to confer in late 1965 about that colony’s
independence. In autumn 1965 the British reached agreement
with the Seychelles, another colony, for detachment of
Aldabra, Desroches and Farquahar islands and with Mauritius
for detachment of the Chagos archipelago, of which Diego
Garcia was part. In November 1965 the UK formed those islands
into the British Indian Ocean Territory (BIOT).

The selection of the islands to make up BIOT had been
governed by the planning requirements of the Royal Air Force
and the USAF and Strike Command on the one hand and of the US
Navy on the other hand, and the conflict of emphasis between
those requirements led to contention about whether facilities
should be constructed first on Diego Garcia or Aldabra. But
when in February 1966 the RAF won a debate with the Royal Navy
about the predominance in future British defence of 1land-
versus aircraft carrier-based air power, the informal alliance
of the RAF and the USAF prevailed and Britain and America
concurred "that Aldabra should be the first island ...
developed".!'® planning by Britain and America for Aldabra
was delayed in 1967 because, although the conditions for the
US to lease BIOT and construct facilities there had been

5 stivers, America’s Confrontation, p. 48.

116 Xim C. Beazley and Ian Clark, The Politics of Intrusion The

Super Powers and the Indian Ocean (Sydney: Alternative
Publishing Cooperative Ltd., 1979), p. 7.
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negotiated and an agreement had been signed at the end of
December 1966,!" the two sides differed about what should be
built on it and how construction costs, higher than first
estimated, should be divided. Underlying those differences
was disagreement about the nature and extent of political and
military cooperation between the US and the UK "east of Suez".
Heavily engaged in the Vietnam war, the Americans could not
offer Britain the collaboration it sought or the money it
needed in order to buttress its military capability in the
Indian Ocean area. In Britain plans for the Aldabra staging
post were held up while the Ministry of Defence tried to
recast its strategic policy for the area within the limits of
a straightened budget. Also there was opposition to the
Aldabra project at home and abroad from conservationists who
campaigned to protect the island’s unique natural environment.
Finally, when the pound sterling was devalued in November
1967, the Wilson government had to enforce further economies
and the plans for Aldabra were cancelled.

In February 1967, well before the Aldabra project was
abandoned and the competition from its service rivals was
eliminated, the US Navy had proposed an "austere support
facility" at Diego Garcia costing $26 million. The "main
thrust" of the Navy’s proposal "was to create an oiling
station for carrier task forces transiting from Norfolk,

17 In an exchange of notes on December 30, 1966 Britain and
America agreed on the "Availability Of Certain Indian Ocean
Islands For Defense Purposes" of both governments "as they may
arise". BIOT would remain under British sovereignty and after
an initial period of fifty years, the agreement would continue
in force for a further twenty years unless one party informed
the other of its intention to end the agreement. Both
governments had to approve in principle the construction of
all facilities on BIOT. The text of the agreement is in
United States, Congress, House, Committee On International

Relations, Diego Garcia, 1975: The Debate Over The Base And

The Island’s Former Inhabitants, Hearings Before The Special
Subcommittee On Investigations, 94th Cong., 1st sess., 1975,

pp. 50-55.
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Virginia to battle stations off Vietnam."® A memorandum in
July 1967 by the Joint Chiefs of Staff - ‘Proposed Naval
Facility on Diego Garcia’ - evaluated favourably the Navy’s
proposal in the broad context of the interventionist ethos
which informed US strategic planning for the Indian Ocean area
in the 1960s.!” That memorandum

provided a list of situations in which US military power
might be deployed from a Diego Garcia staging post.
Twenty possibilities were 1listed - all comprising
internal and regional crises, none involving Soviet
military action in the area. Disturbances in India,
political unrest in Ceylon, secession of East Pakistan
from West Pakistan, an Iraqi attack on Kuwait or Iran,
hostilities between Ethiopia and Somalia, and between
Somalia and Kenya, domestic upheaval in Ethiopia - these
and more were presented as cases requirin us
interventionist capabilities in the Indian Ocean.!?

on Diego Garcia the JCS

envisioned a multi-purpose staging area to support US
military action throughout the littoral. The $26 million
facility proposed by the Navy could provide a basis for
massive movements of US forces into the region in
‘contingency situations’. Moreover, although ‘the
initial project would be primarily a naval facility, the
bulk of investment would provide improvements of a

18 From "American Strategy In The Indian Ocean: The Proposed
Base On Diego Garcia", prepared statement by Dr. Earl C.
Ravenel in United States, Congress, House, Committee On

Foreign Affairs, Proposed Expansion Of U.S. Military

Facilities In The Indian Ocean, Hearing Before The
Subcommittee On The Near East And South Asia, 93rd Cong., 2nd

sess., 1974, p. 86.

19 gee Stivers, America’s Confrontation, pp. 54-56. The
memorandum repeated the points made (and discussed above) by
the USN in 1960 and noted, as had other memoranda, that
America had to develop Diego Garcia quickly in order to avoid
paying an even higher political price in opposition from
Indian Ocean states and the USSR.

120 1pid., pp. 55-56.
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general purpose nature which could be developed further
to meet additional future requirements’ - such as air
force operations.!

The American navy’s proposal was rejected by McNamara in
October 1967 after it had been shown in a study by the Office
of the Secretary of Defense (0SD) that refuelling at Diego
Garcia would be more costly and time-consuming than refuelling
from an oil tanker from the Persian Gulf. More importantly
the 0SD study

rebutted the notion that any of the two dozen
contingencies mentioned by the Joint Chiefs of staff
would require or respond to the use of Diego Garcia. 1In
some cases it was reasonable to assume that a country
that had been attacked would offer us ports, airfields,
and staging places if it wanted or deserved our help. In
other cases Diego Garcia ... would be too remote to be of
any direct use at all. In still other cases military
intervention, from any base, could not control certain
kinds of trouble, such as slowly developing political
instability. We also pointed out that an American
initiative ... would promote an American-Soviet arms race
in yet another geographic area that had ... been spared
that affliction.!?

But in June 1968, the new Secretary of Defence approved a Navy
proposal to construct a "modest logistic support base" at
Diego Garcia with five functions: support of aerial
surveillance of Soviet naval activity which had begun in the
Indian Ocean in March 1968; communications; a low profile and,
it was hoped, politically unprovocative presence; support, for
example, re-fuelling, for aircraft carrier operations in
crises; and provision of a fall-back base for the Middle East

2t 1pid., p. 55. According to Ravenal, U.S. House, Proposed
Expansion, p. 87, "the whole 1list of functions" for Diego
Garcia "originally conceived by the Joint Chiefs of staff"
consisted of "oil storage, communications, air staging and
operations, staging of ground forces, forward basing of
submarines and other vessels - at a cost of about 6§55
million." He does not indicate whether the submarines
envisioned to be based in the Indian Ocean were strategic
nuclear ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs).

12 1pid., p. 86.
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Force, should it be evicted from Bahrain.!? According to the
Navy’s "Indian Ocean Base Study" from which the proposal was
derived, America needed an ability to operate in the Indian
Ocean "for two purposes":

1. Surveillance. To keep an eye on ... Soviet vessels,
for intelligence ..., and for deterrence: police patrols
deter armed crime, and fear of untimely discovery deters
political and economic skullduggery.

2. Influence. To make it clear to the peripheral nations
that the U.S. retains interest and power in the area, and
does not intend to abandon the Indian Ocean to the
status of a Soviet lake.'?

Specifically, Diego Garcia would provide berthing for an
aircraft carrier task group and oilers, an air strip and
facilities for communications, oil storage and minor repairs.
The proposal was accepted despite another 0SD study’s findings
that a facility still was unnecessary because, besides the
reasons noted above, satellites would soon come to provide
communications; "all the political liabilities"™ - opposition
from the littoral states and the Soviets - "remained"; and "ad
hoc and temporary" deployments by 7th Fleet "contingents"
could "handle" contingencies amenable to US intervention at a
lower cost.!®

In January 1969 the Navy through the Department of
Defence requested authorization from Congress for the first
increment of funding for the proposed $26 million "austere
logistic support facility" called Project "Rest Stop". A
facility had become necessary, according to the USN, in order

13 see William H. Lewis, "How a Defense Planner Looks at
Africa", in Africa: From Mystery to Maze, ed. Helen Kitchen
(Lexington, Massachusetts: Lexington Books, 1976), p. 289;
letters by Stuart B. Barber in U.S. House, Proposed Expansion,
p. 175.

124 y.s. House, Proposed Expansion, p. 175.

123 Ravenal in U.S. House, Proposed Expansion, p. 87.
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to insure Navy readiness in the South Atlantic, Indian
and Western Pacific Oceans. Access to ports for
bunkering and resupply had diminished.... Communications
in the 1Indian Ocean are tenuous without satisfactory
coverage of the Mid-Indian Ocean area. Lack of fuelling
facilities and immediately responsive communications,
while not prohibiting naval  operations, limits
operational flexibility. No military facilities of any
nature exist in this area and a new facility is required
for ship refuelling, limited aviation, and
communications.!?

In place of the interventionist rationale abandoned the
previous year in reaction to the Vietnam war, Project "Rest
Stop’s" wider justification for a facility on Diego Garcia
proposed that now the US had to respond to the "vacuum" caused
by Britain’s announced withdrawal from "east of Suez" and to
the increasing Soviet naval presence and to Chinese influence
both of which were trying to fill that "vacuum".'” The
Navy’s request for funding was rejected in late 1969 as a
result of strong opposition from the Senate Appropriations
Committee to the United States becoming committed to "another"
naval base and to sustained operations in the Indian Ocean
area. Although thwarted the US Navy resolved to persevere in
its intention to establish a logistic facility at Diego Garcia
(see Chapters Two and Three): at bottom it expected that naval
or maritime operations and a secure logistic facility for
their support would be necessary in the future for defence of
American interests in an area inherently unstable.

Rudiments of Policy
By the end of the 1960s two of the three rudiments of US
strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area had lapsed into

dormancy: deterrence of a potential Soviet land threat to
Iran, because of Soviet-Iranian detente and growing detente

126 ynited States, Congress, Senate, Committee On
Appropriations, Second Supplemental Appropriations For Fiscal
Year 1974, Hearings On H.R. 14013, pt. 2, 93rd Cong., 2nd
sess., 1974, p. 2114.

127 washington Post, May 19, 1974.
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between the US and the USSR; and intervention in conflicts
between or within littoral states, because it was discredited
as a policy option in reaction to the Vietnam war.

Naval display, the third rudiment, remained active if
only in a minor way, and until 1979 it was the core of
America’s strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area created
in 1970. Why that policy was created and its purpose, nature,
substance and the influences upon it are analyzed in the next
chapter.
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CHAPTER TWO

CREATION OF POLICY, 1970

The United States created in 1970 a strategic policy for
the Indian Ocean area in response to Britain’s announcement in
1968 of its virtual military withdrawal from "east of Suez" by
late 1971 and to a new, potential threat posed by the Soviet
navy’s entry into the Indian Ocean, also in 1968. That policy
was influenced by America’s security policy for the Persian
Gulf region originated in 1969-1970 in 1light of the Nixon
Doctrine which precluded new US security commitments. Because
a direct US military security role in the Persian Gulf-Indian
Ocean area was neither necessary, the Nixon administration
concluded, nor wanted by the littoral states, the purposes of
America’s strategic policy were strictly political: to display
concern for US interests and friends and to counterbalance the
Soviet naval presence, thereby reassuring friendly states as
Britain withdrew. The United States’ "low profile" presence
consisted of the small Middle East Force, occasional exercises
or deployments by detachments from the 7th Fleet and, from
1973, a communications station and a staging point for
surveillance aircraft at Diego Garcia. The limited facilities
at Diego Garcia represented a policy compromise between the
National Security Council, which had sought to avoid building
any facilities there as part of keeping America’s Indian Ocean
presence very low and trying to reach an arms control
agreement with the USSR, and the US Navy, which had wanted to
establish a standing presence which would "match" its Soviet
counterpart and to construct at Diego Garcia a logistic
facility for supporting that presence.

This chapter examines first the context of the creation
of US strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area: America’s
interests, its assessment of the threats to them and its
security policy for the Persian Gulf. Then are analyzed the
objectives and premises of America’s strategic policy and the
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conflict between the National Security Council and the US Navy
about the significance of the Soviet naval presence, what was
an appropriate strategic policy and whether a 1logistic
facility should be constructed at Diego Garcia. Finally,
littoral states’ challenges to America’s strategic mobility
and flexibility in the Indian Ocean are surveyed and the
response by Indian Ocean countries and the USSR to US policy
is discussed.

Security Policy
In devising a strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area,

the Executive branch of the American government recognised
that the "Indian Ocean is of less strategic importance to the
United States than other oceanic regions such as the North
Atlantic, the Mediterranean, and the North Pacific in the
current context of world security posture."! From 1971
through 1975 US political, economic and military interests in
the Indian Ocean would "be of a substantially lower order than
those in ... the Atlantic and the Pacific".? About 30 of the
then 126 members of the United Nations with one-third of the
world’s population were littoral or hinterland states of the
Indian Ocean and of them India, Pakistan, Indonesia, Iran,

! From "Statement of Robert J. Pranger, Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense (International Security Affairs) For
Policy Plans and National Security Affairs" in United States,
Congress, House, Committee on Foreign Affairs, The Indian
Ocean: Political And Strateqgic Future, Hearings Before The
Subcommittee On National Security Policy And Scientific
Developments, 92nd Cong., 1lst sess., 1971, p. 171.

2 From "Statement of Hon. Ronald I. Spiers, Director Of The
Bureau Of Politico-Military Affairs, Department Of State" in
Ibid., p. 168. The statements above by Spiers and Pranger
probably drew from "Soviet and Friendly Naval Involvement in
the Indian Ocean Area, 1971-1975", National Security Study
Memorandum 104, November 9, 1970 and "Follow-on Study of
Strategy Toward Indian Ocean", National Security Study
Memorandum 110, December 22, 1970. See Stivers, America’s
Confrontation, fn. 4, pp. 116-117. Howard Wriggins discusses
"U.S. Interests In The Indian Ocean", in The Indian Ocean: Its
Political, Economic and Military Importance, eds. Alvin J.
Cottrell, R.M. Burrell (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1972),
pp. 357-377.
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Egypt and, in some ways, South Africa played a significant
international role. The littoral states’ political stability
and economic development, the peaceful resolution of inter-
state conflicts and good relations with each country were
America’s general interests in the Indian Ocean area, above
all the Persian Gulf.} 1Its interest in the Gulf states’
orderly political evolution under "moderate" governments
hospitable to US economic interests derived from their
possession of oil. Although the Persian Gulf’s position as
part of the Middle Eastern "bridge" for communication between
Europe, Asia and Africa and as the "backyard" of the Arab-
Israeli conflict and its proximity to the southern USSR were
well appreciated by the US, most important was the region’s
immense o0il resources, amounting in the early 1970s to more
than sixty per cent of the world’s proven o0il reserves.
Assured continuous access to that oil was a vital economic
necessity for America’s allies in Western Europe, over fifty
per cent of whose oil imports came from that region, and for
Japan, over eighty per cent of whose o0il imports came from
there. And it meant that the US had

a major strategic interest in the Persian Gulf oil supply
to Western Europe and Japan. Interdiction of the flow of
Persian Gulf oil to Japan and to Western Europe could
cripple those economies in a very short period of
time.... Alternate supplies to meet the vast fuel
requirements of these industrial nations would not be
readily available, and in any event, major realinement

3 For a review of US interests in the Persian Gulf, see
"Background Study Of The Persian Gulf Area Prepared By The
Department Of State" in United States, Congress, House,
Committee On Foreign Affairs, U.S. Interests In And Policy
Toward The Persian Gulf, Hearings Before The Subcommittee On
The Near East And South Asia, 92nd Cong., 2nd sess., 1972, pp.
139-141. In regions of the Indian Ocean area other than the
Persian Gulf, the US had no "critical interests". On South
Asia, for example, see United States, Congress, House,
Committee On Foreign Affairs, United States Interests In And
Policies Toward South Asia, Hearings Before the Subcommittee
Oon The Near East and South Asia, 93rd Cong., 1st sess., 1973,
pp. 82-92, 161-175.
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(sic) of supply sources and distribution systems would be
required to keep these economies going without Persian
Gulf oil.*

By the early 1970s America’s interest in the Persian Gulf no
longer pertained only to its allies’ o0il requirements, to the
dependence on Gulf oil of its naval forces in the Pacific and
other US forces in Asia and Europe and to the investments and
profits of US oil companies which were now yielding control of
oil production to regional states. Direct American dependence
on Gulf oil was increasing; it had risen from two per cent of
US o0il imports in the middle 1960s to about ten per cent by
1972. By 1980, it was estimated, America would depend on
Gulf, mainly Saudi and Iranian, oil for one-half of its oil
imports and for one-quarter of its total oil consumption. Of
wider importance was the Persian Gulf states’ rising income
from o0il and its consequences: an expanding market for US
goods and services, the regional states’ sizable investments
in the American and other Western economies, their increasing
holdings of foreign exchange and their new prominence in the
international financial and monetary system.

The "prime importance" to the US that the Persian Gulf
states’ o0il "remain available" gave it an interest in their
territorial integrity and independence: the "United States
would not want to see the o0il, population, territory, and
other resources of the region fall under the control of any
adversary or combination of adversaries able to threaten..."’
it. "Specifically, we would be concerned if Chinese or Soviet
influence in the area extended to control of the water areas
or significant parts of the littoral."® Although "no littoral
state is of direct strategic importance to the security of the

4 U.S. House, Indian Ocean Future, p. 171.
5 Idenm.

¢ Ibid., p. 165.
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United States"’, the Americans did possess an interest in
containing "Soviet military power within its present borders"!
and limiting Soviet influence. The sea lanes of the Indian
Ocean were not vital to America but many of its allies had

essential sea 1lines of communication that cross the
Indian Ocean - Australia to the United Kingdom and
Western Europe, Japan to Europe, Iran to Europe....
Twenty percent (sic) of the world’s maritime shipping is
on the Indian Ocean on any one day. Interdiction of sea
lines of communication, although a wartime threat, is a
peacetime strategic concern. Capability to maintain
these sea lines of communication in the event of war is
a strategic objective of maritime states, and is thus of
strategic importance to the United States.’

Oon the other hand America did have an interest in free access
to the Indian Ocean and free movement across it by its ships
and aircraft, commercial and military. It was a "fundamental
strategic interest" that the Indian Ocean "remain available
... for the deployment of naval forces for reaction to
contingencies affecting U.S. security and vital interests."!®

The threats to America’s interests in the Indian Ocean
area were perceived to be "of relatively 1low order"!,
although there was "endemic instability" within and conflict
between many regional states which in the case of the Persian
Gulf could jeopardize the availability of oil. Many countries

7 Ibid., p. 171. The US, as noted in Chapter One, had no
security treaty obligations in the Persian Gulf-Arabian Sea
area.

! From "Statement of James H. Noyes, Deputy Assistant Secretary
of Defense (ISA) for Near Eastern, African, and South Asian
Affairs" in United States, Congress, House, Committee on
Foreign Affairs, New Perspectives On The Persian Gulf,
Hearings Before The Subcommittee On The Near East And South
Asia, 93rd Cong., 1st sess., 1973, p. 39. (Noyes retained
this position until 1976).

® U.S. House, Indian Ocean Future, p. 171.
10 7dem.

1 1pid., p. 168.
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were experiencing rapid, unsettling political, economic and
social change. There were, for example, insurgencies and
autonomy or secessionist movements in Pakistan, Sri Lanka,
Iraq, Oman and Ethiopia; rivalries or territorial disputes or
both between India and Pakistan, Iran and Iraqg, North Yemen
and South Yemen and the Somalis and Ethiopia and Kenya. A
Marxist regime in South Yemen and a socialist one in Iraq
threatened traditional rule in Saudi Arabia and its Gulf Arab
neighbours, which were also subject to tensions created by the
Arab-Israeli conflict. The US was aware, as noted above, of
the USSR’s intention to enlarge its influence and presence in
the Indian Ocean area. There Soviet "influence can grow at
the expense of Western and, to a lesser degree, Chinese
influence by exploiting targets of opportunity among the
revolutionary and nationalist forces...."!? Thus "the
instability and intra-regional antagonisms that characterize
much of the Indian Ocean area could serve to promote Soviet
interests at the expense of..."" American interests. But
the Soviets would not make direct use of their armed forces in

order to achieve policy objectives.

With the gradual improvement in relations between the
USSR and Iran and between the USSR and [the US], 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.!

It was "in the expansion and classic peacetime employment
of their Navy in the Indian Ocean area" that the Soviets had
"made a recent dramatic impact."’ They had "moved from their

2 1pid., p. 165.

B Ibid., p. 164.

¥ U.s. House, New Gulf Perspectives, p. 39.

15 y.s. House, Indian Ocean Future, p. 166. For discussion of
the sources and purposes of Soviet strategic involvement in
the Indian Ocean area, consult Geoffrey Jukes, The Indian

Ocean _in Soviet Naval Policy, Adelphi Paper No. 87 (London:
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traditional land-centered, defense of the homeland role to one
using their Navy worldwide as an instrument of policy"!® and
they had established a permanent presence in the Indian Ocean,
averaging 10 ships in 1970 (and 14-16 ships by 1973),
"regardless of [America’s] own plans or activities in the
area."!” If they succeeded in acquiring access to the naval
base and air base at Aden in South Yemen or to port and air
facilities in Somalia or elsewhere such as India or Iraq, they
would be able to support much better their naval squadron in
the Arabian Sea, potentially for operations in crises or for
interdicting the West’s sea 1lines of communication. The
United States faced

the prospect of enhanced Soviet politico-military power
flanking Africa, South and Southeast Asia and Australia.
This calls attention to the growing Soviet naval
capability in reference to the so-called choke points
which control ingress and egress to and from the basin.
These include Bab El1 Mandab at the southern entrance to
the Red Sea, the Gulf (sic) of Hormuz at the narrow of
the Persian Gulf and the politically less vulnerable
Straits of Malacca and Sunda.

The practical effect of the Soviet presence athwart
lines of communication would ... be acutely felt in the
case of all-out hostilities. A Soviet attempt to block
maritime routes in peacetime could ... lead to a major

International Institute For Strategic Studies, 1972); "Forward
Deployment In The Indian Ocean", in Soviet Naval Developments
Capability and Context, ed. Michael MccGwire (New York:
Praeger Publishers, 1973), pt. 5; Ken Booth and Lee Dowdy,
"Soviet Security Interests In The Indian Ocean Region", in
Soviet Armed Forces Review Annual 5, ed. David R. Jones (Gulf
Breeze, Florida: Academic International Press, 1982), pp. 327-
377; Bruce W. Watson, Red Navy at Sea: Soviet Naval Operations
on the High Seas, 1956-1980 (Boulder, Colorado: Westview
Press, 1982), pp. 147-168; Walter K. Andersen, "Soviets in the
Indian Ocean", Asian Survey 24 (September 1984), 910-930.
Soviet strategic policy for "The Indo-Arabian Region" is
analyzed in Michael MccGwire, Military Objectives in Soviet
Foreign Policy (Washington D.C: The Brookings Institution,
1987), pp. 183-210.

16 y.s. House, Indian Ocean Future, p. 166.

7 1bid., p. 174. In 1972-74 other Soviet vessels were engaged
in port clearance operations in Bangladesh.
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world crisis. Nonetheless, with appropriate basing
and/or establishment or (sic) political preeminence in
these funnel areas, Soviet domination of the most
critical of these choke points falls within the realm of
possibility. The knowledge that in the event of war or
great tension the Soviets or their associated states
might control traffic in and out of the Indian Ocean ...
could not but exert some influence on the political
orientation of those nations who would be most affected
should this contingency come to pass.!”

And should the Suez Canal be reopened, the 1logistic
complexities of maintaining the Soviet Indian Ocean squadron
would be much ameliorated.

Supply lines would be drastically reduced, transit times
foreshortened, rotation of units expedited. Similarly,
with the canal opened to traffic, the number of Soviet
naval deployments into the Indian Ocean -could take a
quantum jump inasmuch as the assets of their powerful
Black Sea Fleet would become available for rapid
deployment south and east of Suez.!

Reinforcing the Indian Ocean squadron for a show of force or
for supporting a threatened friendly regime would be much
speedier. "For the most part", however, "Soviet naval
activity in the 1Indian Ocean has been supplemental to
political endeavors, and military and assistance programs in

the region."?®

It was "a cautious probing exercise that, over
time, would probably result in a ... gradually increasing ...
presence."? The US did "not envisage an immediate threat" of
Soviet "control" of land and sea areas of the Indian Ocean®
and the "Soviet naval threat to U.S. interests ... [there] is

moderate."? Although the Soviets were trying to

¥ 1pid., p. 166.
¥ 1bid., p. 167.
2 Tpid., p. 172.
2 sick, "Evolution of Strategy", p. 59.
22

U.S. House, Indian Ocean Future, p. 165.

% y.S. House, U.S. Gulf Interests, p. 16.
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"augment their influence" in the Persian Gulf, they were not
seeking "direct confrontation" with America.?

America’s strategic policy for the Persian Gulf-Indian
Ocean area was governed by its security policy for that area
according to which the US would not make a direct commitment
to guarantee Gulf security after Britain’s operational
military withdrawal in late 1971. Instead the friendly Gulf
states, primarily Iran and also Saudi Arabia, would take
principal responsibility for ensuring regional security.
According to the State Department, the US did "not seek to
intervene in the internal affairs of any of the states nor
[did it] wish to assume, or to appear to assume, the former
British protective role, which served the cause of peace in
its day but is no 1longer appropriate or desired."?®
Similarly, in February 1972 the Deputy Assistant Secretary of
Defence for Near Eastern, African and South Asian Affairs
stated that the

United States has assumed none of the former British
military role or functions and has no intention of
seeking or appearing to replace the British presence in
the gulf (sic). We do not plan to make any security
commitments to or develop any special military

% Prom prepared statement by Hon. Joseph J. Sisco, Assistant
Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs,
in U.S. House, New Gulf Perspectives, p. 7.

¥ U.S. House, U.S. Gulf Interests, p. 141. For details of
America’s security policy for the Persian Gulf, consult Ibid.,
pp. 14-15, 82-84, 141-142; U.S. House, New Gulf Perspectives,
pp. 6-10, 38-44, 194-196. Except for its CENTO commitment to
Iran, Britain had not been responsible for the security of the
major Persian Gulf states. In terms of the Gulf, Britain’s
withdrawal from "east of Suez" meant that it

would terminate its special treaties with Bahrain, Qatar,
and the seven Trucial states, under which it was
responsible for these states’ defense and foreign
relations, and that it would withdraw its operational
military forces, which were charged with carrying out
these ... obligations, including a defense understanding
with Kuwait, from the Persian Gulf by the end of 1971.
(U.S. House, U.S. Gulf Interests, p. 13.)
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relationships with any of the newly independent states
(there].?

The Nixon administration eschewed a Gulf security
commitment because, first and as shown, US regional interests
and the Soviet military threat to them were thought to be
moderate. Second the Soviet "threat" to the Persian Gulf was
mainly political in nature. Third, instability in the Gulf,
more important than the USSR as a source of insecurity, also
was viewed as a political problem rather than as a military
one and it was "unlikely to be responsive to U.S. power."?
Next a direct American security involvement was unnecessary
because the United Kingdom continued to play an important role
in the Persian Gulf. "On the military side", the UK’s naval
and air visits and conduct of exercises there and its
provision of arms, training, advice and personnel chiefly to
the lower Gulf states meant that the "end of a permanently
stationed British military presence does not create a ‘vacuum’
which other outside states should fill...."® And Britain’s
intention "to retain much of [its] political presence in the
Gulf meant that there was not so much a power vacuum as a
realignment of the power balance"?” there. Finally a direct
American security commitment to the Persian Gulf was not
possible because it was ruled out by the Nixon Doctrine and
because, above all, the Gulf states did not want it. The
Nixon Doctrine acknowledged that failure in the costly Vietnam
war and a weakening economy had sapped America’s will and

% y.S. House, U.S. Gulf Interests, p. 14.

7 sick, "Evolution of Strategy", p. 57.

2 From "Supplemental Statement Concerning Background of U.S.
Presence in Bahrain" in U.S. House, U.S. Gulf Interests,

p. 23.

® sick, "Evolution of Strategy", p. 57.
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capacity to manage global security.’ It stipulated that
although the US would observe its extant security obligations,
new commitments were politically unacceptable and would be
avoided. The Gulf states did not wish for an American
security commitment because Iran in particular denied the
existence of a regional security "vacuum" which had to be
"filled" by outside forces, because they sought to keep the
Gulf free from super-power competition or conflict and
because, the State Department "recognised", "the states of the
region have the capability and the will to take the lead in
providing for security."*

The Nixon Doctrine and the friendly Gulf states’
aspirations dovetailed and America encouraged Iran and Saudi
Arabia to take primary responsibility for Persian Gulf
security after 1971. Iran would counter 1Iraq, thereby
contributing to Saudi and Kuwaiti security, and it would
patrol the sea lanes in the Gulf, the Strait of Hormuz, the

* The Nixon Doctrine was the Nixon administration’s adjustment
in 1969-1970 of US security policy and strategic policy in
response to the Vietnam war and other important changes in the
international and domestic setting of policy. America would
continue to maintain a global balance of power with the USSR
but containment of communist influence and power would become
more selective and deterrence of conventional wars would
replace intervention against insurgencies. The US vowed to
keep its security treaty commitments but it asked its allies
to assume more of the burden for their defence and to supply
most of the manpower for that purpose. While the US would
avoid conflict with the Soviet Union, it would provide a
"shield " if a nuclear power threatened allies or other states
essential to US or to regional security. It would help
against lesser forms of aggression, by regional states, "as
appropriate" with air and naval forces. American forces long
"forward deployed" abroad in sizable number as a supplement to
allies’ defences would be reduced to well below their pre-
Vietnam war level (outside Europe) by the middle 1970s and
would be reinforced, when required, by contingents from
America. US strategic doctrine now anticipated resisting a
major Soviet attack upon Western Europe or a communist attack
in East Asia and dealing simultaneously with a smaller
contingency elsewhere. This "one-and-one-half war" strategic
policy was a contraction from planning by the Kennedy and
Johnson administrations in which America had envisaged
repelling concurrently communist offensives in Europe and Asia
while it also coped with a lesser contingency.

% y.s. House, U.S. Gulf Interests, p. 141.
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Gulf of Oman and eventually beyond. Saudi Arabia would take
the leading role on the Arabian peninsula. (The Shah’s rather
than Saudi Arabia’s military involvement in combatting
insurgency by the Popular Front for the Liberation of Oman in
the Dhofar province of Oman indicated that the Saudi security
role would be essentially political.) The United States also
encouraged joint political and military cooperation as much as
possible (in view of the Arab states’ suspicion of Iran’s
hegemonistic ambitions) among the conservative Gulf states for
their security and stability. America supported the
federation of the Trucial states into the United Arab
Emirates, established diplomatic relations with the lower Gulf
states and initiated or expanded economic development and
technical assistance programmes in Gulf states. The most
conspicuous way it intended to contribute to Gulf security was
by helping Iran and Saudi Arabia to expand and modernize their
armed forces. It strengthened its military training and
advisory missions in those states and contracted to supply
Iran with large amounts of advanced weapons. From 1972 until
1976 Iran had virtual carte blanche to purchase any US
conventional weapon system it chose. The Saudis purchased
less weapons, emphasizing instead US help to construct
military support facilities.

Strategic Policy

America’s strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area
consisted of providing by way of the Middle East Force with
the 7th Fleet in the background

a low profile but nevertheless positive indication of
U.S. interest in the Indian Ocean region [which] ...

3! The Department of Defence noted in 1972 that

Iran is the most determined and best equipped state in
the gulf (sic) to assert leadership and the Shah sees the
British withdrawal as an opportunity to do so. The Shah
views Iranian military power as a stabilizing factor
which can guarantee the area against possible turmoil.
(Ibid., p. 14.)
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furnishes psychological reassurance to friendly littoral
states. Through the conduct of occasional small-scale
naval exercises..., it demonstrates U.S. naval capability
and flexibility. The U.S. naval presence in the region
also serves to counterbalance the political impact of the
Soviet naval presence and activities.... An absence of
or an inadequate U.S. counterpoise ... would be
detrimental to U.S. interests through indicating to the
littoral states a lack of U.S. interest or capability.
In addition, we encourage the United Kingdom and
Australia to increase their own naval presence and
activities in the region so that the U.S. effort can
remain complementary.

This policy was based on four premises. First, because

the challenge posed to the United States in the Indian
Ocean and Persian Gulf areas is to a great extent
political in nature ..., the principal response to this
challenge should emphasize political rather than military
activity. Military instruments can contribute to
political solutions; they cannot serve as solutions in
and of themselves.®

Second, the total "current U.S. military effort" "together
with other U.S. diplomatic efforts - economic, cultural, and
political - 1is sufficient at present to safeguard [US]
interests."® Also the regional Soviet-American balance of
military activities favoured the US. Except for the number of
military advisers and continuously stationed naval vessels,
the "U.S. military diplomatic effort exceeds that of the
Soviets."¥ Lastly, because there was "no requirement" for
the United States "to control, or even decisively influence,

32 y.s. House, Indian Ocean Future, p. 173. Beazley and Clark,
Politics of Intrusion, pp. 5-29, examine the "emergence of an
American Indian Ocean Policy".

3 U.S. House, New Gulf Perspectives, p. 38. A naval presence,
Noyes implied (Idem), was secondary in importance to arms
sales and advisory and training programmes in support of US
"interests and foreign policy objectives in peacetime".

¥ U.s. House, U.S. Gulf Interests, p. 16.

3% 1bid., p. 11.
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any part of the Indian Ocean or its 1littoral®,*® it was
unnecessary to "upgrade" the US naval presence and "match" the
Soviet presence. America’s strategic policy thus proposed

to inhibit as much as possible military competition with
the USSR in the Indian Ocean area, while maintaining the
ability to exert U.S. military influence there in case of
need.

Well before the ... Indo-Pakistani war [in November-
December 1971], U.S. policy was to maintain COMIDEASTFOR
on Bahrain, to conduct naval port visits in the area, to
maintain communications facilities in Ethiopia and
northwest Australia and to build a new communication
facility on Diego Garcia, to conduct maritime
surveillance of Soviet naval activities in the Indian
Ocean, and to conduct periodic naval exercises or
operations in the Indian Ocean. ... [T]he deployment of
the U.S. naval task force to the Indian Ocean in December
1971 did not represent a change in our Indian Ocean naval
policy. This deployment was a unique response to a
specific contingency. U.S. naval operations and
exercises had been conducted there before the crisis -
three had occurred in 1971 - and we plan to continue to
conduct such operations and exercises there in the
future.¥

In 1971, 7th Fleet detachments had begun to conduct small
exercises in the Indian Ocean and in autumn 1971 the
Department of Defence announced that 7th Fleet task groups
would deploy there from time to time.® But from early 1972
until late October 1973, only one brief appearance was made by

% U.s. House, Indian Ocean Future, p. 168.

% y.s. House, U.S. Gulf Interests, p. 16. The Middle East
Force also participated with Britain and Iran in CENTO’s
annual MIDLINK maritime exercise. US naval vessels on inter-
fleet transfers paid visits to Indian Ocean ports. Two of the
three US naval exercises in 1971 concentrated on anti-
submarine warfare and showed the defensive character of
America’s strategic policy. They took place in the eastern
Indian Ocean, in the vicinity of Indonesia and north-western
Australia, and they were probably intended also to reassure
Australia about America’s interest in Indian Ocean security
after Britain withdrew. The US expressed interest in using
Australia’s naval facilities at Cockburn Sound in Western
Australia which were planned to be completed in 1978.

® see, for example, New York Times, September 30, 1971.
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a 7th Fleet task group.¥

The emphasis in America’s strategic policy for the Indian
Ocean area on display of interest but without taking on a
direct security commitment was illustrated by the Nixon
administration’s thinking about the Middle East Force. The
"mission" of the MEF was "a peaceful and symbolic one -
goodwill visits to friendly ports on the Persian Gulf, Red
Sea, and Indian Ocean littoral. 1In [the State Department’s]
view this concrete demonstration of American interest" and
desire to maintain good relations with the littoral states
"makes a symbolic but psychologically significant contribution
to the continuation of an atmosphere of tranquillity in the
area." After a careful review of US policy towards the
Persian Gulf, the Administration had decided to keep the MEF
at Bahrain. Continuation of the "modest naval presence" there
would, the Defence Department thought, contribute to regional
stability as the small territories became independent. To
withdraw the Middle East Force when the British protectorate
had ended and "the Soviet naval effort was increasing could be
misinterpreted as evidence that U.S. interest in the gqulf
(sic) is waning." The decision to retain the MEF had been
discussed with principal Gulf states, and friendly
governments, "including the new states of the lower gulf
(sic), have accepted the continuing MIDEASTFOR presence as an
indication of U.S. friendship, good will, and interest."®
The MEF had no "protective mission" to perform and the State
Department’s statement that it was "not intended to represent
a commitment to, or threat to intervene in, the area, nor is

¥ The US Navy was too heavily engaged in the Vietnam war to
spare aircraft carrier task groups for visits to the Indian
Ocean. See Admiral Elmo R. Zumwalt, Jr., USN (Ret.), On Watch
(New York: Quadrangle. The New York Times Book Co., 1976),
pp. 213-214.

9 y.s. House, U.S. Gulf Interests, p. 143.
4 Ibido ’ ppo 11-12 .

2 1pbid., p. 13.
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it intended as a provocation to any state"® was reinforced
when the Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and
South Asian Affairs proposed that it was America’s intention
neither "to alter [the MEF’s] role nor indeed to undertake an
operational American military role in any state in the
area." As in the Indian Ocean the US did not wish to
provoke a naval arms race or a confrontation with the USSR.

In deciding to maintain the Middle East Force in the
Persian Gulf, the United States might also have had in mind
that although friendly Gulf Arab states and Iran wanted to
exclude external naval powers and avoid both entanglement in
super-power competition and giving the Soviets an excuse for
gaining regqular use of Iraqi port facilities, the Arabs did
not want to see the Shah turn the Gulf into a political,
military and, perhaps ultimately, even a legal semi-enclosed
Iranian sea. The MEF was a long-established and unprovocative
presence and provided it was kept small, it would be
acceptable for subtle reassurance against Iran’s regional

aspirations.

The Americans did not add to the three ships assigned to
the MEF but in 1972 it was provided with a larger, more modern
flagship, the LaSalle, and newer destroyers served with it on
the usual six-monthly rotational basis. In December 1971 the
US and Bahrain concluded an agreement which permitted the MEF
to use for logistic support a small section of the former
British naval base. There were "no plans to seek additional
military facilities for U.S. forces either in Bahrain or

n4s

elsewhere in the gqulf (sic). "The suggestion is sometimes

made", according to the Department of Defence in 1972, that

4 Ibid., p. 143.

“4 U.s. House, U.S. Gulf Interests, p. 83.

4 Ibid., p. 143. The State Department emphasized that
America’s agreement with Bahrain "does not involve in any
reasonable meaning of the word the establishment of an
American military ‘base’ in Bahrain". 1Ibid., p. 23.
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the role of MIDEASTFOR could be performed by ships
operating outside the Persian Gulf - perhaps from Diego
Garcia or from the Atlantic or Pacific Fleets. Ships
operating from those areas, however, would be far removed
from the primary operating area of MIDEASTFOR and could
not make the same number of port calls, as frequently and
economically, as MIDEASTFOR. Ships operating from Diego
Garcia, moreover, could not be homeported there, and this
would add to Navy’s morale and retention problems. To
operate ships from Diego Garcia, furthermore, would
require upgrading the austere communications facilities
there to a logistic support facility.*

The choice of "low profile" political display as
America’s strategic policy represented an outcome in favour of
the National Security Council of a conflict between its broad
policy perspective and the views and objectives mainly of the
US Navy. The conflict was about what was an adequate counter-
balance to the Soviet naval squadron in the Indian Ocean area,
to what extent that presence, and more generally the USSR
itself, threatened US and Western interests there and what was
the political utility of the Soviet presence as an instrument
of Soviet influence. The US Navy was part of a "small but
vocal group - centered primarily in the Pentagon but with
significant support at the State Department and the White
House" which

felt that the United States had substantial interests in
the area - investments, oil, and other primary resources
- and that the increased Soviet political and military
presence constituted a critical challenge in view of
anticipated political instability. From their
perspective, the United States and the USSR were in
global competition in the Third World, and Soviet gains
would come only at the expense of U.S. and Western
interests. Consequently, it was argued, the United
States must make a major effort to exert itself in the
Indian Ocean as part of a global effort to preserve its
security interests.

One element of that "major effort" had to be a continuous US

% Ibid., p. 12. The flagship of the Middle East Force had
been "homeported" at Manama since 1966.

4 sick, "Evolution of Strategy", pp. 59-60.
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naval presence in addition to the MEF, according to Admiral
Elmo Zumwalt, the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO). Soon after
becoming CNO in July 1970, Zumwalt began to speak of a Soviet
drive to "dominate" the shipping lanes of the Indian Ocean and
of the danger of the USSR strategically "outflanking" the West
in the area, where it was filling a "vacuum" of power.® A
Soviet naval force’s pressure on the shipping routes or
control of straits such as the Strait of Hormuz could
influence to the USSR’s advantage the policy of states
dependent on Persian Gulf o0il. Also a Soviet naval force
could have a psychological impact in a regional crisis greater
than its inherent capability. The reopening of the Suez
Canal, bringing the Arabian Sea within 3,500 miles of the
USSR’s Black Sea fleet, might lead to a rapid increase in the
size of the Soviet naval presence and the potential threat
from it. A Soviet presence not offset by an American presence
larger than the Middle East Force would be encouraged by US
"default" towards more "activism"™ and risk-taking. Urging
that protecting the shipping routes was an "emerging
responsibility" which the US Navy could not avoid, by autumn
1970 Zumwalt was calling for a "continuing and regularized
U.S. naval presence in the Indian Ocean"¥ of approximately
ten ships - equalling the size of the Soviet naval squadron,
for cooperation with allies’ naval forces there and for
"improving" (constructing) naval and air as well as
communications facilities on Diego Garcia and "upgrading" the
Middle East Force.

The US Navy’s advocacy of a standing force deployment in
the Indian Ocean was an expression of anxiety not only about
the Soviet "threat" but about its own general condition. The
USN feared that because of its declining size, the shrinking
American defence budget and the high cost of new ships, it was
losing its margin of superiority over the growing, modern

 paily Telegraph, March 4, 1971.
4% Zumwalt, On Watch, p. 363.
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Soviet navy. In some cases it might no longer be able to
fulfil with acceptable risk its global responsibilities in
war. Thus Zumwalt’s leading priorities were to defend and
enlarge the USN’s share of the defence budget and to modernize
the navy. Accomplishing that depended in part on developing
a compelling post-Vietnam role: protection of the sea lanes
through sea control by new classes of ship such as the patrol
frigate.®® The necessity to counter the Soviet "threat" in
the Indian Ocean served as an argument to justify the sea
control "mission" and the Navy’s ship-building programme for
the 1970s. It could be claimed as well to fit in with the
Nixon Doctrine because it avoided new defence commitments but
contributed to preserving the global balance with the Soviet
Union.

The majority in the Executive branch of the US government
did not agree with the Navy’s perception of a serious Soviet
naval "threat" in the Indian Ocean, for both political and
military reasons. The foremost military reason was that
Soviet interdiction of the sea 1lanes was very unlikely.
Attacks on merchant vessels were acts of war and would almost
certainly only accompany general hostilities resulting from a
major political crisis. Further, a Soviet assault on shipping
would not come principally from the small Indian Ocean
squadron, whose combat capability was too slight for much more
than "showing the flag", which lacked air cover and whose long
lines of communication to its base at Vladivostok were
vulnerable to US and allied attack; it would come from Soviet
submarines in the Atlantic and the Pacific. (In the view of
the Department of Defence, the more probable threat to the
safe flow of o0il supplies came from the producing states
themselves.%) Also, in terms of ships and facilities the
Soviets were already sufficiently countered by America’s
friends and allies in the Indian Ocean area. Britain still

% 1pbid., pp. 71-77.

51 Pimes, October 21, 1970.
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retained a presence, if on a reduced scale, and France had a
naval base at Djibouti (in the then French Territory of the
Afars and Issas) and at Diego Suarez in Madagascar (until
1975) and it kept an average of six combatants in the area.
The Iranian navy patrolled the Persian Gulf and Strait of
Hormuz and Australia and South Africa could add small forces
to the Western naval presence in the Indian Ocean. The
ultimate, extra-oceanic counterbalancing force was America’s
aircraft carriers from the 7th Fleet. They still gave the US
Navy a decisive fighting edge over its Soviet counterpart,
despite its forebodings. As for the eventual reopening of the
Suez Canal, the USSR would indeed gain a military advantage:
its ships in the Arabian Sea could be much more easily
reinforced and resupplied from the Black Sea, while the
draught of most US aircraft carriers, but of no other US
combatant, was too deep to enable passage. Nonetheless the
Departments of State and Defence welcomed a reopened Suez
Canal, most of all because it would signify peace between
Egypt and Israel, which was the paramount American political
objective in the Middle East and overrode lesser, military
considerations.

In the political sphere the Nixon administration assessed
as small the Soviet Navy’s contribution to Soviet regional
influence. Increases in the USSR’s influence derived largely
from political factors such as the degree of the 1littoral
states’ dependence on the Soviet Union, their responsiveness
to it or the extent of congruence between their views and
interests and those of the Soviets. The Indian Ocean states’
nationalism provided a political entrée to the Soviets because
of its anti-Western orientation in quite a few countries.
Moreover, Soviet support for the Arab/Palestinian cause had
added to the USSR’s influence with some Arab states. But
substantial "gains" in Soviet influence were precluded because
the littoral states valued most of all their independence and
non-alignment. A Soviet connection was useful for limiting,
not excluding Western influence. What influence the Soviet
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Union did exert came more through diplomacy, aid, trade and
arms transfers than through occasional port visits by ships
usually at anchor in international waters. In addition to
military assistance, the Soviet naval presence had supported
the USSR’s foreign policy and helped to expand its influence,
but it had not initiated that influence.? A small yet
growing Soviet naval presence in the Indian Ocean was a new
development to be taken carefully into account and watched
closely; unless balanced it might play an important part at a
time of high tension but otherwise its contribution to the
USSR’s attempts to exercise influence was minor and diffuse.
This assessment led National Security Memorandum 110 (December
1970) on US strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area to find
"no need for a large American military presence in the region
for the foreseeable future. The emphasis will be on political
activity to counter growing Soviet influence."*

In the absence of a serious naval threat from the Soviet
Union, the general concepts of US strategic policy for the
Indian Ocean area were, as indicated above, political: to
display interest and to counter discreetly the Soviet
presence. Direct intervention a la the 1960s had been
discredited as a policy option by the Vietnam war and it was
ruled out by the Nixon Doctrine. Nonetheless more indirect
intervention, however inappropriate in the case of the Indo-
Pakistani war in 1971, remained possible. When asked

2 y.s. House, U.S. Gulf Interests, p. 9.
5% International Herald Tribune, December 16, 1970.

% Oon December 15, 1971, two days before the end of the war
between India and Pakistan concerning the fate of East
Pakistan/Bangladesh, a 10-ship American naval task group -
Task Force 74 - led by the aircraft carrier Enterprise entered
the Bay of Bengal for a show of force. The US sent the task
group primarily in order to warn India not to attack West
Pakistan and to deter that course of action. For analyses of
America’s strategic involvement in the war, see James M.
McConnell and Anne Kelly Calhoun, "The December 1971 Indo-
Pakistani Crisis", in Soviet Naval Diplomacy, eds. Bradford
Dismukes, James M. McConnell (New York: Pergamon Press, 1979),
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PpP. 178-192; David K. Hall, "The Indo-Pakistani War of 1971i",
in Blechman and Kaplan, Force without War, pp. 175-218.
Hall’s evaluation (pp. 214-218, from which all quotations
below are drawn, except where noted) of the US show of force
is that it was not necessary, prudent or credible and could
not be efficacious. The Enterprise task group did not
influence 1India to refrain from attacking West Pakistan
because the Indians did not intend to do so for other reasons,
including discouragement from the USSR. New Delhi interpreted
the US force presence as an attempt to evacuate Pakistani
forces from East Pakistan. "The deployment of US forces did
stimulate hostile political and military responses by India
and the USSR antithetical to Washington’s desire for a cease-
fire and withdrawal ..." of Indian forces from East Pakistan.
India proclaimed that it would not be intimidated and the

Indian Air Force began destroying the East Pakistani
ships and airfields that would be needed to evacuate
personnel to the approaching U.S. task force. The net
effect of Task Force 74 was to drive India closer to the
USSR, arouse anti-American passions, and prompt effective
military countermeasures, without securing for Washington
any additional leverage over the direction of events in
East Pakistan.

The appearance of U.S. naval forces did nothing to
induce greater Soviet cooperation on the war in the East,
but it did present Moscow with a low-risk opportunity for
a psychological victory over Washington. Calculating
that there was a negligible chance of actual U.S.
intervention, the USSR responded to word of Task Force 74
with assurances of protection to New Delhi and with a
large-scale naval deployment, which put twenty-six Soviet
ships into the Indian Ocean by December 31. The final
collapse of Pakistani resistance in the East, with both
Soviet and American naval forces looking on from the Bay
of Bengal, conveyed the illusion of Soviet deterrence of
American intervention, and also suggested a 1lack of
resolve on the part of the more powerful American task

force. This imagery was given strength by the U.S.
failure to communicate intelligibly to India and other
parties

the actual purpose of Task Force 74. The sailing of the
Enterprise task group to the Bay of Bengal gave Pakistan false
hope that the US would intervene and give it succour. And
when American help "failed to materialize", many Pakistanis
were disappointed and their sense that America was an
unreliable friend increased. Also, rather than contributing
as a show of good faith to an improvement in relations between
the US and the People’s Republic of China, "the U.S. task
force appears to have interjected a minor discord into U.S.-
Chinese relations because of Peking’s backing for the Third
World movement to create an Indian Ocean zone of peace barring
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whether there would be a "requirement" for the US to help the
Saudis in the event of an attack upon them, the Assistant
Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs
replied that America’s "whole policy" was "based on the
assumption of the Nixon Doctrine that we would like to help
these people to help themselves wherever they want our help
and, frankly, it is a way of avoiding our direct involvement

superpower naval forces."

"Even within the context of the Nixon-Kissinger
[globalist-balance of power] value system little merit can be
found in the deployment of ..." Task Force 74. Despite the
"substantial gross military capability" of the US task group,
including 2,000 Marines, only "a massive introduction of
American ground troops could have reversed the outcome" of the
fighting in East Pakistan, which had nearly ended. (Italics
added). Also the Enterprise task group was more than 1,000
miles from the scene of possible fighting in West Pakistan,
which "made the actual use of this power impossible."™ That
America "did not have effective and usable military options on
the subcontinent" was a result not only of the naval character
and the positioning of its forces. The

inappropriateness of US military action to the ([Nixon]
administration’s primary diplomatic interest appears in
part to have been the result of the limited military
options served up to the White House by Navy planners.
Classified documents ... indicate that the US Navy was
primarily interested in demonstrating its capability to
counter the growing Soviet naval presence in the Indian
Ocean ... and was only marginally attuned to the
administration’s objective of deterring a land and air
offensive by India against West Pakistan. Thus, the
Navy’s "oOutline Plan for Show of Force Operations in the
Pakistan-India Area" called for shadowing Soviet and
Indian ships in the Bay of Bengal, but forecast no
projection of naval power into the Arabian Sea off West
Pakistan, because of the absence of Soviet operations in
[that] area. (fn. 188, p. 195)

Hall notes too that the credibility of the American naval
threat was very doubtful. "The imbalance between the very
limited US interests on the subcontinent and the very high
cost of US intervention was simply too great to support a
credible threat of force" against India. Nixon and his senior
officials had not threatened to resort to US military power
and the American public’s weariness from the Vietnam war and
pro-Indian sentiment "made domestic political support
inadequate for a credible threat...."
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in this kind of situation."¥® The passing of the American
interventionist tendency into dormancy was symbolised formally
when in January 1972 Strike Command was stripped of its
security responsibility for Sub-Saharan Africa, the Middle
East and South Asia and renamed Readiness Command. "REDCOM"
was charged only with deploying US forces abroad, if
necessary. The European Command took over STRIKE’Ss
responsibilities for Iran, Iraq, the Arabian peninsula and
states to the west; Pacific Command took "jurisdiction" for
Afghanistan, Pakistan and states to their east.

The political concepts of America’s strategic policy were
informed by the restraint inherent in the Nixon Doctrine, by
detente with the USSR and by an understanding that avoiding
conflict and limiting competition with the USSR were of higher
priority than America’s other, more direct interests in the
area. Thus while recognizing that "diplomacy must be
bulwarked by military strength if it is to be credible"’, the
United States decided that a strategic policy proportionate to
its moderate interests and the low Soviet military threat to
them would eschew maintaining a naval presence roughly
equivalent to the USSR’s Indian Ocean squadron. Instead,
America would keep a minimal balance with it at a distance,
from the Pacific. (Also, limited Navy resources could be
better employed elsewhere than in the Indian Ocean.) The US
Navy would show interest in the littoral states in a way -
visits by the Middle East Force and occasional cruises or
exercises by 7th Fleet task groups - which would minimize
their apprehension about the intrusion of super-power rivalry
into the Indian Ocean and militarization of the area. It
would maintain access to the Indian Ocean and affirm the
freedom of the seas. Occasional task group deployments would
display a "general capability" for efficient response to a
crisis in the area or to the possible growth there of the

% U.s. House, New Gulf Perspectives, p. 33.

% U.S. House, U.S. Gulf Interests, p. 9.
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Soviet naval presence as total Soviet military power
increased. Displays would indicate America’s will to
counteract politically the Soviet naval squadron: although it
did not intend to start an arms race, neither would it allow
the USSR to make cumulative "gains" of influence. Some degree
of linkage between the Indian Ocean area and global US
security policy was inevitable and armed forces remained a
cardinal background element in international politics.
Occasional demonstrations of naval power as part of the
general US political and military presence in the area would
help to show that the balance of super-power forces, to which
the littoral states were sensitive, was not shifting towards
the Soviet Union.

Deterrence of potential Soviet military action on land
against Iran was a quiescent part of US policy. The Nixon
administration did not link the appearance of a Soviet naval
presence in the Indian Ocean with Soviet land and air forces
in the southern USSR which, it recognised (see above), did not
pose an "immediate" threat to Iran, certainly not one
motivated by a need for Iran’s oil. But although Soviet-
Iranian relations were "cordial and active", Iran still had to
consider "on a contingency basis"

how it would defend itself in the event of global or
local conflict. Here the Iranian strategy would be, as
has been described by the Shah, to fight a hard delaying
war of attrition and await a diplomatic resolution of the
conflict. Although Iran could not ‘defeat’ a major
power, its armed forces would have the capability to make
an attack costly enough to give a potential attacker
serious reason for pause. [Iran’s] first purpose would
be to deter an attack.¥

If Iran’s deterrence failed, it would have to look to the
United States for help. The American security agreement of
1959 with Iran remained in effect but the US sought to
contribute to Iranian security in the atmosphere of the early

7 U.Ss. House, New Gulf Perspectives, pp. 40-41.
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1970s mainly by cultivating detente with the USSR as well as
by maintaining strategic nuclear deterrence against it. The
Nixon Doctrine’s reference to an American nuclear "shield" for
states besides its allies to whom it had no binding security
commitment but which were important to regional security
probably applied to Iran. America’s contribution to the
protection of Iran in the event of Soviet aggression was
confined essentially to nuclear retaliation at the global
level but yet possibly at the regional level "by the presence
or the availability of some tactical nuclear weapons that
could be brought into play in the case of need."® Even had
circumstances and its policy called for it, the US did not
possess more than a very limited conventional capability for
reinforcing Iran, helping to delay a Soviet advance and
promoting a diplomatic resolution of a conflict.

The emphasis on restraint in America’s Indian Ocean
strategic policy was reflected in the NSC’s recommendation
that the US seek an arms control agreement with the USSR and
it led to debate with the Navy about the need for a logistic
support facility at Diego Garcia. The NSC was "highly
critical"” of the Navy’s plans for a facility there:
America’s limited interests in the Indian Ocean area could not
be protected by military intervention. Thus the armed forces,
except the Navy for display, and a facility for their support
were unnecessary. A facility at Diego Garcia could be the
first step towards the eventual introduction on a permanent
basis of an aircraft carrier task group or a small fleet?®,
leading to an arms race with the USSR. Even plans to
construct a communications station on the atoll ought to be
abandoned. An arms control agreement would be a radical

% U.S. House, Indian Ocean Future, p. 177. This was quite
likely an allusion to the United States’ capability to launch
nuclear strikes from its aircraft carriers.

% Washington Post, May 19, 1974.

® gGuardian, November 21, 1970.
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preventive measure: it would halt the expected gradual growth
of the Soviet naval squadron and stop a felt US need to
respond to that increase. Besides precluding the construction
of a facility at Diego Garcia, an agreement would stop the
USSR from acquiring access to support installations and
strengthening its weak logistic capability. By minimizing
competition and the potential for conflict with the Soviets,
it would contribute to the security of American interests and
of the Indian Ocean states.

The US Navy objected to arms control. It pointed out
that the new (June 1970) Conservative government in Britain
was not going to reverse the UK’s withdrawal from "east of
Suez" and that Diego Garcia was required to support an
American naval presence counterbalancing the Soviet squadron.
While continuing to call for the construction of a full
logistic support facility at Diego Garcia, the Navy had had to
accept congress’s rejection of that project in December 1969.
Congress did, however, instruct the Navy to return in 1970
with a revised request for an appropriation for a
communications facility only; facilities which could support
fleet units or other forces were to be left out. In March
1970 the Navy won approval in the Department of Defence for
establishing an "austere communications facility" at Diego
Garcia. Its declared primary function was to fill a gap in
reliable maritime communications in the southern, central and
Bay of Bengal areas of the Indian Ocean. By linking up with
the communications stations at Asmara in Ethiopia and North-
West Cape in Australia and giving navigational guidance to
ships, aircraft and submarines, it would become part of
America’s "worldwide command and control networks for normal
and contingency operations in support of the national and
naval operating requirements."S! Diego Garcia would

® United States, Congress, House, Committee on Appropriations,
Department Of Defense Appropriations For 1972, Hearings Before
The Subcommittee On Department Of Defense, pt. 1, 92nd Cong.,
1st sess., 1971, p. 997.
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supplement US military communications by satellite and it was
envisioned as a replacement for the station at Asmara, from
which the US would in time have to withdraw in order to avoid
entanglement in the Eritrean insurgency. Diego Garcia would
also serve as an intelligence/surveillance facility for
monitoring the Soviet naval presence and radio traffic in the
Indian Ocean, and long-range reconnaissance aircraft would use

it.®

The outcome of the debate about Diego Garcia and arms
control was a compromise - to construct only a communications
station on the atoll and to discuss with the USSR the
possibility for arms control® - which reflected America’s
strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area. The Navy gained
satisfaction about improving its communications capability:
Diego Garcia would provide useful redundancy and
complementarity of communications and it would enhance the
Navy’s flexibility in the event of an emergency. On the other
hand the Administration deflected Navy pressure for a
permanent commitment of forces to the Indian Ocean and a
logistic facility on Diego Garcia, the Navy’s abiding
objective, by pointing out that a communications station would
provide a minimum of "infrastructure" in the area and that it
would be independent from the littoral states. It could be
expanded if necessary, enabling the US to retain a degree of
strategic freedom of action in the future. Perhaps most
important was the symbolic value of Diego Garcia for keeping

* According to the public record it was the Soviet Union which
in March 1971 approached the US about Indian Ocean arms
control. But when the US tried to follow up on the issue in
summer 1971, the Soviets did not respond. (See below and
Chapter Four, in which it is noted that by summer 1971 the
USSR probably had decided to consolidate its naval presence in
the Indian Ocean and acquire routine access to Somali port
facilities, whether or not the US planned to expand its naval
presence.) Certainly the Americans’ start of construction on
Diego Garcia in March 1971 could not have encouraged a
positive Soviet response.

2 New York Times, December 16, 1970.
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watch over the Soviets in the Indian Ocean. Its planned
capability for monitoring Soviet maritime activities, by
staging reconnaissance flights, would help to show that the
United States was not "leaving" the area to the USSR and
giving a "free ride" to it in attempts to increase its
influence. But like expressing interest in the Soviets’
suggestion about arms control, the facility’s minimal, passive
function would signal America’s caution and restraint.

In December 1970, as Britain and America reached
agreement in principle (formalized in October 1972) for the US
to construct a communications station on Diego Garcia,
Congress approved the first of three consecutive annual
fundings for the project whose grand total was $20.45 million.
That money was used for building a transmitter and receiving
facility, petroleum, o0il and 1lubricants storage tanks of
60,000 barrels total capacity, an 8,000 feet airstrip, parking
facilities for two aircraft, housing for about 300 men, and
for dredging a channel and small turning basin in the lagoon
for supply ships. Construction at Diego Garcia began in March
1971 and the communications station began operation in March
1973.

Challenges to Mobility and Freedom of Action
In an attempt to reduce perceived growing great power

military threats to their independence and security, Indian
Ocean states took three initiatives in late 1971 which, if
realized, would have constricted seriously the US Navy’s
timely, efficient and flexible operation in the Indian Ocean
area. Two of the three initiatives struck at unrestricted
naval and air access to the Indian Ocean and its legal basis,
the customary international right of freedom of navigation.
The most far-reaching initiative, put forward by Ceylon (Sri
Lanka) and co-sponsored by Tanzania, was the United Nations
General Assembly’s declaration of the Indian Ocean as a "Zone
of Peace". Littoral states were anxious about the potential
for an arms race between the US and the USSR, which might put



99

pressure on them for access to their military facilities, and
they were apprehensive also about possible entanglement in the
Soviet-American rivalry and about competitive super-power
interference in their affairs. The IOZP declaration called
upon the "great powers"

to enter into immediate consultations with the littoral
States of the Indian Ocean with a view to:

(a) Halting the further escalation and expansion of
their military presence in the Indian Ocean;

(b) Eliminating from the Indian Ocean all bases,
military installations, logistical supply facilities, the
disposition of nuclear weapons and weapons of mass
destruction and any manifestation of great Power military
presence ... conceived in the context of great Power
rivalry.

(a) Warships and military aircraft may not use the
Indian Ocean for any threat or use of force against the
sovereignty, territorial integrity or independence of any
littoral or hinterland State of the Indian Ocean in
contravention of the purposes and principles of the
Charter of the United Nations....®

According to a Sri Lankan memorandum, the major powers’
respect for a "Zone of Peace" would mean, "among other things,
that the freedom of the high seas will be subject to important
voluntary limitations."®

8 The "Zone of Peace" declaration is in K.P. Misra, Quest For
An International Order In The Indian Ocean (Bombay: Allied
Publishers Private Limited, 1977), pp. 135-136. For the Sri
Lankan thinking informing the IOZP concept, see Poulose,
Indian Ocean Power Rivalry, pp. 215-224. Hedley Bull, "The
Indian Ocean as a ‘Zone of Peace’", in Poulose, Indian Ocean
Power Rivalry, pp. 177-189, provides a critical assessment of
the concept.

# Poulose, Indian Ocean Power Rivalry, p. 217.
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America opposed the "Zone of Peace" proposal, for three
general reasons.® It rejected the idea, in its view, that
states could establish in their region without the consent of
all affected parties a legal regime which would limit freedom
of international navigation and overflight. Nor could a "Zone
of Peace" abridge the inherent right of states to individual
and collective self-defence and thus to keeping a military
presence and support facilities in a region. A "Zone of
Peace" could damage the fundamental interests not only of
(external) states "compelled" to maintain military
preparedness in the Indian Ocean but also of regional states
relying for security on a political and military balance
involving extra-regional powers. Finally although it favoured
nuclear-free zones in Africa, the Middle East and South Asia,
the US did not accept the prohibition on its naval vessels of
nuclear weapons, whose presence in the Indian Ocean it neither
confirmed nor denied, because nuclear deterrence was important
to US security and to global stability. Without America’s
compliance a "Zone of Peace" could not be created.

The second security initiative originated from South-East
Asia, whose Straits of Malacca and Singapore formed by
peninsular Malaysia, Singapore and Indonesia give the
quickest, most direct access to the northern Indian Ocean for
US naval traffic from Subic Bay naval base in the Philippines.’
In the "Joint Statement of the Governments of Indonesia,
Malaysia and Singapore" in November 1971, Malaysia and

L ]

Thailand provided the US with aerial access to the Indian
Ocean: it allowed P-3C reconnaissance aircraft and also supply
flights going to Diego Garcia to overfly its territory and to
stop off at Utapao air base.

% See United Nations, General Assembly, 26th Session, First
Committee, Official Records, (A/C.1/PV.1849), December 10,
1971, p. 3; =--, 34th Session, Meeting of the Littoral and
Hinterland States of the Indian Ocean (A/AC.199/SR.2), July 5,
1979, pp. 6-9. The US held also that a "Zone of Peace" would
set a dangerous precedent for other areas such as the
Mediterranean and would hinder chances for a successful United
Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea in the 1970s.
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Indonesia "agreed that the Straits of Malacca and Singapore
are not international straits while fully recognizing their
use for international shipping in accordance with the
principle of innocent passage."® (Italics added.) Malaysia
and Indonesia claimed a limit of 12 nautical miles for their
territorial waters, in contrast to the customary three-mile
limit for countries fronting straits used for international
navigation acknowledged by the US, the USSR and other maritime
powers. If their claim gained international legal validity,
the Straits, about eight nautical miles wide at their
narrowest point, would come under Malaysian and Indonesian
jurisdiction and the basis of international navigation through
them would change from the right of unhindered passage to the
more restricted right of innocent passage, of transit not
prejudicial to the peace, good order and security of the
coastal states. That change would enable Malaysia and
Indonesia potentially to use international law to 1limit or
deny at their discretion inter-oceanic naval movements which
they considered a threat to their security.’ And if Indonesia’s
"archipelago principle"? also gained international

When in 1963-65 Indonesia "confronted" (the creation of)
Malaysia and the "imperialist" powers, acquired naval vessels
from the USSR and called the Indian Ocean the "Indonesian
Ocean", the possibility of its actual military threat to
unimpeded passage through its straits became more tangible.

% The text of the "Joint Statement" is in Michael Leifer,
Malacca, Singapore, and Indonesia vol. 2: International
Straits of the World (Alphen aan den Rijn: Sijthoff &
Noordhoff, 1978), p. 204. Leifer provides background and
analysis of the international political, legal and strategic
issues pertaining to the Straits of Malacca and Singapore and
also to Indonesia’s straits in 1light of the Indonesian
government’s quest for national maritime integrity and
security.

% In an attempt to create greater unity of the land and sea of
the Indonesian archipelago and to enhance national security
against external interference, the 1Indonesian government
enunciated in December 1957 the "archipelago principle": all
waters within linked straight baselines joining the outermost
points of Indonesia’s outermost islands were internal seas and
an integral part of the state under exclusive Indonesian
sovereignty. 1In effect Indonesia proclaimed that it no longer
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acceptance, Indonesia and Malaysia would be able to impose a
complete barrier to naval communication between the Pacific
and the Indian Ocean. The US Navy’s response time to a
contingency in the Indian Ocean area would be much increased
and its flexibility of operations there would be severely
reduced because, unless the Americans were prepared to incur
the costs of running the Indonesian straits and the Strait of
Malacca against the littoral governments’ will, an aircraft
carrier task group and logistic support ships would have to
sail more than 9,000 miles south around Australia in order to
reach the northern Indian Ocean. The US made quiet diplomatic
representations against the two straits states’ challenge to
its strategic mobility, and the conflict of their interest in
maritime security with America’s interest in freedom of
movement was resolved (see Chapter Three) in the context of
the United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS)
beginning in 1974. Until then, that conflict was mitigated by
America’s good relations with Malaysia and close ties with
Indonesia and by those countries’ wish that the US play an
active part in the post-Vietnam war security of South-East

Asia.

A second security initiative from South-East Asia in 1971
would, if put into effect, also have undermined America’s
capability to operate in the Indian Ocean. In the Kuala
Lumpur Declaration of November 1971 Indonesia, Malaysia, the
Philippines, Thailand and Singapore expressed their
determination to try to create a Zone of Peace, Freedom and
Neutrality (20PFAN) in South-East Asia in order to insulate it

regarded itself as a cluster of islands within which were
straits used for international navigation and high seas where
foreign navies could sail at will without reference to
Indonesian interests and authority. The right of innocent
passage would not apply automatically within Indonesia’s
internal waters; the government could grant innocent passage
as it chose and threatening warships could be excluded. For
the Indonesian government’s formal statement of the
"archipelago principle", see the "Government Declaration
Concerning the Water Areas of Indonesia, 13 December, 1957" in
Ibid., p. 201.
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from external interference and to keep it out of involvement
in conflicts among outside powers.® One consequence of the
implementation of ZOPFAN would be the removal of all foreign
military bases from the region, including, for example, the US
naval base at Subic Bay. The capacity of American naval
forces to function efficiently in the Indian Ocean would be
impaired by the increase in time and distance to reach it from
potential alternative bases such as Guam island 1500 miles to
the east of Subic Bay. ZOPFAN had little chance of being
implemented, however. The security interests and perceptions
among the Kuala Lumpur Declaration states diverged and they
could not avoid the fact that China’s presence contiguous to
South-East Asia attracted Soviet involvement in the region and
that they relied on America to balance the communist rivals.
ZOPFAN was an ideal and its proposal was more a matter of
diplomatic ritual than reality to which the United States
needed only to express cautious, low-key interest "in
principle".

Responses to US Policy
Although many 1littoral states responded to America’s

strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area by supporting a
"Zone of Peace" as a way to avoid threats from "escalating"
great power naval rivalry and, ideally, to manage their
security by themselves, they knew that an IOZP was
unrealistic. The super-powers intended to counter one another
and the Indian Ocean states could not prevent their global
competition from taking hold in the area. At the same time,
they understood, the small, essentially symbolic American and
Soviet naval forces did not pose an imminent, direct threat to
them. The only practical approach was to oppose maritime
hegemony by any one external power and countenance a balance
between the Soviet presence and the American presence at as
low a level as possible.

% The text of the Kuala Lumpur Declaration is in Dick Wilson,
The Neutralization of Southeast Asia (New York: Praeger
Publishers, 1975), pp. 198-199.
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How individual Indian Ocean states reached the above
conclusion depended on their security policy and their
perception of America’s role in it. 1In the Persian Gulf the
conservative Arab states had, like Iran and Iraq, a strong
interest in the safe passage of oil tankers and other shipping
through the Gulf and out through the Strait of Hormuz into the
Indian Ocean. Scarcely able to police their territorial
waters, they had to look to the Iranian navy to patrol the
Gulf and the Strait of Hormuz. They valued the Middle East
Force for showing American interest and friendship without an
unwanted direct US military involvement in regional security
and for subtly qualifying Iran’s attempt at maritime hegemony,
as suggested above. But the MEF’s support facility on Arab
territory, in Bahrain, was an embarrassment in Arab politics
and Iran as well as Iraq objected to it. The Indian Ocean lay
beyond the practical security purview of the conservative Gulf
Arabs and although they noted the new Soviet naval presence
there, it was of minor concern relative to the USSR’s
involvement in South Yemen or the Soviet-Iragi alliance in
1972 and even more so compared to issues such as their
immediate security and the Arab-Israeli conflict. A small
American naval presence in the Indian Ocean which countered
the modest Soviet force was acceptable as part of the United
States’ global balance against the USSR. Iraq opposed the
Middle East Force, its use of facilities in Bahrain and an
American presence in the Indian Ocean. They were part of US
"imperialist domination"™ of the Arab nation and the Third
World and in the case of the MEF, it tended to attract a
Soviet naval presence into the Gulf, intensifying the super-
power competition there and its attendant dangers.

Iran, that is, the Shah, sought to play the paramount role
in ordering the security of the Persian Gulf and to keep the
Soviets and the Americans out of the Gulf while it maximized
its independence from them both. Since the middle 1960s Iran
had been on good terms with the USSR, which was thought no
longer to pose a serious military threat to it. The
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occasional Soviet naval visit to the Persian Gulf and the
"build-up" by Soviet forces in the Indian Ocean were minor in
importance; they were intended principally for political
effect. The Shah preferred that Britain and America as well
as the Soviet Union keep their forces out of the Gulf and that
the MEF 1leave Bahrain® in order to avoid great power
competition and also "polarization. If one of the countries
in this region moves too close to either of the blocs, the
others might be persuaded to move closer to its rival."™
External naval forces were not necessary because the Iranian
navy could patrol the sea lanes. In the Indian Ocean Iran
tolerated a US (and also British) presence as a balance
against the Soviet squadron: "if the big powers [were] to have
a naval presence in the [Indian Ocean] region, Iran would not
wish to see the U.S. become the only one that is excluded."”
But from 1972 the Shah intended to acquire naval forces able
to patrol the sea lanes far out into the Indian Ocean, into
which he had extended Iran’s security perimeter. Those forces
were part of an all azimuths defence capability which he was
determined to create with large amounts of advanced American
weapons and which would enhance Iran’s strategic self-
reliance. Greater self-reliance was even more imperative as
a result of the Vietnam war because the United States had
become a weaker and more unreliable source of security. It
might fail to support Iran as it had "failed" to support
Pakistan in 1971, despite the appearance of the Enterprise
task group, and in 1965.

% See Shahram Chubin and Sepehr Zabih, The Foreign Relations
of Iran A Developing State in a Zone of Great-Power Conflict
(Berkeley: University of cCalifornia Press, 1974), pp. 261,
269-270.

™ From a comment by Amir Taheri in Amir Taheri, "Policies of
Iran in the Persian Gulf Region", in The Persian Gulf and
Indian Ocean in International Politics, ed. Abbas Amirie
(Tehran: Institute for International Political and Economic
Studies, 1975), p. 284.

N Ibid., p. 274.
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Initially, in 1962-64, India accepted an American naval
presence in the Indian Ocean, even though in the 1950s the US
had introduced the Cold War into South Asia by way of its
security tie with India’s chief antagonist, Pakistan. China
was a foe of the US as well as India, which had fought a war
against the PRC in 1962, and an American aircraft carrier task
group in the Indian Ocean was perceived as a stabilising force
helping to deter further Chinese aggression and to restrain
Pakistan.” This consideration mitigated India’s opposition
in the latter 1960s to the British and American intention to
construct naval and air facilities on the newly created
British Indian Ocean Territory. India lost its de facto
maritime defence as Britain began to withdraw from the Indian
Ocean area in 1968 but until late 1971 it viewed with relative
equanimity the introduction there of Soviet naval forces and
of US 7th Fleet detachments. Both sides’ presence and the
potential threat posed by their competition were judged to be
minor. Although India could not prevent the super-powers from
sending forces to the Indian Ocean, it could keep a careful
watch on their operations, try to keep the US or the USSR from
acquiring logistic facilities in Pakistan and protest against
America’s construction of a communications station at Diego
Garcia. The principle of balance informed India’s view of the
American and the Soviet naval presence: only

a competitive and balanced presence would prevent either
superpower from building up its forces to an intolerable
level. It was the best assurance that conflicts between
the superpowers in the Ocean would remain under control
and that intervention in the affairs of the 1littoral
states would be minimized.”

A "balance of presence would let India maintain a stance of
nonalignment in (sic) Indian Ocean power rivalry, and provide

 From a comment by Ganti Bhargava in Bhabani Sen Gupta, "The
View from India" in Ibid., pp. 195, 196.

B Ibid., p. 189.
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nonaligned nations with an opportunity to press for such

utopian concepts as a zone of peace...."™

In 1971 the United States’ rapprochement with China, its
diplomatic support for Pakistan in the Indo-Pakistani war and
its dispatch of the Enterprise aircraft carrier task group to
the Bay of Bengal (see fn. 54 above) reminded the Indians that
their interests could clash with America’s and that the USSR
was necessary for balancing the US and China in South Asia and
the US in the Indian Ocean. The presence of the Enterprise
task group had a "powerful impact on India’s perception of
developments in the Indian Ocean since December 1971. Indian
policy planners [could] hardly ignore the possibility that the
US might intervene in a future Indo-Pakistani war from the
naval base at Diego Garcia."” Thus India would strongly
oppose the Nixon administration’s proposal in 1974 to expand
Diego Garcia into a logistic support facility. The threat of
American intervention represented by the Enterprise was an
important factor inducing India to take on two new naval roles
and to accelerate the expansion of the Indian navy in order to
fulfil them. Besides defending India’s coast, islands and
territorial waters, protecting Indian shipping and countering
the Pakistani navy, Indian maritime forces would begin to
monitor external powers’ naval forces in the Indian Ocean and
would offer protection upon request to small states in the
Indian Ocean area. A larger navy would enable India to
present a modest but still useful political counter to
competing US and Soviet forces and a degree of deterrence
against a potential American naval threat. It would also
lessen in time India’s dependence on the USSR for naval aid
and for balancing the American presence. For the near-term,
however, America’s attempted naval coercive diplomacy in

4 Idem.

% Ibid., p. 191.
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December 1971 made even more remote a basic Indian objective
of minimizing the super-powers’ involvement in the Indian

Ocean area.

The Pakistanis were anxious that India with its growing
navy would become the dominant regional naval power in the
Indian Ocean area and intimidate its smaller neighbours,
including Pakistan.” Seeking to minimize Indian naval
hegemony as much as possible and realising that they alone
could not balance the Indian navy, they wanted an Indian Ocean
"Zone of Peace" to restrict regional powers, that is, India,
as well as external powers. But because a "Zone of Peace" was
not possible, Pakistan hoped that the presence of Soviet and
American naval forces would moderate 1India’s maritime
ambitions, in addition to inhibiting aggressive action by one
of those super-power presences. It was hoped too that outside
powers would not do anything that would give "overwhelming

superiority to any single regional country."”

The presence of the Enterprise aircraft carrier task
group in the Bay of Bengal at the end of the Indo-Pakistani
war in December 1971 disappointed Pakistan. Helping to raise
unrealistic hopes of American help, it "showed" that once
again, as in 1965, the US was an unreliable friend when
needed. To the extent that the Enterprise caused India,

assisted in part by its Soviet ally, to accelerate its naval
expansion programme, it worsened Pakistan’s inferiority in the
naval balance with India. Pakistan began to look to Iran for
potential help in countering the Indian navy. Nonetheless the
Pakistanis had to maintain their relationship with the United
States, even though it was more frayed and "distant" after

6 see Latif Ahmed Sherwani, "Realities of the Indian Ocean
Area: A Pakistani Evaluation", paper presented to the Indian
Ocean Conference at the Center for Strategic and International
Studies, Georgetown University, Washington D.C., March 1971,
p. 17.

7 Ibid., p. 26.
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1971. The American tie, however imperfect relative to the
more dependable, if more limited link with China, remained
necessary for balancing the USSR in South Asia and in the

Indian Ocean.

The Indian Ocean was part of Indonesia’s security
purview, centred on South-East Asia, within which Indonesia
wanted the United States to balance the Soviet Union as well
as China. Staunchly anti-communist since 1966, Indonesia
considered America as its informal, de facto ally and as the
Vietnam war drew to a close, the "prospect of the United
States in a phase of strategic decline aroused profound
concern"” among the Indonesian leadership. Uncertain about
America’s future role in regional security and its reliability
in fulfilling that role, the Indonesians found "the likelihood
of competition between the Soviet Union and China to £fill the
vacuum left by an abdication of the US military presence [to

be] extremely disturbing."”

Maritime security was very important to Indonesia because
of its archipelagic character. The presence of naval forces
of a communist power, the USSR, sailing through South-East
Asia to the Indian Ocean underlined to Indonesia its inability
to control its maritime environment.!** Thus although naval
deployments through South-East Asia by both super-powers was
"regarded with distaste"™ by Jakarta, which also expressed
critical concern about America’s construction of facilities on

7 Michael Leifer, Indonesia’s Foreign Policy (London: George
Allen & Unwin, 1983), p. 154.

" Idem.

% See Guy J. Pauker, "Indonesian Perspectives On The Indian
Ocean" in Cottrell and Burrell, The Indian Ocean: 1Its

Political, Economic, and Military Importance, p. 230.



110

Diego Garcia, "the US navy constituted the only credible
counterweight [to Soviet naval forces] and had to be tolerated
in the interest of raison d’etat."™

Australia judged that the United States’ strategic policy
for the Indian Ocean area was insufficient to balance the
Soviet naval presence there and it encouraged, without
success, the Americans to make a greater effort to do so. The
growing economic importance of Western Australia, Britain’s
withdrawal in large part from "east of Suez" by late 1971,°
Australia’s very limited capacity for defence in its west and
uncertainty about its American ally’s defence involvement in
the Indian Ocean area and the larger US security role in Asia
as the Vietnam war ended heightened its unease about potential
danger from the USSR, as suggested by the establishment in the
area and increase since 1968 of a Soviet naval presence. That
presence was part of the USSR’s attempt to increase its
influence and prestige among the littoral states. Although
the main purpose of the Soviet squadron was political rather
than military®, the Australian government recognised, and

* Under the Five-Power Defence Arrangement signed by Britain,
Australia, New Zealand, Malaysia and Singapore in April 1971,
Britain retained several frigates at Singapore and aircraft in
Malaysia in contribution to those two states’ defence.

8 Leifer, Indonesia’s Foreign Policy, p. 146. For Indonesian
views on the Indian Ocean issue, see Ali Moertopo, "The Indian
Ocean: Strategic And Security Problems", The Indonesian
Quarterly 5 (April 1977), 33-46; Kirdi Dipoyudo, "Important
Development In The Indian Ocean Area", The Indonesian
Quarterly 10 (April 1982), 5-15. Indonesia, both analysts
note, recognizes that the Soviet-American rivalry in the
Indian Ocean will continue. The two sides’ presence must be
maintained "in reasonable balance at as low a level as
possible" in order to "avoid a competitive escalation of
forces and to guarantee stability, peace and security in the
region."

2 See p. 131 in Beazley and Clark, Politics of Intrusion,
which discusses (pp. 127-143) Australia’s defence policy for
the Indian Ocean area from the late 1960s to 1978 and its
response to the United States’ strategic policy there.

According to Commonwealth of Australia, Parliament, Report
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although "Australia alone [could] do little about the Soviet
presence", if it did "not pay close attention to the region
its nations may be encouraged to swing more towards USSR and
the PRC. This would be detrimental to Australia’s potential
for trade, influence and goodwill."®

Because Australia by itself could not balance the Soviet
squadron, it sought help from America and Britain: it hoped to
persuade them to form with it a joint naval force in the
Indian Ocean which would be, as expressed by the Australian
Minister for Defence, "‘adequate to demonstrate ... that the
Ocean does not and will not become a Russian preserve and that
Western interests there remain positive and will be
secured.’"® Australia’s attempt to gain the cooperation of
its allies failed. When the then Prime Minister, Mr McMahon,

from the Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs on the Indian
Ocean Region, 1971 - Parliamentary Paper No. 258, p. 4,

The Soviet surface naval presence, because of its
size, wvulnerability and 1lack of full naval base
facilities, cannot, at present, be considered an
aggressive military force or a direct threat to
Australia. It can generally be classed as a political
and psychological tool, which increases uncertainty in
the region.

The Joint Committee Report concluded that the Soviet squadron
had the primary purpose of

‘showing the flag’ - showing the countries of the Indian
Ocean ... that the Soviet Union has an interest and a
place in the ... region. By visiting various sectors of
the region, it has sought to create a feeling of
goodwill, to display a sense of involvement, and most
importantly, to gain and consolidate the confidence of
the littoral states. But ... the influence exercised by
a naval force, if it belonged to a great power, was
related more to the latent power it represented, rather
than to the size of the force itself. (p. 28)

¥ Australia, Parliament, Joint Committee Report, p. 35.

¥ Beazley and Clark, Politics of Intrusion, p. 131.



112

raised the issue during a visit to Britain and America in
November 1971, the British declined to make a commitment and
the

response in Washington scarcely came closer to meeting
Australian objectives. ... [T]he prevailing mood [there]
was in favour of a low-key approach to the Indian Ocean
and there was considerable resistance to any large-scale
commitment of American Naval (sic) forces to the area.
If anything, the US administration was much less prone to
emphasise a Soviet ‘threat’ in the Indian Ocean than was
its Australian counterpart. This feeling was undoubtedly
conveyed to the visiting Australian Prime Minister and
any hopes that he might have had of returning with
specific plans for a joint Anglo-American-Australian
naval force for the Ocean were rapidly dashed.¥

The US would agree with the Australians only that a "careful
watch" over the Soviet naval presence should continue, by way
of its construction of a communications station and landing
strip at Diego Garcia. Unable to gain reassurance from the
American position, the Australians had to tolerate it. They
continued to build at Cockburn Sound near Freemantle in
Western Australia a naval support facility which, when
finished, the US was invited to use. They sought to gain use
of Diego Garcia for reconnaissance flights across the eastern
Indian Ocean. When the Labor government under Gough Whitlman
came to power in late 1972, it took a more critical and
independent view of the US and unlike the previous,
conservative government it espoused an Indian Ocean "Zone of
Peace". But that espousal was intended essentially for
improving Australia’s standing in the Third World and the
Labor government supported America’s presence in the Indian
Ocean, provided that it was kept at as low a 1level as
possible.

The USSR’s growing naval presence in the Indian Ocean
from 1968 and its acquisition of access to logistic facilities
in Somalia was not a response to America’s strategic policy

% 1bid., p. 132.
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for the Indian Ocean area. That policy was not created until
late 1970 and the only US naval presence there was the small
and long-established Middle East Force. 1Initially the Soviet
presence was a logical but mistaken anticipation of the
deployment by US ballistic missile submarines into the Indian
Ocean as part of America’s global strategic nuclear deterrence
against the USSR. Although the "Soviets were under no
illusion that they had the capability to counter Polaris
[submarines] in the Indian Ocean..., [t]lhey wanted to develop
the operational and physical infrastructure to support
measures that they hoped would gradually become
available...."® But in 1971-72 the primary mission of the
Soviet force in the Gulf of Aden and the Arabian Sea changed
from countering Polaris submarines to preparing for the
defence of the Soviet Union in conventional war with the West
and more immediately, in view of tensions on their mutual
border, with china.?” As a result the Soviets increased
further their naval presence and began to enlarge their Somali
support facilities. Preparing for war contingencies was more
important than arms control with the Americans, which was
rejected as a possible course of action not only because of
opposition by the chiefs of the Soviet land forces as well as
the Navy but also probably because, it was calculated, the US
also wanted to, and would, keep its naval presence at a low
level, notwithstanding the deployment of the Enterprise
aircraft carrier task group to the Bay of Bengal in late 1971.

Besides area familiarization and gaining operational
experience, the Soviet naval presence had the collateral,
political purpose of "showing the flag". That presence helped
to underline the USSR’s importance as a regional and also
global actor and to enhance Soviet prestige and it made
carefully selected goodwill port visits. It showed the USSR’s

% MccGwire, Military Objectives in Soviet Foreign Policy, pp.
196-197.

8 Ibid., pp. 197-201.
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support for friendly regimes facing political danger, for
example the new Marxist regime in Somalia in 1969 and 1970.
It provided minor, non-belligerent support for "national
liberation" when in 1973 Soviet ships carried Dhofari rebel
forces from Aden to near the border between South Yemen and
Oman. None of those activities was a response to America’s
strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area, however. And in
the one case in which the Soviet navy did counterbalance an
American naval force, the Enterprise task group in 1971, the
anti-aircraft carrier detachment came not from the Soviet
Indian Ocean presence but from the Soviet Pacific Fleet’s base
at vladivostok.

The Soviet political leadership was concerned about the
American and Western response to the USSR’s presence in the
Arabian Sea at least as much as about how to respond to
America’s strategic policy for the area. The Soviet presence
had to be restricted to a minor, low-risk cadre force, too
slight to be perceived as a military threat, in order to avoid
incurring yet heavier defence expenditure, provoking
opposition from littoral states or perhaps prompting the US to
introduce a significant counter-force. The Soviet deployment
indeed had to be

delicately calculated; it must be large enough to satisfy
the naval requirement of area familiarization; it must be
large enough, and sufficiently eye-catching, to raise the
spectre of a great-power naval race in the Indian Ocean;
but it must not be large enough to convince the Western
governments that the spectre had become reality and that
they must respond by raising their own involvement. 1In
essence, it must arouse non-aligned opinion to the
dangers of a great-power naval race, so that a hostile
climate would be created, not for the Soviet presence
itself, but for the possibility of an American or British
counter to it, and a consequent raising of the naval
armaments level. ..« Knowing that the American
government was also faced with the problems of rising
defence costs, and that disillusionment with the
involvement in Vietnam was creating a climate adverse to
new commitments, the Soviet leaders probably expected
that by raising a ‘spectre’ they could achieve a tacit
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understanding with the American government, in which they
could together act to limit the aspirations of their
respective navies.®

The USSR’s strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area was
not so much a response to the corresponding US policy as it
was a compromise between the Soviet armed forces’ requirement
to prepare for war and their political leaders’ preference to
restrain as much as possible the Soviet naval presence in the
area. Unlike in the US, however, the armed forces’ position
was strong enough for them to block the USSR from entering
into naval arms control negotiations for the Indian Ocean.

Creation of Policy, 1970
America’s strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area

created in 1970 - minor naval display and establishing a
communications station at Diego Garcia for the political
purposes of showing interest, balancing the Soviet naval
presence and thereby reassuring friendly littoral states - was
of marginal necessity. The United States’ interests were
moderate, as were the military threats to them on land from
Iraq and the Soviet Union. The Soviet naval presence was too
small to threaten shipping or to exert appreciable influence.
The principal threat to access to Persian Gulf oil was
instability within states, and US armed forces were irrelevant
for dealing with it. America showed sufficient concern for
its interests and was able to secure them with policy
instruments other than a naval presence. In the Gulf
encouraging primarily Iran to take responsibility for regional
security and selling it arms with which to balance Iraq were
much more important than retaining the Middle East Force.

Minor crises, for example that between Iragq and Kuwait in
1973, were resolved by a combination of Saudi (and, in the
background, Iranian) military strength in readiness and Arab
diplomacy, and without a US naval show of force. The
Americans balanced the Soviets adequately through superiority

% Jukes, "The Indian Ocean in Soviet Naval Policy", pp. 11-12.
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in the total range of military activities, which was the
greater source of reassurance to friendly states.

Avoidance was a prominent motif in America’s strategic
policy. Minor naval display was judged to be necessary in
order to avoid wrong signalling by inaction: Britain’s
operational departure from the Indian Ocean area and the entry
of the Soviet navy were too important to be ignored. A
response had to be made in order to prevent the 1littoral
states from getting a stronger impression as the Vietnam war
began to draw to an end that America was becoming weak and
indifferent and was "retreating" relative to the USSR. An
occasional minimal and defensive deployment by 7th Fleet
units, retaining the MEF and (the compromise with the US Navy
of) building a communications station at Diego Garcia would
avoid the appearance of US indifference to the Indian Ocean
area and the possibility because of American "default" that
some littoral countries might become more responsive to the
Soviet naval presence. But America’s strategic policy was
intended also to avoid provoking 1littoral countries by
minimizing the worry that it was "militarizing"™ the Indian
Ocean, engaging in an arms race with the USSR and endangering
their security. The policy objective of inhibiting
competition with the Soviets was shown by the United States’
interest, not reciprocated by them in practice, in naval arms
control negotiations. The above considerations led the Nixon
administration to reject the US Navy’s preferred policy of
"matching" quantitatively the Soviet naval presence and
constructing a logistic support facility on Diego Garcia.

That America did balance the Soviet naval presence in the
Indian Ocean was suggested by the littoral states’ response to
its strategic policy for the area. Except for outright
opposition by politically and ideologically unfriendly states
such as Iragq and also Marxist Somalia and South Yemen,
ambivalence was many states’ response to the US policy.
America was necessary to balance the Soviet presence but
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balance implied potentially dangerous competition between the
super-powers, even though America did avoid an arms race with
the USSR and even though its Indian Ocean strategic policy had
not caused the introduction of the Soviet presence. Thus most
of the 1littoral states voted for the "Zone of Peace"
declaration which called in effect for both sides to withdraw
from the Indian Ocean. Ambivalence, caused also in the case
of Iran and Pakistan by their sense of US unreliability as a
source of help in a crisis, weakened America’s reassurance of
friendly powers that it was balancing the Soviet presence.

In late 1973 the October war in the Middle East, the
consequent oil embargo and America’s changing perception of
Soviet behaviour prompted it to make a minor change in its
strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area. Why and how that
policy was adjusted is the subject of the next chapter.
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CHAPTER THREE
MINOR ADJUSTMENT OF POLICY, 1973-74

The United States made a minor adjustment in 1973-74 to
its strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area in response to
the Arab oil embargo resulting from the Arab-Israeli war in
October 1973 and to Soviet behaviour during that war. The
embargo emphasized America’s growing dependence on Persian
Gulf oil, and the USSR’s threat to intervene in the war and
airlift to Arab belligerents suggested a greater Soviet
willingness to use the armed forces abroad in support of
policy. The US Navy in particular warned of the Soviets’
potential to exercise "considerable influence" in the Indian
Ocean area and globally by way of its increasing naval
presence there. America began regular naval deployments to
the Arabian Sea in order to balance more vigorously the Soviet
squadron and to intensify the display of concern for its
regional interests, especially access to Persian Gulf oil.
From late 1973 into 1975 the US made veiled threats to
retaliate against "friendly" Gulf Arab states if they did not
end the oil embargo soon and then to intervene in "defence" of
access to 0il should another embargo be imposed. The Nixon
and Ford administrations’ proposal to expand Diego Garcia into
a logistic facility was part of America’s enhanced naval
display in the Indian Ocean and when completed, Diego Garcia
would be able to support contingency operations by aircraft
carrier task groups for 30 days and by long-range combat and
logistic aircraft. America was not prepared to negotiate with
the USSR about naval arms control for the Indian Ocean,
preferring instead to exercise "tacit restraint".

This chapter outlines the setting to the adjustment of
America’s strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area,
discusses the rationale and premises for that adjustment and
examines the United States’ threats to retaliate, then to
intervene against Gulf Arab states. The proposal for a
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logistic facility at Diego Garcia, the vigorous opposition to
it in the US Senate and the Executive branch’s reasons not to
seek naval arms control negotiations with the Soviets are
detailed. Finally are reviewed how the US dealt with
political challenges to its use of bases in the Philippines
and a support facility in Bahrain and how legal challenges to
its strategic mobility through maritime South-East Asia were

resolved.

Setting and Interests
In late October 1973 the United States sent the Hancock

aircraft carrier task group to the Arabian Sea, where a
"greatly increased naval presence was maintained until April
1974."! The Hancock’s deployment was "probably related to the
global alert of U.S. forces in response to the Arab-Israeli
war and a reaction to the shipping threat, as well as a more
generalized response to the sudden cessation of oil
supplies."? A month later, in late November, the first
adjustment of America’s strategic policy for the Indian Ocean
area was announced by James Schlesinger, then Secretary of
Defence, who expressed the Nixon administration’s intention to
make "more frequent and more regular naval deployments to the
region",?® thereby resuming the periodic deployments
discontinued in 1964.

The modification of America’s initial, "minimalist"
policy for the Indian Ocean area was caused by important
changes in the setting of that policy. The Middle East war,
the Arab oil embargo, the resulting four-fold increase in the
price of o0il and economic disruption in the West showed that
the US had become dependent on Persian Gulf oil to the point

! sick, "Evolution of Strategy", p. 63.

? Ibid., p. 64. The "shipping threat" referred to Egypt’s
interference at the Bab al-Mandab strait with shipping bound
for Israel.

3 Idem; New York Times, November 30, 1973.
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of vulnerability. Contrary to America’s assumption before
1973, the growing economic interdependence between the Gulf
Arab states and the US had not prevented the Arabs from using
the denial of o0il as an economic and political "weapon" for
exerting pressure on the US in order to influence Israel to
make more concessions to the "front line" Arab states. The
Nixon administration became acutely aware not only of the
close political linkage between the Arab-Israeli conflict and
the o0il policy of the Gulf Arab states but also of the
leverage that they could apply on America’s allies, whose
heavy dependence on Persian Gulf oil made them a source of
indirect influence against the US and potentially on the
global balance of power with the USSR. The divergence of
policy between America and its European and Japanese allies
during the October 1973 war and the strain on the Western
alliance as the allies made political concessions to the Arabs
and separate arrangements for oil supplies suggested that the
United States could not rely on allied support for its foreign
and security policies outside Europe or North-East Asia.
Perhaps the most ominous aspect of the Middle East war was the
behaviour of the Soviet Union. Its large airlift of war
supplies to Egypt and Syria while America initially exercised
restraint in support of Israel, its encouragement of the oil
embargo and its threat of direct armed intervention in the
fighting suggested to the US a Soviet view of detente not as
a process of restrained competition in the Third World but as
a means of gaining regional advantage at America’s expense.

The Soviets’ airlift to the Arab belligerents provided US
policy-makers one of four "lessons" from the war and the oil
embargo. First, the Soviet Union had "projected" "military
power on a scale and at a distance sufficient to break
America’s monopoly of the capacity for long-range
intervention." It had deployed up to 96 naval ships in the
Mediterranean during the war. And in response to America’s

4 Strategic Survey 1973 (London: International Institute For
Strategic Studies, 1974), p. 4.



121

deployment of the Hancock task group to the Arabian Sea, the
Soviet naval presence there doubled to 32 ships by December
1973. Second, the stoppage of Saudi oil from the refinery at
Bahrain, the usual source of fuel for its naval vessels in the
Indian Ocean, compelled the US to make hasty oil purchase
arrangements with Iran and to establish a supply chain of
tankers from the 7th Fleet’s o0il depot at Subic Bay, more than
4,000 miles away. The strain on the US 1logistic forces
emphasized the difficulty of supporting emergency operations
over a long distance. Third, access to military facilities in
the Middle East and in allied states was unavailable when, as
in the case of US support for Israel, America’s interests were
opposed politically. On October 20, 1973 the Bahraini
government ordered the Middle East Force to leave Bahrain by
October 1974 and all of America’s European allies except
Portugal refused to give it use of their facilities and
overflight rights for its aerial resupply of Israel. Fourth,
Egypt’s interference at the Bab al-Mandab with shipping bound
for Israel, especially oil tankers from Iran, demonstrated the
vulnerability of shipping to hostile action at "choke points".

The changes in the setting of America’s strategic policy
for the Indian Ocean area in 1late 1973 underlined the
importance of its already well-defined interests there which
centred on the Persian Gulf. The most compelling interest was
the assured availability of oil in sufficient quantity and at
a "reasonable" price. The dependence of America’s allies on
Gulf oil was heavy, as noted, and its own imports of Gulf oil
- about 15% of all its imported oil in 1974 - were growing.®
The US government’s earlier estimate that by 1980 50% of
America’s oil imports would come from the Persian Gulf seemed
to be coming true. As the balance of trade with that region
now weighed heavily against the US, the vigorous export of
goods and services there became more urgent.

The US government was also becoming aware of the West’s
expanding need for the metals, minerals and other raw
materials of southern Africa.
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Accessibility of oil was connected with the independence,
stability and security of the Persian Gulf as well as with a
settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict, which would prevent
another oil embargo. The United States continued to encourage
the pro-Western orientation and regional influence of Iran and
Saudi Arabia. Mending relations with the Saudis after the
oil embargo, keeping close links with the Shah and sustaining
its help for both countries’ economic and military development
programmes would enable them to maintain primary
responsibility for security in the Gulf and to contain
pressures from South Yemen and Iraq. America supported the
idea of a Gulf security system and it sought to restrict
Soviet interference and influence while avoiding military
competition or confrontation with the USSR. The United
States’ interest in assured air and sea access to the Indian
Ocean area and free movement across it, the security of
shipping routes along which oil was carried to Europe, Asia
and America and the safety of its citizens, an increasing
number of whom were resident in the Gulf, were steadfast.

Rationale and Premises of Policy

In 1974 America undertook a "comprehensive reevaluation"
of its Indian Ocean area strategic policy. Its reassessment
was guided by the recognition that Persian Gulf oil was now a
much more direct and vital national interest, that events in
the Gulf could affect American security quite seriously -
which recognition was itself a major watershed in US strategic
thinking - and that the "oil had been turned off" for
political reasons, not as a result of a military threat.’
National Security Study Memorandum 199, the principal policy
document (completed in autumn 1974), answered the questions of
what level of naval presence in the Indian Ocean would now
best serve US interests and how that presence could be
combined most effectively with diplomatic and other policy

5 sick, "Evolution of Strategy", p. 64.
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instruments, including possible arms control initiatives, to
achieve American objectives. 1Its main decision was

to institutionalize the actions that had been taken
almost a year before, in the heat of the crisis. These
actions had proved operationally feasible, and much of
the political cost had already been paid. Thus, it was
decided to maintain a contingency naval presence in the
form of periodic deployments from the Pacific Fleet. ...

... Diego Garcia was to be expanded from its genuinely
austere status as a communications station to an
intermediate facility capable of supporting major naval
and air deployments for limited periods of time. ...

Finally, it was determined that no new initiatives
on Indian Ocean arms limitations would be undertaken with
the Soviets for the time being. Rather, the United
States would pursue a policy of ‘tacit restraint,’ ...
asserting its rights to operate military force in the
Indian Ocean at the new, but still relatively modest
levels that had emerged from the 1973 crisis.

There was general recognition that this increased

level of military activity was not in itself a solution

to the stubborn political issues facing the United States
in the area, nor was it a substitute for other diplomatic

or economic policies that might be pursued on a bilateral
basis with various states of the region. ... [T]lhis

enhancement of U.S. military capabilities and presence

was regarded as a symbol of U.S. political interest,
reinforcing other policy instruments, as well as an

assertion of American intent to maintain access to the
region.® (Italics added.)

The rationale for the first policy initiative, the
periodic deployment by 7th Fleet task groups to the Indian
Ocean, had been set out in February 1974 in a letter to the
Chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee from
Schlesinger, who urged that "it is imperative for the U.S. to
maintain a balance in the Indian Ocean area vis-a-vis the

$ Ibid., pp. 65-66. Beazley and Clark, Politics of Intrusion,
pp. 30-49, discuss "The October War and American Approaches to
an Indian Ocean Policy 1973-1976".
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Soviets."’” American naval deployments there since November
1973 had been prompted by the Soviets’ growing naval presence
and their ability to introduce additional forces into the area
quickly. "Broadly speaking" they had demonstrated during the
October war an increased readiness to use military aid and
shows of force to influence events in which major American
interests were at stake. They were prepared to project
military power into distant areas such as the Indian Ocean as
their naval forces and airlift capabilities grew. The
prospective reopening of the Suez Canal would enable the USSR
to augment its Indian Ocean forces from the Black Sea rather
than from the Pacific and a larger Soviet presence in the
Indian Ocean would be possible and probable at a time when the
importance of the 0il routes from the Persian Gulf had been
re-emphasized.

More frequent deployments to the Indian Ocean by American
naval forces were needed in order to offset growing Soviet
influence. Their presence underscored US strategic mobility
and provided a clear signal to the USSR of America’s resolve
to ensure a credible military capability in the area.
Balancing the Soviet squadron communicated the United States’
intention to continue to play a role there, to support
friendly states and to deter potential threats or harassment
to major international straits and shipping routes. America’s
naval presence was not tied to a narrow military mission; it
was intended as tangible evidence of US national interest - an
interest shared by allies and regional states - in security
and stability in the Indian Ocean area. The American presence
was not a threat to any state or group of states and no
specific tasks had been given it except to maintain general
operational proficiency while on station. The presence of its

7 This and the next paragraph draw from Schlesinger’s letter
and an enclosure, "Rationale For Naval Deployments In The
Indian Ocean And Proposed Expansion Of Diego Garcia", in
United States, Congress, Senate, Committee On Armed Services,

Selected Material On Diego Garcia, Committee Print, 94th
Cong., 1st sess., 1975, pp. 12-15.
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naval forces assured the US of an adequate capability to meet
contingencies involving friendly governments around the Indian

Ocean littoral.

Schlesinger’s rationale was complemented by a statement
in April 1974 by Admiral Zumwalt, the Chief of Naval
Operations until July 1974, in which he proposed that recent

events such as the Arab-Israeli war, the oil embargo, and
the worldwide economic dislocations which flowed from
that embargo and ensuing price rises have served to focus
attention on the Indian Ocean area.

The impacts of these events have brought home
clearly the interrelationship between what goes on in the
Indian Ocean area and the well-being of the rest of the
world.

I think it is evident, as a result of those
experiences, that our interests in the Indian Ocean are
directly linked with our interests in Europe and Asia;
and, more broadly, with our fundamental interest in
maintaining a stable worldwide balance of power.

In the judgment of many observers, the Indian Ocean
has become the area with the potential to produce major
shifts in the global balance of power over the next
decade. It follows that we must have the ability to
influence events in that area, and the capability to
deploy our military power in the region is an essential
element of such influence.

That ... is the crux of the rationale ...}

for increasing America’s naval presence in the Indian Ocean.
And in June 1975 George Vest, Director of the Bureau of
Politico-Military Affairs in the State Department, declared
that America’s

periodic deployments reassure ... friends in the area,
and serve as a reminder that we are able to respond to

8 From "Statement Of Adm. Elmo Russell Zumwalt, Jr., Chief Of
Naval Operations, U.S. Navy" in U.S. House, Proposed
Expansion, p. 130.
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threats against our interests and those of our allies.
We firmly believe that an effective capability to deploy
and support U.S. naval forces in the Indian Ocean area
helps to deter attempts to disrupt the vital sea lines of
communication which traverse it, and also underscores the
importance we attach to the right of countries to
navigate freely on the high seas. These deployments also
highlight the flexibility and mobility of our military
posture, thereby demonstrating the efficiency and
effectiveness of our forces in a wide variety of
circumstances and enhancing their deterrent credibility.
We believe the periodic demonstration of our ability to
operate in the Indian Ocean reinforces our diplomatic
efforts to maintain stability in the region, and in
contiguous areas such as the Middle East. In that area,
during the October 1973 hostilities, our naval
deployments exemplified military power in its traditional
role of effectively supporting diplomacy.’

Balancing the Soviet Naval Presence
The United States’ strategic policy for the Indian Ocean

area concentrated on the Soviet naval presence there, the
implications of its growth and its perceived uses in war,
crisis and peace and on the US Navy as the chief means by
which to counter that presence. Since 1968, noted Zumwalt,
repeating many of the themes he had articulated in 1970, there
had been "a pattern of steady buildup in the Soviet naval
presence, in Soviet military assistance to some of the
littoral states, and in the Soviet infrastructure for support
of military operations in the Indian Ocean."¥ The
"impressive" Soviet "buildup" could not be "related, either in
time or scope, to any comparable expansion of the U.S.
activity", which had "remained at a relatively low level."
The "USSR’s military logistics infrastructure" in Somalia,

 From "Prepared Statement Of Hon. George S. Vest, Director,
Bureau Of Politico-Military Affairs, Department Of State" in
U.S. House, Diego Garcia, 1975 Debate, p. 4.

10 gExcept where noted, all quotations in the remainder of this
and the next paragraph are taken from "Statement Of Adm. Elmo
Zunwalt, Jr., U.S. Navy, Chief of Naval Operations ..." in
United States, Congress, Senate, Committee On Foreign

Relations, Briefings On Diego Garcia And Patrol Frigate,

Hearings With Adm. Elmo Zumwalt, Jr., U.S. Navy, Chief Of
Naval Operations, 93rd Cong., 2nd sess., 1974, pp. 5-9.
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South Yemen and Iraq, which "already is capable of supporting
a much greater presence than now exists", and a much shortened
transit time from the Black Sea to the Arabian Sea when the
Suez Canal was reopened led him to expect the Soviet presence
to keep growing, regardless of America’s plans to expand Diego
Garcia. It would continue to increase despite the USSR’s
"asymmetrical" geographical advantage over the US: the "most
important military fact" was the Soviet Union’s "domination"
of the Eurasian land mass. It bordered on "some key" Middle
Eastern states and its "land-based forces can already be
brought to bear in the region." Unlike America the Soviet
Union had the "proximity necessary to influence events in the
Indian Ocean littoral, without the employment of naval
forces...."

The objectives of the Soviet naval presence were the
enlargement of "Soviet influence with countries of the region;
the enhancement of the Soviet image as a great power; and the
checking of Chinese political influence through the expansion
of Soviet power to China’s southern flank." Implicitly the
Soviet navy’s main objective in the Indian Ocean in wartime
was interdiction of oil shipping from the Persian Gulf. This
was suggested, first, when Zumwalt noted the USSR’s "awareness
that the o0il supplies of the Persian Gulf, and the sea lanes
over which they must pass to the economies of the world, are
of absolutely vital importance to [America’s] most important
allies, and are of growing importance to [the US]." In
contrast the Soviets were "virtually self-sufficient in oil,
and the Indian Ocean littoral consequently is of considerably
less economic importance to Moscow than to ..." the West.
Second, because the Soviet navy was expanding and the US Navy
was contracting, the USN "could not control all of the seas in
a conventional war with the Soviet Union today."!! A

* This reasoning explains why the US armed services rejected
both a "Zone of Peace" for the Indian Ocean area and
negotiations with the USSR for arms control there.

1 1bid., p. 23.
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declining American ability to exercise sea control might also,
the US Navy worried, encourage the USSR to use its Indian
Ocean squadron to support more aggressive and interfering
foreign policy initiatives. The Soviets might be emboldened
to exploit regional tensions and to take larger risks for gain
in crises, while BAmerica’s strong emphasis on conflict
avoidance and its 1limited naval forces might retard
appropriate counteraction. Ready access to the Arabian Sea
via a reopened Suez Canal and ample regional logistic
facilities could give the USSR an advantage over America in a
crisis by enabling and supporting the quick reinforcement of
its Indian Ocean squadron from the Black Sea. The Soviets
would be able to reach the Arabian Sea in about four days,
while the US Navy would take about ten days to reach it from
Subic Bay.® According to Admiral C.D. Grojean, then Deputy
Chief of Naval Operations (Plans and Policy),

the rapidity with which the Soviets could reach a
potential hotspot in the region of the Persian Gulf could
well be a deciding factor should the outcome of such a
crisis be influenced by the presence of a major naval
force standing offshore.?

The general peacetime political purpose of the Soviets’
naval presence in the Indian Ocean was, in Zumwalt’s view,

the use of military power, to convert that to political
influence, and to marry a combination of political and
military pressures in such a way that they can gradually
shift the balance of power, prevail on regimes which are

The US Navy pointed out that its forces responding to a
crisis in the Arabian Sea area probably would not be taken
from the 6th Fleet in the Mediterranean, because of its
responsibilities there.

2 From "Statement Of Rear Adm. C.D. Grojean, U.S. Navy, Deputy
Chief Of Naval Operations (Plans and Policy), Politico-
Military Policy Division"™ in United States, Congress,
Comnmittee Oon Appropriations, Military Construction
Appropriations For Fiscal Year 1975, Hearing Before A
Subcommittee on H. R. =---, 93rd Cong., 2nd sess., 1974,

p. 346.
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neutral to tilt in their direction, erode then,
radicalize them, and change the world to one more nearly
in their image, hopefully as peacefully as they can.®

It was not so much the actual use of armed force as the larger
psychological "shadow" cast by a military presence which was
thought to make an impact on political relations between
states. That was the case in the Indian Ocean area whose
states were particularly sensitive to naval power. The US
Navy expected that the Soviet squadron would be employed to
try to modify the littoral states’ perception of great power
relationships in the area. When seen against a backdrop of
Western decline - Britain’s withdrawal and America’s weakness,
indecisiveness and passivity after the Vietnam war - and in
combination with Soviet "gains" such as "Friendship" treaties
with India, Iraq and, in 1974, with Somalia, the gradually
increasing Soviet naval presence would "demonstrate" the
USSR'’s "advance" towards regional predominance. To the extent
that the Soviet presence and prestige contributed to altering
the expectations of the Indian Ocean countries, they would
defer more to the USSR’s interests and demands. They would
lose confidence in America as a serious regional actor and,
for some, the ultimate guarantor of their military security.
Their ties with a United States felt to lack the resolve to
look after its own interests would weaken. The US would be
taken 1less into account politically and it would 1lose
influence. A "substantial" Soviet naval presence in the
Indian Ocean, Zumwalt feared,

would come to be regarded as a normal and acceptable part
of the political landscape, while any augmentation of our
forces from their present levels might be regarded as
unacceptable if not provocative. We might then find
ourselves being squeezed out of the Indian Ocean area

..+, While Soviet influence would grow over those nations

B u.s, Senate, Second Supplemental FY 1974 Appropriations,
p. 2127.
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whiﬁh heretofore have been important and friendly to
us.

US strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area proposed to
counterbalance politically the USSR’s naval presence and, more
tacitly, to deter potential threats by the Soviet squadron
against American interests. There had been a growth of Soviet
naval capability in the Indian Ocean, Schlesinger remarked in
June 1975. That "growth ... does concern us, and we must
counterbalance it"" because an "effective military balance is
essential to the preservation of regional security and
stability...."® The United States "would not want [littoral
states] to be overshadowed by the naval presence of the Soviet
Union."” And according to Seymour Weiss, Director of the
Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs in the State Department in
1974, an American presence was necessary because although "the
Soviets have generally been prudent in their actions", the US
did

not believe that it is in our interest, that it gives the
correct political thrust to our national interests and to
our foreign policy, to have the states of the area reach
the conclusion that it is the presence of the Soviet
Union which counts when issues are raised where political
pressures may be brought to bear....!®

There were "military ways" "the o0il can be cut off" by the

¥ yU.s. Senate, Briefings On Diego Garcia, p. 7.

5 United sStates, Congress, Senate, Committee On Armed

Services, Disapprove Construction Projects On The Island Of
Diegqo Garcia, Hearing On S. Res. 160 To Disapprove

Construction Projects On The Island Of Diego Garcia, 94th
Cong., 1st sess., 1975, p. 44.

16 From a prepared statement by Hon. James R. Schlesinger,
Secretary Of Defense in Ibid., p. 11.

7 Ibid., p. 26.

3 From "Statement Of Hon. Seymour Weiss, Director, Bureau Of
Politico-Military Affairs, Department Of State" in U.S. House,

Proposed Expansion, p. 28.
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USSR, Zumwalt pointed out, and the US ought to be "very sure"
that it had "the capability to prevent those military ways
from coming to pass and if we have that capability, we are
much less 1likely to see political interference ([from the
Soviets]. The one flows from the other."!

Balancing and deterring the Soviet naval presence in the
Indian Ocean was thought by the US government to require the
periodic display of a naval force sufficient to defeat it in
battle. An aircraft carrier task group was a credible
counterbalancing presence not only because of its recognised
superiority in combat with the Soviet force® and because of the
value of US interests and the seriousness of American purpose
it demonstrated but also because of its flexibility. In
contrast with the USSR only naval forces enabled the US to
"project" and, if needed, sustain relatively efficiently and
independently its military power at a great distance from its
territory.

Maintaining a continuous aircraft carrier task group
presence in the Indian Ocean was considered” but National
Security Study Memorandum 199 concluded that intermittent
naval deployments would be just as satisfactory for display as
a standing deployment, perhaps more so. Periodic cruises of
a "passive" nature, with no specific purpose other than to
maintain operational proficiency, were less liable to prompt
an increase in Soviet naval activity than might a "matching"
permanent presence while they would still manifest superiority
in combat. At the same time as they showed a capability and
resolve to protect US interests greater than could be shown by
the Middle East Force or the single brief visit by a task

The aircraft carrier task group might have to contend with
an anti-carrier force in addition to the wusual Soviet
squadron.

¥ 1bid., p. 147.

0 zumwalt, On Watch, p. 455.
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group between early 1972 and late 1973, they would better
express to the Indian Ocean States the careful modulation of
US strategic policy, suggesting caution and restraint rather
than threat or provocation. Also an intermittent presence
would allow wider scope for signalling in crises by keeping
forces "in reserve" in the Western Pacific, unless a
simultaneous crisis there prevented their possible deployment
to the Arabian Sea. Following the continuous presence in the
Arabian Sea of US naval forces from late October 1973 to April
1974 primarily in response to the oil embargo, regular cruises
started from July 1974 and in 1975 a pattern had evolved of
three, on average six-week deployments a year consisting in
alternation of an aircraft carrier task group and a "surface
action group" led by a cruiser. That pattern lasted until
late 1978 when more continuous deployments began in response
to the Iranian revolution.

Periodic deployments to the Indian Ocean were in fact all
that the US Navy could afford because, as it had planned for,
by 1976 the number of aircraft carriers in the 7th Fleet
declined from three to two. And a continuous Indian Ocean
presence would have reduced the 7th Fleet’s contribution to
America’s more important security commitments in East Asia.
Factors such as the long distance to the Arabian Sea and the
technicalities of the "deployment cycle" in which three
aircraft carriers were used as a unit also ruled out a
standing presence.

Limited Soviet Naval Threat and Influence
In elaborating upon the rationale for America’s strategic
policy for the Indian Ocean area, the US Navy exaggerated the
Soviet navy’s threat to American interests and the degree of
influence it was likely to exert there. When asked whether
the Soviet presence was a threat to US interests, Noyes
responded that it was "not so much ... a direct immediate
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threat" as it was a "potential" one.? Weiss concurred,
declaring that a Soviet threat was "[a]bsolutely potential";
he did not expect active uses of the Soviet squadron.?
According to William Colby, then Director of the Central
Intelligence Agency, the Soviets recognised "the importance to
the west (sic) of Persian Gulf oil, and the sea lanes between
the Gulf and Europe or Japan. Moscow also perceives a causal
relationship between the 0il question and recent increases in
the U.S. naval presence in the Indian Ocean."® The USSR
would be concerned should there be a "major threat to Soviet
security posed from the Indian Ocean"; Soviet writings had
reflected "concern over the possibility of the United States
sending nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarines to the
Indian Ocean, but so far the activities of Soviet naval units
there have not indicated an anti-Polaris mission."® The
Soviets also had "a certain interest", Colby continued,

in posing a possible counterthreat to American or western
pressure on the Soviet Union by posing a threat to the
0il sources of Western Europe. But it is certainly not
in priority anything like their relationships with the
United States, Western Europe or China.?

And the "normal composition of the Soviet force" in the Indian
Ocean - "particularly the lack of a signifiéant submarine
capability - suggests that interdiction of western commerce,
particularly oil shipments from the Persian Gulf, has not been

2 y.s. House, Proposed Expansion, p. 62.
2 1pbid., p. 28.

B From "Statement Of W.E. Colby, Director Of Central
Intelligence Agency ..." before U.S. Senate, Subcommittee On
Military Construction, Of The Committee On Armed Services,

Hearing on July 11, 1974 on Military Construction, Fiscal Year
1975, in U.S. Senate, Disapprove Diego Garcia, p. 32.

% 1dem.

B Ibid., p. 34.
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a major objective."”® Nor did "direct military intervention
... appear to figure prominently in Soviet plans."? 2Zumwalt
himself acknowledged that if the Soviet and American "fleets"
in the Indian Ocean "became involved in an action, [the
Americans] are superior."”® 1In some global war scenarios,
according to Schlesinger, the USSR might conclude that a
withdrawal of its naval forces from the Indian Ocean would be
desirable.?

The Soviet naval "threat" was much more political than
military in nature. The "symbolic significance" of the Soviet
presence concerned America the most, in the opinion of
Weiss,¥® and that presence, Noyes pointed out, enabled the
Soviets "to exert political force, potential coercion...."¥
The cardinal assumption of US strategic policy was that unless
counterbalanced, the Soviets’ naval capability and their
willingness to use it might lead to greater Soviet influence
in the Indian Ocean area. This premise was stated most
clearly by Zumwalt:

It cannot have escaped the Soviets’ attention that
... any nation which is able to project significant naval
power into the Indian Ocean automatically acquires

% Ibid., p. 32. Of the five or six combatants of the 18 to 20
Soviet naval vessels deployed in the Indian Ocean in 1974-75,
only one or two were submarines, whose main purpose in wartime
was to attack shipping.

7 Idem.

% y.S. House, Proposed Expansion, p. 140. More precisely
Zumwalt meant that a US aircraft carrier task group with P-3C
anti-submarine warfare aircraft could defeat the Soviet
squadron (and presumably a Soviet anti-aircraft carrier force
too). But, he warned, the Soviets could "overfly the littoral
countries with their 1long-range air and associated cruise
missiles and ... join the battle. That would make it a much
closer proposition." (Idem)

¥ y.s. Senate, Disapprove Diego Garcia, p. 59.
% y.s. House, Proposed Expansion, p. 31.

3 1bid., p. 62.
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considerable influence with the littoral countries as
well as with those countries elsewhere which depend on
its o0il resources and ocean trade routes.¥ (Italics
added.)

But too strong and direct a causal link was presumed between
naval presence and influence. The Soviet squadron was only
one of an ensemble of policy instruments used by the USSR to
pursue its objectives. Indeed, Colby observed, the "roles of
military, and particularly naval forces, have been secondary
to diplomatic efforts and aid programs in promoting Soviet
interests in the Indian Ocean area."® Henry Kissinger,
appointed Secretary of State in September 1973, also regarded
the Soviet naval presence as a secondary factor. He observed
at a news conference in November 1973 that

Soviet influence in the Indian Ocean will not depend
primarily on the number of ships it can deploy into the
Indian Ocean. And I am confident that to the degree that
power becomes the principal factor in the Indian Ocean,
we will be able to generate a fleet of sufficient size
... so that we could counterbalance anything that the
Soviet Union might put [there], as the recent visit of
the Hancock ... has demonstrated.*

The best way to reduce Soviet influence in the Middle East,
Kissinger suggested, was not so much by a naval balance as by
diplomacy - negotiating a peace settlement between the Arabs
and the Israelis.

The Soviet squadron’s acquisition of "considerable
influence" in the Indian Ocean area depended in part on

32 y.s. senate, Briefings On Diego Garcia, p. 6.

3 y.s. senate, Disapprove Diego Garcia, p. 32. The "principal
objective of the ([Soviet] naval force" was, he seemed to
imply, defensive: "to maintain an adequate military strength
to counter - or at least provide a political counterweight to
- moves made by western naval forces there, particularly those
of the United States." (Idem)

3 mgecretary Kissinger’s News Conference of November 21", DoSB
69 (December 10, 1973), 708-709.
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reaching a size enabling it to mount a sustained interdiction
of shipping. Ultimately its "influence", insofar as numbers
of ships mattered, depended on the resources available to it
from the entire Soviet navy. But here a practical limit was
set: for all its growth the Soviet navy was still a finite
force which had higher priorities in the Atlantic,
Mediterranean and Pacific. Thus even with advantages from the
reopened Suez Canal such as quicker access to the Arabian Sea
from the Black Sea and the Mediterranean and better logistic
support, the Soviets could expand their presence only up to a
limit. According to Colby, they "probably would not be able
to sustain an Indian Ocean force significantly larger than
that presently deployed there without reordering their
priorities and shifting naval forces from other areas"(,lfj
which they gave no sign of doing. Other restraints on the
USSR’s capability to deploy and support a larger presence in
the Indian Ocean included "the requirement to maintain a
strategic reserve in home fleet areas, a large deployed force
in the Mediterranean, plus the economic and political costs of
operating a sizeable naval force...."* One political cost
derived from the fact that although sensitive to external

% U.s. Senate, Disapprove Dieqgo Garcia, p. 32. The USSR would
not draw from its squadron in the Mediterranean, Colby
proposed, because it "probably recognizes" that the Suez Canal
"is subject to closure in a crisis. The Soviets would not
want to be caught with a substantial portion of available
units on the wrong end of a blocked canal...." (Idem) Apropos
of the prospective reopening of the Suez Canal and the
"greater ease" it gave to "movement of the Soviet Fleet from
the Mediterranean into the Indian Ocean", Kissinger remarked
in late 1973 that

there is a great danger of looking at the developments in
this area in terms of a strategy that is more appropriate
to the previous century than now. ...

... the future of the Middle East should not be deduced
from the steaming time of the Soviet Fleet from the Black
Sea into the Indian Ocean and whether adding 10 days to
it, or cutting 10 days off it, will ... be the
determining factor. (DoSB 69 [December 10, 1973], 709.)

% U.S. Senate, Disapprove Dieqgo Garcia, p. 33.
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naval power, the 1littoral states also opposed potential
threats to their independence and security, as shown by the UN
"Zone of Peace" declaration. Nor were the Soviets likely to
obtain in the near future access to facilities substantially
better than those at Berbera and the more limited ones in
South Yemen and Iraq. India, for example, would not give the
Soviets special access to its naval bases. A final factor
discouraged a larger Soviet naval presence: the restrained
deployment by the US Navy. Were there no substantial
expansion on a permanent basis of American forces in the
Indian Ocean, a further rise in the level of the Soviet
presence would be gradual, perhaps one or two ships a year.¥

In fact the ceiling of the average Soviet naval presence
in the Indian Ocean proved to be quite low - about 18 to 20
ships. It had been reached in 1974 and except in 1977-78 when
the Soviet presence almost doubled in support of Ethiopia
against Eritrean secessionists at the time of the Ethiopian-
Somali war, it would remain stable until late 1979. The
Soviet squadron thus did not grow to a size sufficient to
generate "considerable influence" or to engage in coercive
diplomacy. America’s Indian Ocean strategic policy had been
revised, of course, at a time of crisis in late 1973-early
1974, and in view of events such as the first transit through
the Indian Ocean to the Pacific of the Soviet ASW aircraft
carrier Kiev and the practice of interdiction operations in
the northern Arabian Sea as part of the global Soviet naval
exercise OKEAN in spring 1975, the Soviet presence had not
seemed to reach a stable 1level. For OKEAN, Schlesinger
observed,

the number of Soviet ships in the Indian Ocean was
approximately doubled. Activity was centered ... at the
crossroads of the tanker lanes from the Persian Gulf.
The exercise was supported by long range aircraft
operating from the Soviet Union, and, for the first time,
by maritime patrol aircraft operating from airfields in

% 1bid., p. 32.
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Somalia.3®

Moreover, until it was able to ascertain that the USSR would
refrain from using the reopened Suez Canal to help support its
Indian Ocean presence, the Department of Defence could not
readily determine that the size of the Soviet squadron would
be less than it had expected.

Planning for a Potential Soviet Attack
upon Iran

America’s Indian Ocean strategic policy vis-a-vis the
USSR also possessed, however latently in the middle 1970s, a
land dimension. Schlesinger had spoken of the Soviets’
readiness to project their military power to distant areas as
their airlift and naval capability grew and Zumwalt had
mentioned political pressure on Indian Ocean states near the
Soviet Union by land-based forces in the southern USSR. But
as its involvement in the Angolan civil war in 1975-76
indicated, the Soviet Union’s military intervention in distant
places was likely to be only requested and indirect. Neither
did Soviet forces exert noticeable pressure on countries near
the USSR nor was there an active threat of direct Soviet
military action against Iran. Detente continued between the
Shah’s regime and the Soviet Union, which, virtually self-
sufficient in oil, did not intend to seize Iran’s oilfields.
The Soviet land threat to Iran was sufficiently improbable for
Grojean to claim in 1974 that "the presence of the U.S. Navy
on the southern border of Iran ... is an effective counter to
the Soviet Army and Air Force presence on the north as well as
the Soviet presence in the Indian Ocean."%

The United States’ deterrence of the Soviet Union
depended not so much on the US Navy as on America’s general,
global military capability, conventional and nuclear.

¥ Ibid., p. 11.

¥ U.s. Senate, Military Construction Appropriations FY 1975,
p. 358.
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Although it was the ultimate deterrent against the Soviets,
that capability remained a secondary factor in US contingency
planning to meet a Soviet attack upon Iran in the sense that
according to the Nixon Doctrine, Iran itself would take
primary responsibility for that task, at least initially.
America’s "[s]ecurity assistance and development of
cooperative military relations ... [with] friendly states
...", Donald Rumsfeld, Schlesinger’s successor as Secretary of
Defence, pointed out in January 1977, would continue to
contribute to the "development of reliable friendly forces
(for example, Iran ...) capable of ... deterring or combating
outside intervention."®® But despite the Shah’s expenditure
of many thousands of millions of dollars to create a virtually
all-armoured and -mechanized army and a sophisticated air
force, 1Iran’s armed forces, which the US envisioned
reinforcing in the event of Soviet aggression, were inadequate
to combat a Soviet attack. Further, the assumptions guiding
their use were inappropriate. Consistent with "long-standing
American notions on the containment of the Soviet threat", it
was "believed that ... Iran could at best delay a Soviet
invasion, until the arrival of large-scale US reinforcements.
«.. [Tlhe decisive battle would then be fought on the central
Iranian plateau...."" For

an armoured defence of the plateau to the workable, the
Iranians would have had to delay significantly a Soviet
advance across the northern mountains in order to gain
time for the redeployment of their own armoured divisions
arrayed on the Iragi border and for US reinforcement
(sic) to make up for a shortfall in forces.®

But armoured forces were not suitable for delaying and

¥ y.s. Defense, Annual Report FY 1978, p. 42.

4 steven L. Canby, "The Iranian Military: Political Symbolism
Versus Military Usefulness", in The Security Of The Persian
Gulf, ed. Hossein Amirsadeghi (London: Croom Helm, 1981),

p. 102.

2 Ibid., p. 104. From the middle 1960s Iran was preoccupied
with the military balance against Iraq.
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3

defensive operations in mountains® and Iran lacked sufficient

light forces to retard a Soviet advance. Even had Soviet
forces been delayed long enough before reaching the

Iranian plateau, the Iranian forces awaiting them were not
adequately skilled in manoeuvre warfare and they

would probably have been deployed piecemeal, in separated
blocking positions; consequently, they would have been
quickly outflanked and defeated even by quantitatively
inferior Soviet armoured forces. The situation could
only have been stabilised by a rapid and large-scale US
reinforcement. But until enough American forces arrived
to form a significant share of the total allied force,
any American units in the field would also have been
jeopardised by the collapse of Iranian units on their
flanks.%

For its part the United States possessed neither adequate
forces - at most probably only about four 1lightly armed
brigades, from the 82nd Airborne Division and the 101st Air
Assault Division - nor the aircraft to carry them and
reinforce Iran quickly and in strength.

In short, an armoured defence on the central plateau
was not ... militarily feasible. For the Iranians,
American reinforcements were too uncertain, if only
because of the NATO contingency. For the US, ... the
option amounted to a foolish reinforcement race with the
USSR. The time factor was not an independent variable;
under the circumstances, it was largely dependent on the
quality of Soviet planning and the size of their forces
committed. There was thus very little likelihood that
the defence could have held long enough for significant
US reinforcements to arrive. ... If the situation did
stabilise because of US reinforcements, the United States
would have been saddled with an unattractive protracted
conflict in circumstances apt to favour Soviet rather
than American persistence.¥

4 It "was believed that Iranian forces (and particularly
armour) placed well forward on the Soviet frontier itself
would only be lost early on, and could also be provocative in
peacetime." (Ibid., p. 102.)

4 Ibid., p. 104.

¥ Ibid., p. 105.
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In view of Iran’s inappropriate planning and forces, which
tended to weaken the credibility of its deterrence against the
USSR, and of America’s very limited reinforcement capability,
US strategic planning had to (continue to) rely heavily on
strategic nuclear deterrence. Wishing to plan for putting
nuclear weapons to more tactical use, Kissinger asked the
Joint Chiefs of Staff in spring 1974 "to devise a limited
nuclear option that the President mnight order in the
hypothetical case of a Soviet invasion of Iran."*

Policy at the Regional lLevel: Display,
Reassurance and Deterrence

America’s strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area at
the regional level, principally the Persian Gulf, continued to
be pursued within the context of the Nixon Doctrine as well as
of balancing the Soviet naval squadron. According to Weiss,
the US had an interest in maintaining a naval presence in the
Indian Ocean even "if there were no Soviet naval forces ...
whatsoever ...."" The purposes of America’s strategic policy
were display of greater interest in access to oil and regional
stability after the October 1973 war and of resolve and
capability to protect US interests if threatened; reassurance
of 1littoral states that America would counter the Soviet
presence; and deterrence of threats to shipping and, as the
last resort, of local aggression against US friends. From
late 1973 into 1975 deterrence also involved threatening
indirectly friendly Gulf Arab states with retaliation should
the 0il embargo begun in October 1973 be protracted and then,
late 1974-early 1975, with intervention in order to "protect"
access to 0il should another embargo be imposed. US naval
forces in the Arabian Sea were thought to reinforce American
diplomacy, notably in the Arab-Israeli disengagement
negotiations initiated in late 1973.

% see Fred Kaplan, The Wizards of Armageddon (New York: Simon
and Schuster, 1983), p. 370. The JCS suggested the option of
exploding nuclear devices on Soviet territory. 1Ibid., p. 371.

47 U.S. House, Proposed Expansion, p. 34.
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As indicated above, balancing the Soviet naval presence
was intended to sustain friendly states’ confidence in
America’s will and ability to limit Soviet influence and to
counter potential Soviet attempts at coercive diplomacy. A
super-power military balance was crucial for preserving
security and stability in the Indian Ocean area: "it certainly
[would] not lend to the political stability we would like to
see if the Soviet Union has a deployed capability which is
substantially in excess of our own,"® Weiss declared.

Of the regional threats to American interests in the
Indian Ocean area, the primary one, the Arab-Israeli conflict
- the October 1973 war being the cause of the oil embargo and
Egypt’s interference with shipping at the Bab al-Mandab - lay
outside it. The danger of another war had abated in 1975 as
a result of negotiations for disengagement agreements between
Arab "front-line" states and Israel conducted by the U.S.
Reflecting a constant American perception, Rumsfeld pointed
out in January 1976 that "([pJolitical and military instability
within the Gulf area itself if it were to disrupt the supply
of o0il, would be damaging to U.S. and allied interests."#
And in the view of General George Brown, Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of staff in 1975, "political stability in a number of
countries" was likely "to be a continuing problem during the
mid-range period as a result of the increasing popular
expectations of economic advancement and the inability of
existing governments to satisfy many of these
aspirations...."® Earlier, in 1974, Noyes had suggested that
"implied coercion by ... even [a] minor power could disrupt
the flow [of shipping] without an actual outbreak of

4 I1pbid., p. 28.

4% U.S. Defense, Annual Report FY 1977, p. 9.

 From "Statement Of Gen. George S. Brown, Chairman, Joint
Chiefs Of Staff ..." in U.S. Senate, Disapprove Dieqo Garcia,
p. 22.
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hostilities."! There was as well the danger of terrorist
action against shipping. But, Noyes acknowledged, both
threats were "nonexistent",’? only potential. As for tensions
between states, they remained more political than military in
character and to the extent that they were military, they were
relatively small-scale, for example TIraq’s temporary
occupation of Kuwaiti territory in 1973, and limited, as in
the case of the sporadic fighting between Iran and Iraq in
Kurdistan from late 1973 to early 197S5.

Because of the limited threats to its interests and the
evident ability of friendly regional powers to cope with those
threats,’ the United States continued to adhere to the Nixon
Doctrine and play a secondary role in fostering Gulf security.
The State Department’s position paper in 1974 on "The United
States And The Persian Gulf" explicitly disclaimed "any
commitment ... to assume new defense responsibilities in this
area."* And General Brown knew of "no commitment that would
be binding on the United States to (sic) call for military
action in the Persian Gulf." America continued to encourage
Iran to play the leading role in upholding Gulf security and
patrolling Gulf waters and the Strait of Hormuz and to
cooperate for regional security with Saudi Arabia and the
lower Gulf states. Large purchases of American arms
facilitated by the rise in the price of o0il would enable Iran

1 y.s. House, Proposed Expansion, p. 58. Action by South
Yemen at the Bab al-Mandab was a hypothetical case in point.

2 1bid., p. 59.

3 wThe Iraqi threat to Kuwait in March 1973, and a nearly
simultaneous upsurge of tension between Saudi Arabia and South
Yemen, had been managed without the need for ... direct U.S.
intervention", indicates Sick, "Evolution of Strategy", p. 62.

% United sStates, Congress, House, Committee On Foreign
Affairs, The Persian Gulf, 1974: Money, Politics, Arms, And

Power, Hearings Before The Subcommittee On The Near East And
South Asia, 93rd Cong., 2nd sess., 1974, p. 73.

 U.s. Senate, Disapprove Diego Garcia, p. 50.
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and Saudi Arabia to balance Iraq, deter military adventures by
it and contribute to regional order. Stability in the Persian
Gulf was much improved by the rapprochement between Iran and
Iraq from March 1975. Also the insurgency in the Dhofar
province of Oman by the Marxist Popular Front for the
Liberation of Oman was quelled by the end of 1975.

Naval deployments for political purposes remained the
central part of US strategic policy for the Indian Ocean area.
An "American naval presence", proposed Grojean,

fulfils important political and military needs in the
U.S. national interest. It is a substantial symbol of
active U.S. support for our trade routes, for friendly
countries, and for the stability and peaceful evolution
of our relations with countries ..."%

of the area. America’s "capability to deploy a ... force into
the Indian Ocean ... provides a tangible reminder of our
interest in security and stability in the region."¥ By
giving concrete evidence of America’s determination to protect
its "legitimate interests", naval display guaranteed that US
"interests continue to be factored into the regional political
equation. Otherwise [America] could find that [it] had been
excluded from the region by default."® A US naval presence
helped as well to provide a "stabilizing influence" reassuring
to friendly states, and not just at the inter-state level, in
Zumwalt’s view. America had

as a vital national interest the preservation of regimes
which are friendly to the United States through
encouraging them by [its] presence. The absence of U.S.

% From "Statement of Rear Adm. C.J. Grojean" in United States,
Ccongress, House, Committee On Appropriations, Second

Supplemental Appropriation Bill, 1974, Hearings Before
Subcommittees, pt. 2, 93rd Cong., 2nd sess., 1974, p. 55.

7 1dem.

% From "Statement Of Rear Adm. C.D. Grojean, U.S. Navy, Office
Oof The Chief Of Naval Operations" in U.S. House, Second

Supplemental Bill 1974, p. 561.
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force [in the Indian Ocean] ... makes it likelier that
they would succumb or be replaced by regimes less
friendly in nature. ... This is a psychological and
political problem and not a military problem, but it
flows from the presence of [US] power there.®

Supporting America’s foreign and security policy in the
Indian Ocean area by expressing determination to preserve a
stable power balance and "backstopping" US diplomacy
initiatives were the purposes of the dispatch of an aircraft
carrier task group to the Bay of Bengal in December 1971 and
to the Arabian Sea in October 1973, according to Zumwalt.®
In the 1latter case the specific reason for sending the
Hancock, he claimed, had been "to stabilize the Middle East
insofar as the Arab-Israel confrontation is concerned...."%

Weiss described its presence as

a reinforcement for the signally successful efforts of
Secretary Kissinger to bring the parties in the conflict
to the peace table. It impressed upon both sides that
the United States was interested in a resolution to the
conflict. In short, it played the traditional role which
military power should play, that of supporting diplomatic
initiatives. By this I do not mean to suggest that
military power was used to lend coercive force to our
diplomacy. Rather, our visible military presence in the
area demonstrated the importance we attached to our
diplomatic objective of bringing the parties together to
seek a peaceful resolution to the issues that have
produced so much discord and strife in the Middle East.®

One appreciable way in which the Hancock task group might
have helped to "stabilize" the Arab-Israel conflict and to
reinforce Kissinger’s diplomacy was by providing a tacit
guarantee of a condition for Israel’s acceptance of a cease-
fire agreement with Egypt on November 11, 1973: that Egypt end

% U.Ss. House, Proposed Expansion, p. 152.
® y.s. Senate, Briefings On Diego Garcia, p. 3.

¢ y.s. Senate, Second Supplemental FY 1974 Appropriations,
p. 2128.

82 Uy.S. House, Proposed Expansion, p. 24.
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its undeclared blockade at the Bab al-Mandab of shipping bound
for Israel.” Egypt had established the blockade during the
October war in order to prevent ships reaching the Israeli
port of Eilat. Ending the blockade was most important to the
Israelis because the Bab al-Mandab was the only access route
for tankers with Iranian oil, which accounted for about 40 per
cent of their oil supplies and would become critical in a
protracted war, and because the southern Red Sea was too far
away for Israel to reach it with effective force.

America’s attention had already been drawn towards the
Bab al-Mandab by two events to which its response served in
effect as the tacit "guarantee" to Israel. First, South Yemen
had declared that the Bab al-Mandab now came under its
national jurisdiction, contrary to the strait’s recognised
international status. If the Bab al-Mandab were part of South
Yemen’s territorial waters, the government in Aden could in
principle exercise discretionary control over, indeed deny,
the passage of warships perceived to threaten its security.
Second, in late October 1973 an Egyptian destroyer fired a
shot across the bow of an American merchantman near the Bab
al-Mandab. A destroyer from the Middle East Force was sent to
escort the ship south through the strait and it patrolled the
southern Red Sea for a week. Then, in late November, the
Hancock task group entered the Gulf of Aden and the aircraft
carrier provided air cover for the transit through the Bab al-
Mandab by several destroyers, which paid a brief visit to
Ethiopia. In light of the United States’ responsibility to
see that the conditions of the cease-fire agreement between
Egypt and Israel were fulfilled, the MEF’s protection of US
shipping, the Hancock task group’s assertion of freedom of
navigation through an international strait and the continuous
presence of US naval forces in the Arabian Sea might have been

' Egypt’s agreement not to blockade the Bab al-Mandab was a
term of the Egypt-Israel disengagement of forcess agreement in
January 1974.
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sufficient to assure Israel that shipping could again sail
safely to it through the Bab al-Mandab. In this way the
American naval presence possibly helped indirectly to sustain
the Egypt-Israel negotiations with less complication.

Deterrence and the Threat of Retaliation
and of Intervention

An American naval presence was intended to support US
diplomacy in the Indian Ocean area also by deterrence, however
tacit. The "deterrent effect of a military presence" was one
diplomatic "lever" available to "discourage conflict and
contain it when it occurs", in the opinion of Weiss: the
Middle East Force supplemented by more frequent deployments by
7th Fleet task groups served those purposes.® "Rather than
waiting until a threatening situation develops and then
seeking a military solution", Grojean asserted, "the very
presence of our forces ... Wwill help to forestall such
situations and thus avoid the need for military confrontations
which could be costly and dangerous."®# But deterrence could
not be efficacious unless the United States was prepared to
some extent to employ its armed forces. Thus although Noyes
had said in March 1974 that a US naval presence was not
intended to keep the peace between 1littoral states or to
enforce America’s will upon them by way of threats® and
although similarly Schlesinger had stated (see above) that US
naval deployments were "not a threat" to any state, the active
use of the armed forces could not be precluded. Perhaps with
that consideration in mind, Schlesinger had declared further
that America’s naval force presence assured it of "an adequate
capability to meet contingencies" involving friendly littoral
states. (Italics added.) And Vest’s statement, noted above,

8 I1pbid., p. 25.

6 y.s. House, Second Supplemental Bill 1974, p. 561. In June
1975 General Brown proposed that a "moderate U.S air and naval
presence provides a counter to adventurism from any source."
U.S. Senate, Disapprove Diego Garcia, p. 22.

6 U.S. House, Proposed Expansion, p. 74.
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about (naval deployments demonstrating) the effectiveness of
US forces in a wide variety of circumstances was meant to
maximize the credibility of naval presence as a deterrent.
The more convincing a deterrent force seemed, the less likely
it would be needed for actual use. If there were no potential
at all for the active employment of the US Navy, if it were
only a symbol for show, friends and foes would take it much
less into account, naval display would lose whatever deterrent
value it possessed and its ability to reassure, and to
threaten, would be undermined.

From late 1973 into 1975 the United States used its naval
deployments in the Indian Ocean in order to threaten friendly
Gulf Arab states in "defence" of access to their oil. And in
late 1974-early 1975 naval forces contributed to America’s
deterrence of a possible new o0il embargo, that deterrence
involving the potential, as a last resort, for intervention in
the Persian Gulf with land forces. Not an explicit, active
factor in the application in 1969-1970 of the Nixon Doctrine
to US security policy for the Persian Gulf at a time when
access to cheap o0il was not in question, the threat or use of
the armed forces nonetheless inhered in America’s objective of
assuring the continuous availability of oil. The potential
for the use of force became manifest when in late November
1973 Kissinger warned that the US would have to consider
retaliatory action if the oil embargo begun the previous month
went on "unreasonably and indefinitely". Simultaneously the
Hancock task group approached the entrance to the Persian Gulf
in order to underline and give greater substance and
credibility to Kissinger’s indirect threat. Sustaining the
threat of reprisal - another veiled threat, of "danger" for
0il producing states if the industrialized world were
"crippled", was made by Schlesinger in January 1974 - and
subtly intimidating the Gulf Arabs, making them more
responsive to America’s demand that the embargo be lifted,
were purposes of the continuous US naval presence in the
Indian Ocean from late October 1973 to April 1974, shortly
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after the embargo was lifted.

The US began a second round of veiled threats of military
action in September 1974, when President Ford remarked that
historically states had gone to war over natural resources and
Kissinger hinted at intervention in order to deter the Arabs
from imposing another o0il embargo in the event of a new Middle
East war. The most graphic warning came in late November
1974: the aircraft carrier Constellation and two escorts broke
away from a large CENTO "Midlink" exercise and steamed
unannounced into the Persian Gulf, one year after Kissinger’s
initial hinted threat to use force and the Hancock'’s approach
to the Gulf. This first visit by an American aircraft carrier
for twenty-five years was ostensibly for "familiarization".
But the probable intention of the brief, 36-hour visit, during
which aerial exercises were conducted, was to "remind" Gulf
Arab states that the US would not accept an interruption of
oil supplies and that it had the military capability to seize
regional oil fields.®

The Constellation’s excursion into the Persian Gulf, the
entry of the Enterprise task group into the Indian Ocean in
January 1975, publicity about the "Operation Petrolandia"
military exercise in the US for desert warfare training and
reports of contingency planning in the Department of Defence
for military operations in the Persian Gulf® formed the
background for interviews with Kissinger in late December 1974
and in January 1975 in which was expressed the Ford
administration’s position on the possibility for American
intervention in the Gulf.® He did not expect an oil embargo

% christian Science Monitor, November 26, 1974.

8 sunday Telegraph, December 15, 1974.

% See United sStates, Library Of Congress, Congressional
Research Service, 0il Fields As Military Objectives A
Feasibility Study, Prepared For The Special Subcommittee On
Investigations Of The Committee On International Relations,
Committee Print, 94th Cong., 1st sess., 1975, pp. 79-80.
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in the absence of another Arab-Israeli war and perhaps not
even if one did occur. The US would consider a resort to
force "only in the gravest emergency", should there be "actual
strangulation of the industrialized world". However, that
contingency was "absolutely hypothetical" and was not going to
happen. America would think about the use of force only if
"warfare were originated" against it. Kissinger’s remarks
were reinforced by Ford and Schlesinger but in May 1975 the
latter said that the US "might not remain entirely passive to
the imposition of [a new 0il] embargo"; he would not indicate
a "prospective reaction" by the US "other than to point out
there are economic, political and conceivably military
measures in response.®

America’s attempts at naval coercive or at least minatory
diplomacy were unsuccessful. According to a former commander
of the Middle East Force, the presence of the Hancock aircraft
carrier task group in the Arabian Sea in late 1973 and the
Constellation task group’s excursion into the Persian Gulf in
November 1974 were politically "neither appropriate nor
helpful" because they

merely serve[d] to harden attitudes, thereby rendering
achievement of the desired political solution either more
difficult or impossible. ... [K]nowledgeable observers
predicted that the [Hancock] battle group’s entrance into
the Indian Ocean would produce precisely the opposite
effect they inferred lay behind its dispatch. That is
to say, it most certainly would not intimidate the Arab
states; on the contrary, it was more likely to anger
them. Nor would it make them more amenable to those
compromises which might further the search for peace.
Seen by the Arabs as an attempt to coerce them, it would
merely stiffen their resolve not to be pressured into an
unfavorable settlement dictated by the traditional
benefactor of the Israeli enemy: the United States.
Finally, the implied American threat to the oil
installations could be expected to provoke counterthreats
to blow up the wells and loading terminals as an assured
means of keeping them out of alien hands. These and
other forecasts proved to be painfully accurate. Here
... was an example of the military presence which was

® Ibid., p. 82.
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ill-conceived....”

This assessment applied, for example, to Saudi Arabia, which
announced that it would destroy its o0il installations if the
Americans attempted reprisals or, later on, intervention. It
resented their threats and doubted their rationality and their
reliability as a "friend". (And when Saudi Arabia and other
Arab states did 1ift the embargo in March 1974, they did so
not because they feared US retaliation but because some o0il
was reaching the embargoed states and because the US had made
progress in negotiating disengagement between Egyptian and
Israeli forces.) The Americans’ behaviour suggested a
fundamental contradiction in their relations with Saudi
Arabia: they valued it as a pillar of Gulf security yet, in
the media at 1least, they discussed it as an object of
potential attack and occupation.

Besides being politically provocative and unproductive,
the indirect threat of US intervention as a deterrent against
friendly Gulf Arab states’ imposition of another oil embargo
was of dubious necessity and credibility. As noted, the
United States acknowledged that it would intervene only if it
were subjected to "actual strangulation". But an "airtight"
embargo would be very difficult to arrange and sustain and all
the Arab oil-producers recognized clearly that a new embargo
could 1lead to international political and economic
consequences which would harm more than advance their own
interests and the prospects for an independent Palestinian
homeland. Also the US had too much oil of its own, if not at
a relatively cheap production cost, to be "strangled"; it was
less dependent on Gulf o0il and would be less harmed by its
stoppage than would its European allies and Japan. If America
did decide to "secure" access to foreign sources of oil for

™ Robert J. Hanks, The U.S. Military Presence in the Middle
East: Problems and Prospects Foreign Policy Report

(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Institute For Foreign Policy
Analysis, 1982), p. 22.
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itself alone, probably it would use its armed forces as near
to home as possible rather than go the long distance to the
Persian Gulf. Moreover, after the Vietnam war US public
opinion did not support intervention while America’s allies,
preferring to make their own political and econonmic
arrangements with the Arabs, would not countenance its
intervention in the Gulf in order to "protect" access to oil
"on their behalf". An American intervention would create a
serious rift between the US and its allies and alienate the
Third World en masse.

The operational feasibility of US intervention in the
Gulf was in doubt too. Although Schlesinger claimed that
intervention there was possible, it would be successful only
if the United States could

-Seize required oil installations intact.

-Secure them for weeks, months, or years.
-Restore wrecked assets rapidly.

-Operate all installations without the owner’s
assistance.

-Guarantee safe overseas passage for supplies and
petroleum products.”

An aircraft carrier task group or one with a Marine Amphibious
Brigade would be inadequate for mounting a "defensive" seizure
of oilfields and there were insufficient airborne forces for
seizing and securing the oil facilities quickly. Two to four
divisions with support would be needed indefinitely in order
to provide security for 600 oil installations in an area of
10,000 square miles in Saudi Arabia. It would be necessary,
and costly, to bring in from the US specialized civilian
manpower for operating the facilities and for repairing or

M y.S. Congressional Research Service, 0il Fields As
Objectives, p. xi. Saudi Arabia was the subject of this CRS
case study of a hypothetical American intervention from which
this and the next paragraph draw. For a brief analysis of
‘military intervention to secure oil supplies’, see Strateqic
Survey 1974 (London: The International Institute For Strategic
Studies, 1975), pp. 30-32.
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replacing damaged ones. American military action might cause
a Soviet counter-intervention in the guise of "protecting" the
Persian Gulf, in which case more US forces would be needed.
American forces would have to deal with local harassment and
perhaps guerrilla action. The desert climate and terrain
presented difficult operational conditions and there would be
heavy demands on logistic support,” which would be much
hindered by insufficient numbers of transportation ships and
aircraft and by the refusal of America’s allies and friends
and the Arab states to provide facilities for its use and to
allow overflying.

Because the US «could not assure the two main
prerequisites for a successful intervention - slight damage to
0il facilities and the USSR’s abstention from counter-
intervention, it would face high costs and large risks. It
would "so deplete its strategic reserves that little would be
left for contingencies elsewhere. Prospects would be poor,
with plights of far-reaching political, economic, social,
psychological, and perhaps military consequence the penalty
for failure",” as suggested. Probably more harmful than
beneficial, American military intervention in the Persian Gulf
"could not secure for Western countries reliable access to oil
in volume at less cost than present prices"™ in 1974-75.

Intervention with ground-based forces in support of
friendly states in an extreme case was part of America’s
regional deterrence policy at the 1level of contingency
planning. Although in January 1976 Rumsfeld judged America’s
"modest naval forces" to be "sufficient to support" current US
objectives for the Middle East, nonetheless the US had "to be

7 on the difficulties facing occupying forces, see New York
Times, January 10, 1975.

B  U.S. Congressional Research Service, 0il Fields As
Objectives, p. 76.

" New York Times, September 25, 1974.
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prepared for unforeseen developments" there. Thus current
"military planning for the [region] stresses flexibility and
the maintenance of a military capability to meet a wide range
of contingencies extending from symbolic support of U.S.
diplomatic efforts to major conflict."” A leading scenario
in America’s contingency planning for the Persian Gulf was an
Iragi attack against Saudi Arabia. The US would supply the
tertiary, "final resort" force against it, after Saudi Arabia
itself and Iran. When at its request the Americans surveyed
in 1974 Ssaudi Arabia’s long-term defence requirements, their
survey

recognized that even the best-designed forces that the
Kingdom could aspire to develop could not, by themselves,
meet all the anticipated contingencies, and therefore
built into its defense concept the basic premise that the
Kingdom would have to depend in some situations on
friendly foreign powers to deter or overcome threats.
Specifically, the survey relied on Iran to deter an
outright 1Iraqi invasion; and if such an invasion
nevertheless took place, it envisaged a Saudi capability
to fight a delaying action until Iranian, and ultimately
American, forces came to the rescue.”

General US force planning too envisioned the potential
for military operations in the Persian Gulf. Other than an
attack by the Warsaw Pact against NATO or a North Korean
attack upon South Korea, Rumsfeld indicated in January 1977,
the contingency to which "most attention is given in
considering the design of the general purpose forces" was
"what in the past has been described as a lesser contingency
such as might arise in the Caribbean or the Middle East, and
initially involve US but not Soviet forces."” A conflict in
the Persian Gulf was "an example of a case which could make
demands on the U.S. force posture not brought out by ... the

5 U.S. Defense, Annual Report FY 1977, p. 10.
" safran, Saudi Arabia, p. 207.

7 U.S. Defense, Annual Report FY 1978, p. 53.
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base cases."” Dealing with a "lesser contingency" would
require forces, ground and air contingents, much stronger than
an aircraft carrier task group in the Gulf of Oman but those
forces were unprepared to meet the potential demands on them.

Diego Garcia and Naval Arms Control
Proposal to Expand Diego Garcia

In the same letter of February 1974 in which he presented
the rationale for America’s adjusted strategic policy for the
Indian Ocean area, Schlesinger proposed that Diego Garcia be
expanded into a logistic facility for the better and assured
support of US naval deployments.” It was in America’s
interest for its forces to "have the ability to operate
routinely on a sustained basis in the Indian Ocean ..." but
maintaining naval deployments there was "not without
difficulty". The communications station at Diego Garcia had
not been designed to provide logistic support for task groups
operating at "extended distances" from the western Pacific.
In order to sustain them the US had had to obtain access to
bunkering and limited facility support from friendly countries
and to resort to more inefficient support from Subic Bay naval
base. Inadequate logistic facilities now limited its capacity
to demonstrate American interest in the Indian Ocean area by
routine presence. If the United States wished to assure a
continuous capability to move or maintain its ships there,
"development of more practical support facilities seenms
essential. An obvious solution is Diego Garcia, with some
supplemental bunkering and aircraft landing rights elsewhere
in the area." The facilities requested for Diego Garcia would

7 Idem.

” All quotations in this paragraph are drawn from U.S. Senate,
Selected Material, pp. 12-15. On the role and value of Diego
Garcia in America’s foreign policy and defence policy for the
Indian Ocean area, see United States, Library Of Congress,
Congressional Research Service, United States Foreign Policy
Objectives And Overseas Military Installations, Prepared For
The Committee On Foreign Relations, United States Senate By
The Foreign Affairs And National Defense Division, Committee
Print, 96th Cong., 1st sess., 1979, pp. 84-121.
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provide maintenance, bunkering, aircraft staging and enhanced
communications and enable American forces to operate from a
"facility on British sovereign territory in the outer reaches
of the Indian Ocean with minimal political or military
visibility." 1In light of America’s broad political purposes
- to provide tangible evidence of its interest in security and
stability in the Indian Ocean area and to "offset growing
Soviet influence" - the US government did not see

expanding the Diego Garcia facilities as an event which
drives our foreign policy. A more accurate view is that
a perception of clear deficiencies in U.S. military
capabilities in the region could cause us to 1lose
political and diplomatic influence to the Soviets by
default. Therefore, a support facility in the Indian
Ocean is in response to our actual foreign policy needs
rather than being a potential motivator of policy.

Schlesinger’s proposal was reinforced by President Ford'’s
justification to Congress in May 1975 for constructing limited
support facilities on Diego Garcia. The President stated that
the

credibility of any US military presence ultimately
depends on the ability of our forces to function
efficiently and effectively in a wide range of
circumstances. Currently, the US 1logistic facility
closest to the western 1Indian Ocean is in the
Philippines, 4,000 miles away. At a time when access to
regional fuel supplies and other support is subject to
the uncertainties of political developments, the
establishment of modest support facilities on Diego
Garcia is essential to insure the proper flexibility and
responsiveness of US forces to national requirements in
a variety of possible contingencies. The alternative
would be an inefficient and costly increase in naval
tankers and other mobile logistics forces.%®

By shortening the supply line to a task group in the Arabian
Sea, the proposed facilities at Diego Garcia would enhance
America’s ‘'"capability to provide support to US forces

% From "Justification For The Presidential Determination On
The Construction Of Limited Support Facilities On Diego
Garcia" in U.S. Senate, Selected Material, p. 20.
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operating in the Indian Ocean." But there was "no intent to

permanently station operational units there, and the
installation would not imply an increase in the level of US
forces deployed to that region."® (Italics added.)

Diego Garcia would

serve as an outpost base where ships may perform
limited in port upkeep, receive periodic repair services
from a tender and receive critical supplies via
M[ilitary) A[irlift] C[ommand] airlift. Diego Garcia
will also serve as a base for patrol aircraft providing
air surveillance support to the ships in the Indian
Ocean.®

The major planned improvements to Diego Garcia were an
enlarged anchorage capable of mooring a six-ship aircraft
carrier task group; an airstrip lengthened from 8,000 feet to
12,000 feet, giving it the capacity to receive KC-135 resupply
and aerial refuelling aircraft; an extension of the aircraft
parking apron in order to accommodate four P-3C ASW patrol
aircraft on station for several months at a time and larger
numbers of other aircraft; an aircraft maintenance hangar; a
550 feet fuel and general purpose pier able to load and unload
a 180,000 barrel Navy tanker in 24 hours and at which ships
could perform repairs; an expansion of the petroleum, o0il and
lubricants (POL) storage capacity from 60,000 barrels to
640,000 barrels of aviation fuel and oil for ships, the
equivalent to more than three Navy tankers; an enlarged
"communications station; and more living quarters, for a total
of about 600 men.® These and other projects for Diego Garcia
would cost $37.8 million from Fiscal Year 1975 through Fiscal
Year 1977 and they would be completed in 1979. The
Administration and the Navy denied that there were additional

81 1dem.

82 y.s. Senate, Military Construction Appropriations FY 1975,
p. 366.

¥ Idem and U.S. Senate, Selected Material On Diego Garcia,
pp. 7-8.
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plans to change Diego Garcia from a limited support facility
into a full-scale base. 2Zumwalt was "of the view that in the
absence of a major change in world affairs ... this program
ought to suffice...."®

Four themes were apparent in the Department of Defence’s
more specific arguments about the utility of the proposed
logistic facility at Diego Garcia: political signalling,
independence and reliability of operational support,
flexibility and economy. A logistic facility in the Indian
Ocean area would provide in its own right a concrete signal of
America’s willingness to protect its interests. It would
signify, General Brown noted, "a commitment to ensure that we
are able to respond wherever and however our important
interests are challenged."® Without "the presence of a fixed
support installation", "more frequent ... deployment of
combatants utilizing mobile logistic support could be needed"
as "unmistakable evidence" of the United States’ ability to
support its combat forces, according to the Department of
Defence.

Whether or not additional facilities were constructed at
Diego Garcia, the US Névy acknowledged that it would still
have an ability to operate in the Indian Ocean.? However, an
expanded Diego Garcia would enable the USN to avoid dependence
in crises on regional states for politically uncertain access
to fuel and facilities, with the risk that access to them
might be denied or delayed to the point of danger to
operations. Diego Garcia was "ideal", in Zumwalt’s view,
because it could satisfy the Navy’s support requirements
without hindrance: centrally 1located, wuninhabited and

¥ U.s. House, Proposed Expansion, p. 141.

% U.s. Senate, Disapprove Diego Garcia, p. 23.
% Ibid., p. 71.

¥ U.S. Senate, Second Supplemental FY 1974 Appropriations,
p. 2155.
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politically available, it was far enough from Asia not to
threaten or appear to threaten any country® and it put "our
base astern of our offensive power where we can protect the
base and be supported by it."¥ 1Its freedom from involvement
in the affairs of the 1littoral states made Diego Garcia
consistent with the Nixon Doctrine.

Greater flexibility would be a major advantage bestowed
by an enlarged Diego Garcia because "you can maintain a larger
number [of ships] for a longer period of time in the Indian
Ocean if you have this facility."® By enabling an aircraft
carrier task group to operate longer and protect itself better
in crisis or war, Diego Garcia would, in Zumwalt’s judgement,
add to "the total deterrent capability" of the US, help to
forestall aggressive actions by the USSR and thereby
increase the US Navy'’s political efficacy in peacetime. A
"key point" about the proposed facility was that it would
avoid the need for a naval force to resort initially to
replenishment by logistic ships from Subic Bay. As

a logistics facility it gives the National Command
Authority a surge capacity for up to 30 days of intensive
operations by a Carrier Task (sic) group in an Indian
Ocean crisis ... without concern for the establishment of
an adequate logistic pipeline. This substantial degree
of added flexibility should be considered as a primary
benefit that accrues from the Diego Garcia expansion.®

The "added flexibility" would enable combat vessels to avoid
arriving in the Arabian Sea "with only 35 percent fuel and not

% U.s. Senate, Briefings On Diegqo Garcia, p. 4.

% U.s. Senate, Second Supplemental FY 1974 Appropriations,
p. 2126.

% y.s. Senate, Briefings On Diego Garcia, p.34.

1 y.s. Senate, Second Supplemental FY 1974 Appropriations,
pp. 2127-28.

2 Ibid., p. 2142.
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enough aviation gasoline to carry out ... operations ....""

Besides enhancing the combat readiness and endurance of an
aircraft carrier task group, Diego Garcia would provide a
"margin of time", the 30 days, which could make the
"difference between the orderly resupply of our forces and a
hasty improvisation which could place unwieldy demands on our
supports in other areas. The same is true of the repair and
maintenance which could be performed on ships and aircraft."*
This was important because supplying an aircraft carrier task
group in the Indian Ocean at the end of 1971 and in late 1973
had strained severely the 7th Fleet’s scarce logistic ships
and reduced support for fleet units in the western Pacific.
The decline of the latter’s preparedness for combat and time
on station prevented the Navy from being able to meet a crisis
in East Asia simultaneous with one in the Indian Ocean area,
according to Zumwalt.® A further "flexibility", which would
be afforded by the increase of the parking apron at Diego
Garcia, was suggested by the Director of Plans in the
Department of the Air Force. If an aircraft carrier were not
available to deploy to the Indian Ocean and substitute forces
were needed, Diego Garcia could act as a temporary base for
half a tactical squadron of F-111 fighter-bombers with tanker
aircraft.%

America’s naval deployments in 1971 and 1973 were
reminders that although "Soviet activity [in the Indian Ocean]
adds to the rationale for Diego Garcia, that rationale would
exist independently of anything the Soviets are doing."” One
reason why "Diego Garcia should be increased as a logistics

% U.S. House, Second Supplemental Bill 1974, p. 62.

% U.S. Senate, Disapprove Diego Garcia, p. 10.
% U.s. senate, Briefings On Diego Garcia, p. 9.

% U.S. Senate, Second Supplemental FY 1974 Appropriations,
p. 2190. -

9 U.S. Senate, Briefings On Diego Garcia, p. 7.
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facility even if the Soviets weren’t there"® was because,
Zumwalt claimed, it was "a very important factor" in America’s
"ability to stabilize the Middle East insofar as the Arab-
Israeli confrontation is concerned."” By using Diego Garcia
KC-135 tankers would enable the United States to resupply
Israel in the event of another Middle East war. According to
the US Air Force, KC-135s operating from the atoll “could
provide in-flight refueling support for an airlift resupply of
friendly nations in the Middle East coming westward across the
Indian Ocean."'® The US would not have to seek staging or
overflight rights from European allies whose policy towards
the Arab-Israeli conflict differed from its own. (In April
1974 the revolution in Portugal raised the possibility that
Lajes airfield in the Azores, vital for the resupply of Israel
in 1973, might not be available in the future. But the US
would still have to obtain overflying and staging permission
from South-East Asian states.) There might be other future
occasions in which Diego Garcia could support American forces:
it "could be used as a staging point for C-141’s or C-5’s from
Southeast Asia or ... the Philippines enroute to a friendly
country such as 1Iran or Saudi Arabia, and not just

Israel.... "0

Finally the proposed logistic facility at Diego Garcia
was intended to reduce the cost in ships and money of support
operations by "shifting to 1less expensive shore-based
facilities a portion of the support burden now borne wholly by

% U.S. Senate, Military Construction Appropriations FY 1975,
p. 360.

¥ U.S. Senate, Second Supplemental FY 1974 Appropriations,
p. 2128.

@ y.s. Senate, Military Construction Authorization FY 1975,
p. 157.

100 7dem. B-52 bombers could not stage at Diego Garcia but
aerial refuelling by KC-135 tankers from Diego Garcia would
enable them to conduct operations in the Indian Ocean area.



162

... afloat logistics resources."'? "With a logistic facility
at Diego Garcia", Zumwalt pointed out, a "task group could
sustain operations with the support of one AOE and 3 chartered
MSC tankers, plus three stores/ammo ships."'® Without it
nine ships would be needed,!” the two extra ships being
tankers which, compared to Diego Garcia, could provide less
fuel. He considered Diego Garcia to be an "economy measure"
because otherwise the United States would have to spend from
$400 million to $1,000 million over four to five years for
extra replenishment ships to support an aircraft carrier task
group.!®

In planning to enlarge Diego Garcia, the Administration
calculated that additional logistic facilities would not be
important enough to harm America’s relations with the littoral
states seriously or for