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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES

The purpose of this study effort is to develop better ideas about the
future military strategy of Iran. The objectives are
1. to identify, describe, and assess the factors likely to inflnence operational
concepts, doctrine, and other slements of Iranian strategy and tactics in
the next three to five years;
2. to estimate the likely impact of those factors on Iranian strategy and
8. to project the moat likely Iranien operational concepts and philosophies at
the end of three- and five-year periods.

GRO-HISTORIC FACTORS SHAPING IRANIAN STRATEGY

Four geo-historic factors influence Iranian strategic thinking snd
behavior:
1. Iran’s self-image
2. Iran’s threat perceptions
8. the force structure and inventory in place at the time of the revolution
4. the impact of the revolution and the revolutionsry mindset on today’s
leadership.

Salf-image. Iravian identity is not an issue: Iranians, unlike most
third warld peoples, have a strong sense of national identity. Their collective
memory of events and experiences shape their current perceptions and
prioritiss. In this collective consciousness, the gloriss of the past mingle with
the humiliation of Iran’s recent domination by outside powers. It is widely
belisved that the United States is committed to bringing down the current
regime. Iranisns accept the idea that their country should play a leadership
role in the region, and especially in the Gulf,

Thress nerceptions. Iranian leaders feel snrounded by a variety of
threatening situnations and countries. They are concerned by
¢ the recrudescence of Russisn natiomaliss, Russia being an historic and
traditional foe;
¢ the possible ethnic spill-over of the continuing viclence in tha Caucasus;

Page iv



o the instahility in the new Central Asian republics, which also affect the
ethnic and religious communities in Iran;

o the conviction that the United States, the most powerful actor in the Gulf
arena and in the world, is committad to undeing the revalution;

+ the renewed attention of Turksy to its southern flank and rearientation of
its military in that direction, and the continuing Kurdish problems in
eastern Turkey bordering Iran;

o the age-ald conflict along the Arab-Persian fault line that is the border
with Iraq, manifested in the twentieth century by continual conflicts with

mmdwhyby&emnwmmmﬁﬂwmof

o a perceived Iaraeli threat; and
s the ethnic and nuclear implications of problems in bordering areas of
South Asia (Afghanistan and Pakistan).

dwdapedapmcramofwmommthontomahlrmmtoawoﬂdm
The resulting force structure and isventory in place when the revolution
occurred naturally governed overall Iranian conceptions and strategy at that
time. The prerevolutionary plans have continued to influence Iran’s force
structure, probably because of the dislocation of the revolution and the
difficulty of agreeing on altermatives.

mduhondemoyodﬂlomﬂmnmahihhmdthom”amhdthe
purges of professional military personnel, infighting among security
organizations, snd the institutional effects of the new leadership’s distrust of
the professional military establishment. The leadership had to construct a
national security and military strategy around what was left after the
revalution. It was hampered by divisions within the leadership, notably
between the most extreme advocates of “exporting the revolution” and those
who believed that the best or only appropriate msans of doing so was the
“demonstration effect” All agree that the revolution is a model; the
dominant central leadership falls into the second camp. However, elements
of the first and more extreme faction have always had footholds of power
within the regime.
CONTEMPORARY INFLUENCES ON STRATEGY

The most powerful contemporary influence on Iranian thinking is the
set of lessons learmed from ths 1980-1988 war with Iraq and the 1991

concepts and tactical views,



Lessons of the Iran-Iraq war:

o The regular armed forces would be maintained and given the principal
task of defending the country.

¢ Human wave tactics do not work, Massive human movements are
ineffectual in modern combat

¢ The acquisition of a sustainable aix force was critical.

e Iran needed to acquire a SSM capability to deter Irag, but this should not
be at the expense of the Iranian Air Force.

¢ Iran needed a chemicsl weapons capability to deter Iraq.

o Iran should provids itself with the option to develop a nuclear weapons
capahility should that become necessary to deter Iraq.

The 1991 Gulf war basically reinforced the leasons of the Iran-Iraq
conflict. In addition, Iranian leaders concluded:

o The United States is the only superpowsr. It was committed to policies
inherently dangerous to Iran's security and interests. Iran could not
afford to fight the United States, but must expect the United Statas to
pose challenges and must be prepared to answer those challenges.

» Iraq wounld continue to pose the most likely military threat to Iran over
time. It would continue to develop unconventional weapons to offset
Iran’s manpower and geographic advantages.

. gannqmndtheahihtywmductlmﬁmtmthuthmnm

mass.

-:mvailableairdafemeueouldmtdmlwiththepmq' of modern air

» Western electzonics wers far superior to anything to which Iran had
large-acale access.

¢ SSMs were an important counterforce deterrent, although they had little
tactical military effectivensss.

¢ Unconventional weapoms constituted one of Iran’s only true deterrent
options, in face of the nature of the military threat.

The other two contemporary factors with powerful inflnence on Iranian
pchaw{io:mthodiﬂuﬁmd‘pmhtodnfakmnndthemﬁy’a
e The diffusion of power makes the formulation of coherent national

among competing views of Iran's objectives, priorities, and threats is
simply too great to be bridged at this time, and altemative power centers
affeet each other too effectively to permit the articulation of & single point
of view. The results are numerous contradictinos in policy edicts and
programmatic direction snd the inability to coordinate programs
requiring cooperation from separate entities.



o Iran's isolation effectively limits the country’s access to technology and
weapons systems.

IRAN'S MILITARY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Iran’s military acquisiions fall generally into the category of
replacement, although some modernization is inevitably evident. The
acquisition of SSMs and unconventional weapons appears to be part of a
deterrent strategy, since the champions of these acquisitions have gecerally
recognized their ineffectiveness in real-world military situations. Overall,
the program of acquisition still leaves Iran well behind its major neighbors in
inventory and force structure, and the pace of acquisitions has clearly leveled
off Indeed, Saudi and GCC acquisitions as a whole dwarf the Iranian
procurement program.

There is every reason to believe that some acquisibons—notably that
of Russian submarines-—are intended to confer political elout on the Iranian
government in the Gulf context; and to cause the United States to recognize
that confrontation with Iran will cost Washington in additional dedication of
resources, even if none of these options can change the fundamental balance
of power between the two countries. Iran remains hampered in its military
development by
» the diversity of its armament sources and consequent inability to digest
and maintain equipment;

e inadequate training access and conflicting training philosophies;
cultural problems in logistical support areas;
the inconclusive and divisive political process.

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND OPTIONS

Iran is not a major military threat to the United States or its interests
in the Middle East. Iran’s military capabilities are limited, and its political
fragmentation precludes concerted pursuit of almost any single approach.
Indeed, the single greatest threat to U.S. interests emanating from Iran is
probably the ripple effects of the continuing instability in the country.

U.S. policy stresses an aggressive “containment” of Iran. The major
problem with this policy is that it increases the likelihood of the worst
outcomes and increases the chances that the most extreme elements will
accede to power. An alternative is to continue a more limited form of
containment that focuses on Iranian development most dangerous to U.S.
interests while more actively encouraging the development of a dialogue
along the lines of “constructive engagement.” U.S. leaders have argued that
Iran and the United States have many shared natural interests, and that it



is only the present regime that is blind to them. However, even the curvent
regime recognizes a number of these interests ss its own (denying their
support—in true mirror image fashion—by the United States). The authors
believe that the two govemments would benefit through a concerted effoxt to
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I
INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES OF THIS RESEARCH

The purpose of this study effort is to support contingency planning
by developing better ideas about the future military strategies of
countries in the Persian Gulf posing a current or near-term threat to
the security of that region and resources therein vital to the United
States.

The objectives of the work are as follows:

(1) to identify, describe, and assess the factors likely to influence
operational concepts, doctrine, and other elements of strategy
and tactics of selected countries on the” Gulf littoral! in the next
three to five years;

(2) to estimate the likely impact of those factors on the military
strategy and tactics of the countries selected; and

(3) to project the most likely operational concepts and philosophies
of those countries at the end of three- and five-year periods,

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

This report consists of five chapters and additional materials,

e The first chapter is an introduction that presents the purpose and
objectives of the effort, the organization of the report, and the background
to and approach used in conducting the research.

o Chapter II identifies and briefly describes the nature of the long-term
factors shaping Iranian military thinking and development.

e Chapter III examines more contemporary factors influencing Iranian
military strategy, viz.,

*lessons learned from previous conflicts

1 However, sos below (p. 7) for the exclusive focus of this work on Iran,
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INTRODUCTION 2

o the impact of Iran’s regional isalation
a-the limitations imposed by Iran's lack of internal cohesion.

o The fourth chapter assesses Iran’s military development program,
weighing the improvements in capabilities against the inherent
limitations on Iran’s capacity to upgrade those capahilities.

+ Chapter V focuses on several specific military development programs, viz.,

@ biological and chemical warfare

s nuclear weapons

o the missile program

o Iran's recent acquisition of submarines

¢ The sixth and final chapter reviews the conclusinos of the study, assesses
their implications for the United States and for U.S. planning to operate
ity forces optimally in the Persian Gulf, and advancas some palicy options.

e A hiblography of relevant unclassified materials is included.

BACKGROUND

In the emerging world order following the end of the cold war, the
collapse of the Soviet Union, and the experience of the 1990-1991 Gulf crisis
and war, the United States has moved vigorcusly to strengthen the role of
the United Nations Security Council in the. maintenance of international
peace and security. However, as the Gulf war showed very cemdy, the
international community must look to the United States to put teeth in
whatever sanctions the SBecurity Council decides to apply.?

At the same timae, it would be foolish and dangerous to assume that all
international conflict situations in which the United States might have a
vital interest will continue to be handisd at the United Nations with the
spirit of cooperation and sccommodation that obtained in the Gulf crisia. As
before, in other words, U.S. forces may be called upon to defend critical
national interests overseas—with or without the diplomatic, political, and
military suppert and imprimatur of the United Nations.

The collapse and dissppearance of the Soviet Union have put an end to
one type of threat—the existential threat posed by the only state capable
alone of destroying the United States. The Soviets, however, while they long
constituted the major threat to the United States, have never been central to
the conflict situation in the region where important US. interests are most

t It was the United States that contributed the bulk of the personnel and equipment
used in the internstional war sgainst Iraq, and the United States assumed the
responsibility for transportation of much of the noo-U.S. equipment. Furthermors, overall
coordination and real overall command of the strategic affort was in U.S. hands.






INTRODUCTION 4

o The Iran-Iraq war, which lasted about eight years, bxought
unprecedented destruction to both Iran and Iraq. In the
process, it established new and dangerous for conflict

level, and by attacks on third-country assets and targets.’

o The Iragi aggression against, occupation of, and purported
snnexation of Kuwait in August 1990 would have been a major
threat to the status quo and placed Iraqg in a much more
powerful bargaining position on oil pricing and supply matters,

e The international response to Irag’s illegal and unacceptable
actions reflected an international consensua, but it also derived
from a set of unique political conditions that may not be
repeated. In either case, the reality is that the international
response was led and orchestrated by the United States and
depended completsly upon U.S. capabilities for succesa.

These recent masjor crises, which occupied most of the last decads,

e The United States ‘finds itself deeply concerned by the
continuing growth of Ialamist pressure across the broad sweep
of the Middle East, and has encouraged local efforts to combat
the violent manifestations of Islamism through a combinstion of
mmmmwuﬂw

Gncluding dramatically
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(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1988); Nikki R, Keddie and Jumm Cole, ede.,
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27-4%; and Judith Miller, “The Challngs of Radical Islam,” idid., pp. 43-67
government has worked with Egypt, Seudi Arabia, Tunisia, and othee
arrest the violence of the most extrems Islamist movements.
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INTRODUCTION 5

o Washington has assistsd several countries in the Gulf to
upgrade the quality of their military forces,” and has
encouraged collective dafsnse efforts in the context of, and

beyond, the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC).»

intermittent openings for other benefits. As.:whdn. though,
they reflect the difficult and fragile balance of U.S. interests in

the region.

o We also urged locsl governmants to think about contingency
planning requirements—specifically contingency requirements
for basing. or other operating rights for external (US.) forces
that might be required in the case of aggression aguinst these
amall, vuinerabie, and attractive targets.2

e Toward the latter stage of the war, the United States became
involved in the “reflagging” of certain Kuwait-bound tankers as

Associates, 19646,

» U.S. security cooperation with the Gulf states has taken place on both a bilatersl
and a multilateral basis. The United States has developed a series of bilaters] agremneants
with the GCC oountriss, but even before those agreaments it encouraged the members to
upgrads their own security cooperation in the contaxt of the GCC. (Prior %0 the formation of
the GCC, the United States did slready have one bilsteral security cooperation acoord with

t
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INTRODUCTION 8

data with former members of the Iranian military establishment,}* as well as
an analysis of the nature of Iranian military development, the research team
identified, described, and assessed the factors influencing Iramian military
operational philosophies and concepts.

Unstructured interviews and systematic review of the literature were
the methods employed to collect data. The research team first defined and
operationalized the major issues by listing a series of questions that served
as a data collection instrament. This inatrument reflactad the key issues
concerning lessons learned both regarding the United States and regarding
local military forces, as well as other influences on military development.

The second step involved applying the data collection instrument to
print and other data. The research team perused newspapers and other
print data for regional perceptions; and interviewed persons from the Middle
Rast in the United States as well as Americans following Iranian military
developments closely. This approach lad to a clear idemtification of the
principal factors guiding Iranian military development.

On the basis of the foreguing analysis, seven factors were seen as
1. Iranian national identity and self-image

2, Threat parceptions ‘

8. Inherited force structures and philosophies

4. The revalutionary experience and perceptual structure

5. Lessons Jearned

6. Iran’s isalation

7. The diffasion of power within contemporary Iran,

The next step was to compare the direction in which these factors
should have driven Iranian military development, on the one hand, with
actusl Iranian militery developments (an they are known to Iranisns, other
Middle Eastern observers, and American analysts), on the other. The
purpose of this comparxison was to derive an evaluation of which among
factors appeared to be the most influential in specific sets of circumstances.

&




1
GEO-HISTORIC FACTORS IN IRANIAN STRATEGY

INTRODUCTION

Analysts or “strategists” employ a convenient fiction by the rules of
which national “strategy” is a logical outcome of the threet (or, more
positively, the objectives) and the resources available to overcome the threat
or to otherwise optimally realize the naticnal objectives. This fiction treats
the government and state as a “unified rational actor” that can study and
respond to the potential threat or to the parameters of the objectives in such
4 manner a8 to make reasmable and systematic decisions about the
allocation of resources.

To analyze Iran's strategy in this manner would require an iteration of
the pational objectives and the threat and an assessment of the resources
available to the national command anthority—both as sesn by the Iranians,
of course. This ia not to suggpest that such an effort would be easy: there is a
very extensive Literatuve addressing Iran's objectives and threat perceptions,
a litersture that is characterized by astonishingly divergent views. 8till, the
limited dimensions of the problem are reassuring, and it is quite possible to
envisage a range of alternative answers since the essential requirement is
merely two dimensional.

However, Iran's approach to the world is not constructed in this
manner sny more than the approach of the United States is. In his classic
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FOUNDATIONS OF STRATEGY 10

decision-making study, Essence of Decision, Graham Allison long ago
demonstrated that national behavior is almost never the result of a process
initiated by a “unified rational actor.” The perceptions, expectations, and
interests of various sub-national governmental actors play important, indeed
vital, roles in most decisions. Thus, “strategy,” “policy,” and “actions” which
are seen as one phenomenon are in fact generally the result of several
virtually autonomous processes. While each of these inputs may be
“rational” when taken individually, the cutput may defy logical explanation
as to its substance.

The American defense strategy and force structuring processes have
often been discussed in this context. Specifically, numercus studies argue
that inter-service rivalries, and particularly struggles over division of the
defense budget “pie,” have had a decisive effect on strategic deci Yet,
while it is clear that the history of continuing budget struggies has impacted

other factors—has been demonstrated by one analyst or another to be the
*decisive” olement of U.S. strategy. It is patently clear that they are all
critical and must all be taken into sccount if there is to be any real
underastanding of U.S. strategic behavior.

So, too, must several key factors be taken into account in the case of
Iran. Objectives are important—but what Iranian objectives are oz should be
is a highly contentious issue in Iran—even more divisive than the continuing
struggle over what our objectives should be is in the United States.
Moreover, as we shall see below, American complaints over “decision

American democracy—pele into insignificance by contrast with the dagree of
power diffusion in Iran. So, arriving at a consensus on “objectives” and on
the employment of resources is a virtual impoasibility in Iran.

While some of these points will come out in greater relief in the
sections that follow, it is important to note here that one consequence of this
power diffusion is the likelihood that individual cutputs will be even further
removed from being the “rational® consequence of a “national’ decision
process. Again, this is not to say they are “irrational,” but rather that they
will more frequently reflect sub-national processes that we—and in fact
many Iranians—will ind divergent from the “national interest” of Iran.
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makers in both regimes. The shah, Khomeini, and Iran's post-Ehomeini
leaders have all paid defarence to this important predisposition.

Iranians tend to diadsin their Arab and Turkish neighbors, and feel
themselves more intelligent and mare refined. Consequently, they tend to
accept the idea that Iran should play a lsadership role in the region, and
certainly in the Gulf whose other littoral states are all Arab. This is quite
apart from the objective realities to which Iranisn officials and scholars are
wont to point: |
e Only Iran among the Littoral states has half the Gulf's ahoreline® and
waters.

e Iran has far and away the largest territory bordering the Persian Gulf
and is the largest Gulf state after Saudi Arabia ¢

o Iran is far and away the most populous Gulf state. Indeed, Iran's
population is much greater than the population of all the other Gulf states
combined ® .

. mhﬁrmdawqﬁeddastmdmﬂwm«ub&hodshtemm

What Ixanians do not say is that their resl involvement in the Guif is
of recent vintage. And in fact Persians, unlike their Arab counterparts, have
ahnost no seafaring history. But the truth is that that is history, though only
& pxt of history,* and today most Iranizns do not think about it. They see

4 Total ares in square kilocoeters:
Bahrain 842 Qatar
Iraq 435,062  Saudi Arabia 2,240,000 TOTAL 8,058,080
Kuwait 17,818 United Arab Emiratas 77,700 Omen 30,000)
IRAN 1,688,067

s Total population Sgures (mid-1962 estimaten):
Bahrsin 581,000 Qatar
Iraq 18,888,000  Seudi Arshia 15,207,000 TOTAL 38,836,000
Kuwait 1,190,000  United Arab Emirates 1,080,000 (Osaan 1,640,000
mmmmmm high as 80 of total papulation
s [ as
in some of the Culf Coopsration Cowncil countrise. hm’mmwmmmu»w

with which the Iranian government clung to ite claimus fn the Gulf,
senuitivity to correct une of its name, refisct this jealousy of past
Shahram Chubin and Sepehr Zabéh, The Forsign Relations of Iran: A Developing State in &
Zone of Great-Power Conjlict (Barkeley: University of California Press, 1074), p. 196,

rh
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thnirm&yumymud:apaﬂdthn(hlf, in fact the dominant

Or, more bluntly:

Do as the Russians do; show your flag; cruise in the Persian
Guif But base your ships on those islands in the Indian
Ocsan—the Seychelles or Diego Garcia

tended to create friction and distrust between them. A number of territorial

Immpmmwthanvduhonmthmdvuthnn-uﬂnd

“revalationary regimes” Those who most oppose Iran today are the
conservative monarchies.

This change has besn particulsrly visible in the Gulf Prior to 1979,
Iran was seen as 2 pillar of the status quo, and a strong supporter of the Gulf
monarchies against revolutionary regimes that held sway elsewhere in the
region. In spite of suspicions and doubts about the shah's long-term

b4 Ses Grabam E. Fuller, The “Canter of the Universe™ The Geopolitics of Iron (Boulder:
Weatvisw, 1901), pp. 00-61,
s Ibid., Chapter 4.
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ambitions, the monarchies on the Arab side felt they had an ally against
*radical” Iraq and other such “socialist’ states.® Today, the Gulf monarchies
see revolutiopary Iran as a serious problem for their own legitimacy, and
Iran's most cooperative ties are with other “revolutionary” so-called
“republican” regimes like Syria and Libya.

Yet, Iran’s ideological leanings have more than abstract or purely
analytical importance. Because Iranians see themselves as the dominant
power of the Gulf, they see their country as the natural “policeman of the
Gulf” or, in other wards, the key to regional security there. Once again, this
attitude is a reflection not of the Islamic Revolutionary mindset, nor of Iran’s
dlerical leaders’ interest in “exporting the revolution®; it is a function of an
Iranian national attitude that was, in fact, expressed even more bluntly and
uncompromisingly by the late shah and his regime than it has been by the
current regime.

IRANIAN THREAT PERCEPTIONS
Little appreciated outside Iran is the degree to which Iranian leaders
feel surrounded by threats,!* even if the nature of those threats varies

markedly, Iran's perception of the geopelitical threat environment is
reflected in Figure 2.1.

Figure 2.1 .
Iran's Threat Environment

u The shah’s commitment to reform did, however, lead him to oppose the monarchiss
whose stubborn refusal to begin such a reform process he saw as balstering revolutionary
forces. He argued that it was noceesary “to reform the medieval systems still eurviving in
parts of the area . . .. Rulers who blocked reform would simply have to be replaced . . . 7
Cited in Keyhan International, April 16, 1970. It is noteworthy that the shah, who was
clearly concerned about the Dhofar rebellion in Oman, made his strongest statemente—and
dispatched his troops to Oman to support the government—in 1978, ie., after Sultan Qabus
had deposed his father, who was perhaps the most reactionary of all the Gulf rulers and was
uﬁ:r;yhmmmmd to resisting any form of change whatsoever (including roads, hoepitals,
an N

" See “Viewed fram Tehran: Iran as a Stable Axis in a Region of Twrmeil," U.S.-Iran
Review, I, 4 (July 1999), pp. 4-5.
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western flank, and through Pakistan and Afghanistan on Iran‘s eastern

For many years the most immediate threat to Iran, whether imperial
or Islamic, has been from Iraq. Even after its crushing defeat in 1991, Iraq
remains a principal factor in Iranian calculations. Israel is a more xecent
addition to the list of threats. Turkey, the GCC countries, and Afghsnistan
are neither friend nor foe, but represent problems and in some cases rivals ox
competitors. Pakistan seems to be the only friend Iran has in the region—the
only carryover from the shah's list of friends. However, the prospect of a
nuclear war between India and Pakistan worries Iran.#

Russia

In desling with Russia as a potential threat, Iranian leaders are still
influenced by a history of constant warfare, of constant encroachment, of
imperial aggrandizement, of Russia's drive for warm-water ports and for a
route to India. The Iranians well remember the Soviet invasion and
occupation of half the country in 1940. They are also mindful of persistent
communist attempts to foment rebellions and-encourage separatists to secede
from Iran. Russia's militaxy might and threat are of less concen at the
moment than the instability and political ttxbulence that seem to be growing
in Russiq itself and in her former constituent republics.

It is this instability in the CIS states specifically that worries Iran
most. Iran does not want Russia to have to intervens, but Russia could be
drawn in. Thus, Iran initiated a dialogue with Russia and has utilived this
dialogue to attempt to work with Russia in resclving or containing these
problems. The dialogue also culminated in a series of commercial treaties.

Iran views the emergence of the CIS republics as a healthy
development that can put distance between itself and Russia—a cordon
sanitare. The emergence of a new, militant Russian nationalism has not gone
unnoticed in Tehran, where historic expressions of Russisn nationalism have
often posed a direct threat to Persia/Iran. If Iran therefore has reasons to
maintain correct relations with Russia because of developments in the other
nearby CIS states, Tehran also has other reasons for attempting to work with
Bussia. One is to prevent Russia from joining the United States in an anti-
Iranian coalition. The other is to ensure that the accass it hes to Russian

» Centar for Nutional Security Studies, Los Alamos National Laboratary, “Galf War
Lesscns Learned: Middle Bastern Perspectives,” 1902, p. & Shireen T. Hunter, Jran After
Ehomeini (New York: Prasger, 1902, pp. 102-108, 108-108, 111.
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arms and related technologies is not closed. As Iran seeks to modernize its
armed forces and replace the losses it suffered in the Iraq-Iran war, Russia
and the Central Asian republics have become central to this effort. !

The Caucasus

To the northwest, the newly independent republics of Armenia and
Azerhaijan have been engaged in a war that actually precedes the dissolution
of the Soviet Union. While the war grows out of a border dispute over the
territory of Nagorno-Karabakh, it reflects a far deeper divide between the
Christian Armenians and the Muslim Azeris. What is particularly troubling
to Iran is the impact of the conflict on Iran's own large Azeri population.
(After World War II, there was an abortive attempt t0 set up a separatist
Azerbaijani government.) Some Iranians fear the possibility of a secessionist
movement among Iranian Azeris to join the new Azerbaijan republic.

Indeed, Iran has been so concerned by this problem that it has tried to assist
in mediating between the warring parties.!#

Central Asia

To the north, the fledgling Turkmen Republic is still controlled by
renamed communists, but it has so far appeared more stable than most of the
other Central Asian and Caucasus republics that separated from the U.S.S.R.
Iranian leaders are, however, concerned about the general state of war and
instability only slightly farther to the north, in Tajikistan, and the spill-over
potential of the enormous problems there into Uzhekistan, Afghanistan, and
even Iran.’* The recent growth of Russian nationalism in Russia and the
Central Asian states® raises the specter of renewed Russian imperialism
and expansmmsm in the direction of Iran—a phenomenon Iranians'
historical experience over many centuries has given them strong reason to
attend carefully.

1? Anthony H. Cordesman and Abrgsham R. Wagner, The Lessons of Modern War, vol.
O, The Iran-lrag War (Boulder: Westview, 1990), and Cordssman, After the Siorm: The
Changing Mililary Balones in the Middis East (Boulder: Westviaw, 1988}, pasaim.

. Ses William Scott Harrop, “The Caucasus Charybdis: Iran's Stand on Azerbaijani-
Armenian Nightmares,* [.S.-Iran Rewistn, 1, 6 (September 1998), pp. 1, 7.

» All of thess countriss have large expatriats populations in each other {cf Joseph
Schechla, “For Haven's Saks: Geopolitics and Humanitarian Aid in Iran,” idid., 1, 4 [July
19938], pp. 6-7), and particularly in the period since the Afghan war began the influx of arma
into these communitiss has significantly sxscerbated the potential for violence. See alao
Muriel Atkin, “Iran’s Ralations with Twjikistan,” ibid., I, 8 (September 1993), pp. 3, 15.

» Cf, eg., Steve LaVine, "Russian Nationaliam Echoes in Centrsl Asin® The
Washingtors Post, January 8, 1994
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The United States

In contrast to Russia, the United States has emerged as the principal
perceived threat for the Islamic Republic. The legacy of the past mixes with
the visible realities of the present. American-Iranian relations are deeply
affected by memoriss of American involvement in restoring the shah to the
Peacock Throwe in 1983% andnhqumus.suppatﬁnthahah.ﬂ

monarchy by stifling all forms of democratic and nationalist aspirations.
Iranian memory is further filled with the U.S. tilt toward Iraq in the Irag-
Iran war® mdU.S.involvmentinthe'tanhrwu"_andinthavirmal

U.S.-Iran relations have been troubled since the revolution, which
gave prominence to the role of the United States as “the Great Satan,” and

n The most extansive—but favorable—trestment of the U.S. intervention has been
written by its Ceantral Intelligence Agency “mastermind,” Kermit Roosevelt: Countercoup:
The Struggle for the Control of Irom (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1978).

n amammmwmmmmwwm

Administration and the Puturs of U.S.-Iran Relations (Weshington, D.C., 1988), p.

- The United States government hes taken sn active role in

intarnational institutions and other third partias (governments) from providing eredite or

other sid to the Islamis republic Washington's restrictions on technology transfers,

particalarly dual-use transfars, “is on 2 par with review of sales to the former Soviet Union.

gisi:"ﬂuumu n:;ammhit....‘ Commaents of Mr. Ron Neumann, U.S. Department
h P
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arrangements subsumed under the Damascus Declaration and affecting the

Gulf, as nothing but a screen to hide U.S. amhitions to dominate both its

shores. The Iranians further believe that the United States intends to strike

at Iran either '

o directly by raizing the issue of Irsnian development of weapons of mass
destruction and using it as a pretext for military actions; or

» indirectly, by inciting ethnic or religious turmoil in Iram in an attempt to
get the country to implode.

In order to undercut the rationale for direct military action by the United

States, the Iranian government continues to invits the International Atomic

Energy Agency (IAEA) to inspect its nuclear facilitiss.® In anticipation of

U.S. attempts to incite rebellions and uprixings* JIran is retraining the

Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC) as a counterinsurgency/internal

security force.®

Washington's insistence that Iran cease its opposition to the Arab-
Isracli peace process and reaction to Iran's support for fundamentalist
movements in the Arab world add to the alarm of the revolutionary
leadership and to tensions in American-Iranian relations. Iran has
repeatedymwdthat:
its opposition to the peace process is a matter of principle and does not
imply that Iran would actually take steps to nndermine the process®
the final decision on the pesce process would be left to the partiee
concerned;™ and
the Iranian Government does not fund fundamentalist movements, the
actual fands coming from non-governmental organisations (NGOs) such
as the Martyrs Foundation.

Ramarks by Kamal Kharrexi, Washington, D.C., April 80, 1983,

E

con
: Discussions with Arabe with contact with Iranian security forces,
]
»

Shahrough Akhavi, “The Power Structure of the Islamic Republic of Irsn,’ in
Shireen Hunter, «d.. “Intersal Developments in Iran," CSIS Significont Issves Series, VII, 3
(1985), p. 3; Eennath Katsmen, The Warriors of Islom: Iran's Ravolutionary Guord
(Bmldu:Wm 1999), pp. 88, 4142 Gery Sick, "The Two Faces of Islam,” The
Washington Poet, April 4, 1963. Irsnisn NGO support for the fundamentalist movemaents is
no different, in the eyes of the Irsnisn govemmaent, from the support provided by the NGOs
of other countries, sspecially Saudi Arabis.
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Given all of these tensions, the Iranian government's convictions
continue to grow that Washington is intent on provoking a confrontation, and
that “containment” really means “confrontation.”

Turkev

To the north northwest Iran and Turkey share a border. Although the
two are seen as competitors to some extent for influence in the newly
independent countries of Central Asia, and although there is clearly a
conflict hetween the secular Turkish Republic and the Ialamic Republic of
Iran, relations between the two have been reasonably cooperative. Turkish
uneasiness over Iran's exportation of its revalution is mirrored by Iran's
uneasiness over Turkish membership in the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) and the use of Turkish bases hy American aireraft,
But Iran's main concern on their shared border is the same as that of Turkey:
the dangers posed by the various Kurdish movements, Various Kurdish
groups have been waging an insurgency characterized by significant
terrorism inside Turkey for some years, and Iran remembers well its own
experience at the end of World War II when a separatist Kurdish republic
was established temporarily on Iranian sail.

In spite of reasonably good relations, Turkey's renewed attention to its
southern flank and reorientation of its sizeahle military forces—much larger
than those of Iran—in this direction during the Gulf war has added impact
on Iranian security. Turkish forces are in the midst of a large modemization
program that is making them much more mobile and giving them much more
air support. %

Ixag

West of Iran lies Iraq and the cultural and historical divide between
two peoples, the Arabs and the Persians. The recent war (1980-1988) is only
the latest in more than a millenium of conflict along this human faultline. In
splteoftheredncuonoﬂra@powerasamultoftheooahnonwarof1991
Iraq retains an edge in most areas of military inventory over Iran ¥ and
Iramanoﬁma]sammnmcedthatasaoonaa[raqumeofmtemnuonal
scrutiny it will once again pursue acquiring weapons of mass destruction and
improved delivery means. (Of course, many American analysts, as well as
the U.S. government, inxist that Iraq has conaistantly evaded the
intermational sanctions on its mass destruction weapons and misgiles. ™)

» FAIR Foundation, "Iranian Raarmament: Myth or Reality?™ 1993, p. 4
n See Chapter 4 balow for comparisons.

bl CE, e.g., Michasl Eisenstadt, “Like & Phosnix from the Ashes? The Future of Iragi
Military Power,” Policy Papers 36 (Washington Instituts for Near East Policy), 1998.
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Since the 1920s Jranian-Iraqi relations have been rather conflictive.
At the end of World War I, when Iraq gained quasi-independence as a
mandatad territory in the aftermath of the breakup of the Ottoman Empire,
two issues immediately arose to trouble the relationship:
1. control over Shatt al-'Arab, and
2. Iraqi claims to parts of the Iranian province of Khusgistan, or “Arabistan”

as the Iraqis referred to it.

These disputes were settled by treaty in 1937, when Iraq was given contral
over navigation in the 200-kilometer-long Shatt al-'Arab, and Iraq dropped
its claims to parts of Khusistan, namely Khorramshahr and Abadsm.*®
However, Iran was never sstisfied with the outcome of the treaty and
continued to seek redress by various means.

From 1987 to 1958, when the Iragi monarchy was overthrown by a
leftist military coup, relations between Iran and Iraq were rather
cooperative. Both countries, for instance, became members of the Baghdad
Pact, a Northern Tier defensive orgsnization aimed at containing Soviet
ambitions in the region. With the advent of the laftists in Iraq, relations
with Iran worsened, especially after Iraq withdrew from the Baghdad Pact
and became a client of the Soviet Union. The shah, concerned with Soviet
designs upon the region, saw the emerging Iraqi-Soviet relationship as part
of a Soviet grand design to envelope Iran in a pincer movement. Unahle to go
to war with Irag becaunse of its relationship with the Soviet Union and
because of Washington's reluctance, the shah attempted to undermine the
Ba'thi regimes by supporting (with American and Israeli covert help) a
Kurdish rebellion in northern Iraq. In 1975, Iranian support for the Kurdish
mmmmmwnﬁn@mmmm@wumw

-t L

The Iraq-Iran war resulted from Saddam’s attempts to capitalice on
Tranian turmoil and regain control over the Shatt al-'Arab and from Iran's
attempts to export its revolution to Irag. The war opened old historical
wounds—aArab versus Mede and Shi'i versus Sunni—and created new ones.
The Iranian lslamic leadership has considered the sacular Ba'thi regime of
Iraq an anathema that ahould be overthrown. Iranian leadera also belisve
that the Iraqi Shi‘a have been oppressed and dominated by the Arab Sunni
elements and denmied their political and human rights. But the latent
snimosity between the two regimes has to do also with continued conflict

» Ramazani, The Persian, pp. 131-124; Cordesmnan and Wagner, Leseons, 11, pp. 16-17.
© Cordesnan and Wagner, Lessons, I1, pp. 18-19.
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over the Shatt al-'Arab and competition over primacy and leadership in the
Gulif region. ¢

At the moment, the Iranisan regime is not unhappy with the
predicament that Saddam Husayn finds himeelf in. However, the Iranian
lsadership views Iraq as a continuing threat.

¢ The Ireqi armed forces, despite the crushing defeat suffered in the Gulf
war, are still a powerful force better equipped than Iran's armed forces.

o The unconventional nuclear and chemical-technical bass and
infrastructures axe still intact, and Saddam, or a successor regime, can
reactivate the programs to develop weapons of mass destruction once the
aanctions are lifted.

= Saddam and his regime sre excessively aggressive and still dream of
playing » leading role in the Gulf region and in the Arab world.

o A secular Iraq will continue to hlock Iran's efforts to export its version of
an Islamic stets and will seek, with Arab and Westezrn support, to
undmethelrmmlﬂamicmmdmeﬁubwmonmm
revolution,

e A successor regime could join an snti-Iranian coalition. Some of the
Iranian leaders go 8o far as to believe that the Weat will rehabilitate
Saddam if he can hold on to power and that ultimately Saddam could
rejoin the Western-Arab coalition that supported Iraq in its war with
Iran. This would be on the basis of the adage, “the ensmy of my enemy is
my friend."¢

Despite the above, the Iranian leadership seems determined to prevent
either the breakup of Iraq, oxr Saddam's replacement with a pro-American or
pro-Isrseli regime, The breakup of Iraq would raise the spectar of possible
Turkish intervention and even the potential sstablishment of an independent
Kurdish republic in what is now northera Iraq. Such a development would be
seen as a direct threat to Iramian territorial integrity, since its Kurdish
minority has attempted to secede—albeit with Sovist support—once, and has
been in a state of almost continuous rebellion since the advent of the Ialawmic
republican regime.®
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laxael

Israeli-Iranian relations were cooperative from 1948 until 1979.4
Under the shah, Israel and Iran coopernted in undermining Soviet influence
and Soviet clients in the Arab world. Although imperial Iran never formally
recognized Israel, Iran nonsethelass refused to jain the Arab world in its wars
with Israel and was throughout one of Israel's main suppliers of ail.
Furthermore, Israel and Iran cooperated closely in the intelligence area.®

Relations between Iran and Israel cooled noticeably with the advent of
the Ialamic revolution. Reports continued to surface from time to time about
intelligence cooperation and ail sales, and most of the incumbents of Iran's
rather large Jewish community were allowed to leave without obstruction.
Certainly, Israel provided, both directly and indirectly, and apparently with
secret U.S. government acquiescence, spare parts, ammunition, and other
items needed by Iran for its war effort. This covert cooperation, based in
large measure on the view that Iraq was the enemy of both Iran and Israel,
continued until the end of the Irag-Iran war despite growing evidence—
Iran's unwillingness to curb Hisballah--that the two countries would be
unable to restore relations on a solid basis of compatible intereats #

thmhmspmﬁmdhnluaﬁmtrsﬂmmmdsof
t:

Isxael's opposition to an “Islamic bomb,” whether Pakistani or Iranian;
o Israel's determination to prevent Iran from acquiring the technology to
produce a nuclear weapon;¢#
the belief that Iarael will ultimately act, alone, if need be, to prevent Iran
from developing a nuclear weapon, as it did against Iraq (the attack on
the French-built Osirak reactor in 1981);*
Israeli opposition to missile proliferation in the region, and especially its
opposition and attempts to dissuade North Korea from selling Iran its
long range Nodong-I;%

most extensive trestment avoids some of the more sensitive issues: Robert B.

Irrael and Iran: Bilateral Relationships ond Kffect on the Indian Ocean Basin
anrls'w

Sick, ALl Fﬂﬂ.p 28; Bill, The Engile, pp. 98, 402-408.

mll. Eagle, pp. 411412, 438, 429-431; “U.S. Policy and Israel’'s Changed View of

" U.S..Iran Review, 1, § (August 1999), p. 8.

wiﬂ:Anhdunol’mndPlthn;'U.&Pﬁq.'p.t

with Arabs close 0 Iran. In fact, Iran's leaders believe Istasl to be the

instigator of the present campaign to contain Iran and to deny it credita, investments,

5,

The
Sr.,
York:

BB
Ei

it}

to Shun North Korsa over Arms Trads,” The New York Times, August 17,
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e Isrsel's determination to maintain its domination of the region and its
military upper hand by refowing to consider all proposals aimed at
making the Middle East a “nuclesr weapons-free sons”;5

o the Iranian conviction that Isreel's fears of fundamentaliam will drive it
toward greater interventionism in the area.*t

South Asia

To the north northeast lies Afghanistan, whoee civil war continues
unshated. Iran sees the future of that country as impacting on Iranian
security. Iran supperted the Afghani myjahidin (freedom fighters) to thwart
Soviet designs in the region, to prevent & Soviet pincer from developing, and
out of religious obligation.® When the Soviet Union finally withdrew, Iran
was unable to use its influence with the mujahidin factions to end their
intsrnecine conflict. The continuing turmeil in Afghanistan is not only of
humanitarian concern to Iran; it also could affect Iranian security, since &
vacuum in the country could invite Afghsnistan's neighbors to step in, or
could lead to 2 breakup of the country. Such a breakup could, in tumn, cresate
;m'mmmmmmnmmmmmd
ah',tanl‘

Innnlhudyhutmuunlmﬂﬁm&ghmmfum Hlvmgto

L Author discussions with Arabe clons to Iran’s ruling circles.

- “Dr. Kharrazi goes to Washington,” U.S.-Iran Rewew, I, 2 (May 1899), pp. 1, 8;

Susan Hurdesty, “Irannosaurve Rex,” idid., I, 4 (July 1963), pp. 8, 16.. Irnisn leaders

mnmmu&wmm-nﬂmwnmammm
was
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countries, and both with their relatively larger navies could interdict Iran's
acceas to the Arabian Sea and Indian Ocean %

However, it is above all the specter of nuclear war between Pakistan
and India that worries Ixan. The resort to nuclear weapons would not only be
a “first” since World War II, but it could set a precedent for other regional
nuclear powers. Moreover, the possibility of having to host additional
millions of Pakistani refugees, and the effects these would have on the
economy of the country and the security of its southern regions, are of great
concern to Iran’s leadership

Finally, Iran's leadership is also worried about the breakup of
Pakistan—the only Iranian friend in the region—in the event of a war with
India. This would deprive Iran of a pivotal “window on the werdd,” and
would diminish Iran's access to Western technology and kmow-how. The
destruction of Pakistan might further endanger Iran's security by placing
India closer to Iran. Some important Iranian groups spill over from Pakistan
into Iran. Indeed, the prospect of breakup was a0 frightening to the shah
that he threatened to intervene against nuclear-axmed India to prevent it, if
that were necessary.®

PREREVOLUTIONARY FORCE STRUCTURE AND INVENTORY

From the 1960s until the deposition of the imperial regime, and
particularly in the late 1970s, Iran undertook a major military buildup.
Using a kaleidoscope of shifting threats to justify his requests, the shah
sought and acquired equipment, particularly from the United States, that
was transferred to few other countries outside NATO. The recommendation
of the president's national security advisor at the time, Henry Kissinger, to
provide virtually whatever the shah wanted® on the basis that Iran
constituted America's first line of defense in the Gulf, was the U.S. sanction
Mohammed Reza Pahlavi required.
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» low manpower educational and skills base

+ poor and inadequate training

¢ high degree of paliticization with the resulting

¢ leadership determined by loyaity rather than competence.

Surprisingly, in view of the extensive consultation with and advice from the
United States, the Iranian armed forces manifested an ill-conceived force
structure, poor match of weapons procurement and force development, and
very primitive concepts of operations or strategy. The rapid acquisition of
modern equipment—much of it ordered against the advice of the most
competent Iranian officers, who understood their units could not absarb so
much equipment so quickly—bhore no resemblance either to the force
structure or the manpower akills and training ¥

In spite of this, the shah had developed a program of weapons
acquisition that he thought would help Iran meet his ambitious aspirations
to power. He envisaged development of mobile ground forces, supported by a
large quantity of attack helicopters, and top-of-the-line aircraft. He was
building a navy that looked forward to the procurement of submarines as
well as a modern surface fleet—modest by the standards of the great powers,
but still with considerable flexibility and striking power for a third world
country. Although the diverse elements of the Iranian armed forces
developed so quickly that it was imposaible to train or exercise together—
these were forces overwhelmed with the training burdens imposed by
inundation under new weapons systems—on paper Iran was beginning to
lqmovlzlﬁkeafomidahlethirdwoddmiﬁn:ypowerhytheﬁmeufthe

ution.

THE REVOLUTION

The 1979 revolution brought a new regime and a new political elite to
power in Iran. While it did not change the physical assets available to the
Iranian military,® the military capabilities of the country were effectively
destroyed as a result of the purges of professional military personnel ® the
infighting among military and paramilitary organizations, and the

L Cordasman and Wagner, The Lessons, I, pp. 561

« In the lzst days of the shak, the inventory included 1,735 main battle tanks, 875
asrmored personnsl carriars, 710 pisces of artillary, 447 combat aireraft, 3 dasstroyers, 4
frigates, and 4 corveties. This in essentinlly identical with the Iranian inventory at the
outset of the war with Iraq. Cf International Instituts for Strategic Studiss, The Military
Balance 1979-1980 (London, 1979) and The Military Balonce 1980-1931 (London, 1980).

L The size of the military establishment declined betwean the and of the imperial
regime and the start of the war with Iraq from 416,000 personnsl to 240,000. Tbid.
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institutional effects of the revolutionary leadership's distrust toward the
pmﬁﬁmﬂmﬂi&quﬂbﬁﬁmmﬁ“mﬁdﬁrahﬁim
12,000 men—mainly semior officers and noncommissioned officers, and
predominantly from the army. Desertions, estimated at 60 percent,
sccounted about ten times the number purged. The revolution did not in
and of iteelf provide Iran with any new weapons or new strategies to deal
with existing or new threats the country might have to confront.

Most of the deserters were eventually reintegrated into the armed
forces, but the military, and especially the army, suffered irreparable
damage, since the purges and desertions affected and undermined the overail
ability of the axmed forces to fight. All elements, from combat units and
formations to logistics, maintenance, and training, were affected.

The regular armed forces were further damaged by a cutoff of weapons
and spare parts from the United States, the absence of foreign technicians
and foreign technical support, the inability to secure training overseas, and
tactical planning inputs from foreign advisors. Finally, the regular armed
forces were bobbled by the constant competition with the IRGC, and attempts
by the Iranian leaders to impose control over the armed forces through
“religious commissars "%

Revalutionaries or not, then, the Iranian leadership was faced with the
task of constructing a national security strategy around existing human and
material resources. The di jon occasioned by the laxge-scale purges in
the armed forces, the factionalization that arose as a result of the collapse of
the ancien régime, and the creation of new security institutions substantially
complicated the task. Nevertheless, there was still availahle the plans and
programs—many of them far more unrealistic than the revolutionaxies
realized—of the imperial regime to use as a starting point, as well as what
was left of the inherited force structure and military arms inventory. Over

“ Toid., p. 42. For mare detail see Sepehr Zabih, The Iromioes Milisary in Revolution
and Wor (London: Routledge, 1968); William F. Hickmwan, and Reborn: The
Iranian Army 1982" Brookings Institution, 1982; and Nikola B. The Iranion
Military Undar the Iniomic Republic (Ssnta Monicn: Rand, 1087).

Cordesman and , Lassons, 11, pp. 4142

{



FOUNDATIONS OF STRATEGY 29

1978 (the height of the imperxial regime's military program) and its
countarpart in 1993 %

Table 8.1
The Iranian Arms Inventories and Force Structures: 1978 and 1998
1978 1908

Arms Inventory

Tanks 1,700 700

Other armored vehicles 1,200 1,000

Artillery 1,000 2,300

Combat aircraft 465 800

Major naval combat vesssls x 10
Foree Structura

‘Total active militaxy manpower 418,000 478,000

Total active army manpower 285,000 820,000

Army divisions/ind. Brigades 84 182
—Infagiry (mach): armor 88 8(R):4
Sources: Bstimates based cn data contained in issuss of International Institute fir Stratagic
Studies, The Mililory Balance (London) and Jaffes Canter for Strategic Stadiss, The Middle

East Military Balones (Tel Aviv); and on Anthony H. Cordesman, After the Storm: The
Changing Military Balancs in the Middle Eost (Boulder: Westriew, 1988).

major obstacle in the path of their revolution and its sims,

¢ There were serious divisions in their ranks between the clerica and their
udmclmmmcwnﬂdnfwhidllmmbutmpm&emﬂmm
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s The revalutionaries as a group, with the exception of the nationalists, had
00 concept of, or experience with, the warld around them. In fact many of
them were ignorant, uneducated, and prone to hold simplistic views of the
world environment.

o The nationalists themselves were weak and unable to seriously influence
the clerics, since they did not fully share the clerics’ Islamic ideclogy and
ware not considered to be sufficiently Ialamic.

» Finally, the clsrics themselves were divided, and the various factions were

The various factions’ attitudes toward the Iranian armed forces varied
strikingly.

e The clerica as a group viewed the axmed forces that they inherited with
suspicion, and they tended to depict them “ . . . as an instrument of the
shah's tyranny, & symbol of dependence, a shallow and sham organization
unable to withstand the faxy of the nation or Islam, and which callapses
at the first sign of pressure.”s” The army, in fact, had collapsed, having
been paralyzed by the inability of the shah to make decisions in the year
or 50 that preceded his departure. But the clerics were also divided as to
how to dsal with the armed forces. Some wanted total abalition of them
snd their replacement with the Islamic Revolutionsry GQuard Coxps
(IRGC)—a force still in the making. Others wanted the armed forces
Islamicised by purging moet of the sexior officers, especially those most
closely associated with the shah.

s The nationalists, while suspicious of the leadership of the armed forces,
were of the opinion that the institution of the armed forces was necessary,
and that when purged of the senior officers, it could be Islamicized and
counted on to defend Iran against external enemiss. In other words, they
tended to emphasize the importance of nationalism, Islam, and
profassionalism as the necessary prerequisites for the defense of Iran and
Islam. But the nationalists were slso opposed to the abolition of the
armed forces and their replacement with the IRGC, a force they did not
control and one that was seen as a threst to the vexy existence of the
nationalists. However, the nationalists had to contend with Mostafa
Chamrsn, deputy prime minister for revolutionary affairs and minister of
defense in the provizional government who mads it clear that he intended
both to pursue the purges and to change the whole system.®

- Shahram Chubin, “Iran and the Lessons of the War with Iraq: Implications for
Future Defenss Palicies,” in Geoffrey Kemp and Shelley Stabl, eds., The Arms Roce in the
Middie East and South Asia (MNew York: 8t. Maxtic's, 1991), p. 97,

- Based on discussions with Lebanese personalities who

bhe was a refuges in Lebanon. [t wes clear that he hated the
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e The leftists, who came to include the communist Tudeh Party of Iran,
ware committed from an ideclogical point of view to the abolition of the
armed forces and their replacement with a “peoples’ army.” After all, they
wonld hasten the eventual disarming of the leftists. The lefiists were
definitely opposed to the TRGC, and also wanted the armed forces
abolished, as it became increasingly evident that a clash with the clerics

was in the making.®

Paralyzed as were the armed forcas, and unahle to actively lobby their
case, their fate was thus being decided by fractions groups within snd around
ﬁlere?ah:ﬁmnryludnhip.whhthwmlhhuﬂuﬁnﬂuhim.

The Bevolutionary Mindaat
Sinca the revelations of the National Security Council's Iran
initistive—dubbed “Irangate” by the media—in late 1986, an cn-again-off-
amdabmhnhhmplmain&nmmmo?twhﬂhumm

anyone connected with the Iranian regime can be considered “moderate.
is driven by Kt

and objectives enunciated by

anyone associated with the [ranian revolutionary leadexship ave seen as

extrems, not moderate.

:
:
E
g
]
|

preferred to abolish them. See also William F. Hickman, Rovaged and Reborn: The Ironian
Army, 1988 (Washington, D.C.: Brookings, 1888, p. 12
L Based on discmsions with Palestinian members of the PLO factions that trained
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e On the other hand, there are clear differences in the degree to which
individual Iranisn leaders are prepared to compromise—for whatever
Teason.

This however is only an apparent contradiction It is true that Iramian
leaders associated with the revolution espouse values and objectives that are
diametrically opposed to those many others adhere to. But this can be said of
the leaders of almost any movement or powerful state. The fact is that the
willingness to compromise is a willingness to make concessions, and that is
what traditional international relations is all about. The distinction between
some leaders and others on the basis of whether or not one can work with
them is real and important.™

Iran is still going through travails not dissimilar from those that beset
the Sovist revolution at its inception—whether snd to what extent to commit
the country to worldwide revolution. The cost is clearly high, and for that
reason the Soviet leadership—not without internal struggle—decided on the
course of “socialism in one country.” Clearly, that did not mean, as it could
not, that the communist leaders of the US.S.E. were about to twm their
backs on what they believed to be theix moral and historical duty to spread
the revolution. They merely felt the necessity to “make compromises” in
order to secure the base from which that revolution might be spread. Similar
patterns are visible in other revolutions. .

In the case of Iran, the republican leadership belisves that the
revaluticn is unique in history in following the course of righteousness and
virtue. Consequently, its leaders sre sincere in seeing themselves as
pursuing values and objectives that are not less than a moral imperative.
Like the leaders of 30 many revalutions that preceded them—including the
Amﬁmmhﬁm—&qmmnbmdmuam'wdloﬁu
Poop.

Although gl Iranisns in the revolutionary leadership are therefore
committed to “spreading the revolution,” there are major differences among
them on the priority attaching to this foreign mission. Some believe it is of
surpassing importance; others argue that Iran's moral commitment to help
others find the right path cannot be allowed to endanger that course at home.
Indeed, the latter group sometimes argues that it is above all through the
visible and demonstrable preferability of the right course that Iran can best
satiafy its moral obligation, and this means completion of the revolution at
home rather than getting bogged down cutside.

» This doss not gainsay the importance of a separats issue—whaether a leader, once he
agrees to 8 compromise or is impelled toward a concession, can maintain his domestic
support. That is a serious problem for all leaders in Iran.
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CONTEMPORARY INFLUENCES ON STRATEGY

LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE GULF WARS

Backsround

On September 22, 1980, Iraq invaded Iran. This war was to last for
qight years, ending on August 20, 1988 with a cease-fire. The peace terms
Iran was offered and had to accept were lass favorahlas than those offered
mid-1982.

The war had three distinct phases:
¢ September 1980 to July 1982
o July 1982 to mid-1987 -
o Mid-1987 to August of 1988,

In the first phase, Iraq's advance into Khuzistan was halted at Di=sful
afier seven weeka in which the Iragi Army seized Khorramshshr and
besisged Abadan. Subsequently, after the Iranians broke a stalemats that
had lasted from November 1880 until summer 1981, Iragl forces were driven
out of Iran in a series of battles in which “. . . the Iranians decimated three
full Iraqi armared and mechanised divisions, capturing between 15,000 and
20,000 men in a classic pincer movement.”

The second phese of the war can best be characterised as & stalemats
in which both countries suffered heavy casualties and which saw the
introduction and use of surface-to-surface missiles (SSMs) in what became
known as the “war of the cities”; the resort to chemical warfare; and the
m&mh&cmwm It was & period in which Iran's
isclation grew while more nations—including the European Community
countriss France and Britain, the United States, and Egypt—tilted toward
Iraqg. It was a war that Iran weas now determined to pursus despits the
mounting costs.

1 William F. Hickman, “Revaged sad Reborn: The Irsnian Army 1082, The Brookings
Institution, 1962, p. 29,
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Iran's prosecution of the war for six ysars after regaining its
territoxy (in July 1982) without any result other than the very
high price paid in human life was a total failure.

Phase three of the war resulted in the breaking of the stalemats and in
serious setbacks for Iran. Iraq recsptured Fao, and in a series of military
battles carried the war to Iran once more, virtually destroying the Iranian
military. It was during this phase that the “tanker war” escalated into naval
engagements between the Iranian navy and that of the United States, and in
which Iran’'s navy was virtually put “out of action.”

The “lessons learnsd” by Iran during the secand and third phases of
the Iran-Iraq war are the most important since Iran chose to pursue the war
despite mounting evidence that it could not topple the regime of Saddam
Husayn. There was also clear evidence that Iran had seriously miscalculated
as far as being able to
1. keep the conflict lacalized,

2. anticipate Iraq's desperation and its resort to chemical and missile
warfare; and

3. anticipate regional and global reactions to a war that threatened the vital
interests of regional and cil-consuming states.

The “lessons learned” from the Iran-Iraq war reinforced those in

swho had agreed to a texrmination of the war with Iraq shortly after
Iraqi forces had been forced back into Irag;

swho had not seen the Iranian armed forces as a threat to the regime;

swho had opposed replacing the armed forces with the lslamic
Revolutionary Guards Corps (IRGC);

*who opposed exporting the revolution;

- »who opposed a total break with America.
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First, aithough the Iraniah leadership had been forewarned that Iraq
intended to attack? it failed to move siseshle army units to Khuxistan in
time and relisd instead on a smaller unit of the armed forces already
deployed in the area, and en the IRGC and local militia for the initial defense
of the comntry. In fact, when Iraq struck, Army units had to be sent to
suppress an incipient Kurdish uprising in Kurdistan, to bring Aserbaijan
under control, and to await a posaible Soviet thrust across the northern
borders ¢
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Tran's overall conduct of the war—resetting of objectives, policies and

military strategies, and the like —seems to have puxxled Iranian and non-
Iranian observers. This was particularly true of Khomeini's decision to
pmethemmaﬁulnqiﬁmuhdhmthrownbmktothd:sided
theﬁlborder. There appear to have been several reasons for pursuing the war
until 1988.

To begin with, Saddam Husayn was the aggressor and had to be
punished, and his regime—virulently secular—had to be uprooted. A
fundamentalist interpretation of the Qur'an demanded no less.

The war and the pursuit of it were the way in which the clerics could best
mobilive the masses, promote the IRGC over the armed forces, and
consolidate their power over the countxy.

The clerics balieved in the universality of the fundamentalist call and its
appeal, and rejected all forms of nationalism as divisive, since it would
kesep Muslims from uniting as a single people. Then they believed that
the Arabs of Iraq—both Shi‘i and Sunni—would prefer Islem to Arabism,
and Khomeini to Saddam. -

Based on their successful humikiation of the United States in the Tebran
hostage crisis, and the success of Hizballah in Lebanon in forcing the
Unitsd States and Israsl to withdraw, the clerics believed that the United
States would not intervene.

The clerics also believed that because of the Tehran hostage crisis and the
bumiligting Amaerican retreat from Lebanon in February 1984 the Arab
states would not intexrvene to help Saddam, since their American protector
had not shown any willingness to intexrvene.

The clerics, like moat Iranians, believed in their superiority over the

Finally, limited Iranian successes duxing the war—ths capture of Fao in
1987 and the threatening situation which Basra found itaelf in as a result
of the repeated Iranian offensives—convinced the clerics that time was on
their side despite '

>severs human losses

>the introduction of missiles

>the use of chemical warfare by Iraq
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o efforts to portray Iran as the aggrieved party

efforts to counter its ever-increasing isolation and marginalization

e attempts to establish mutually beneficial relations with countries which
viewed Iraq as a common enemy—Syria and Libya—in pursuit of its ever-
increasing need for weapons, munitions, and spare parts

e sn effort to limit and undermine the growing regional and global tilt
toward Saddam.

memﬂimmoﬂrmmtopmoamthtwuﬂdmed
in breaching Iraq's defenses and seize Iraq's major cities and cil-producing
centers. Failing this, the strategy was to engage in a war of attrition that
would chew up Iraq'a army, inflict unacceptable human casualties, and sap
the morale of the country, its willingness to fight, and its support for Saddam
Hussyn. In pursuit of this strategy, Iran
e fislded massive formations of relatively pocrly-trained and -equipped
units;
o adopted the “human wave® offensive to overcoms Iraq's defenses by sheer
numbers;
s relied on successive but not frequent offensives; and
o concentrated its forces at ome paint ocnly along the Iraq front, seeking
thereby to breach Iraq's defenses and exploit the resulting breakthrongh
while mﬁctms huge casualties on Iraq's army sand destroying ite

The Decision to Terminate the W

Objective observers disagree om whether the Iranian leadexship
accepted the cease fire with Iraq 23 a defeat or & draw, as well as on the
factors that contributed to Iran's decision to accept the U.N. cesse-fire
terminating the war.* -

defoated, but the “poison pill” that he had to swallow had to be “sagar-coated”
by his military commanders, who insisted that the cease-fire was a
temporaxy phase in the pwsuit of the war, and that Iran would be in 2
position to resume the war in five years after it had sufficient time to recover
and rebuild. The other clerics, however, insisted that it was a draw, since
Iran had successfully ended the hegemonic dreams of Saddam Husayn
without loss of Iranian territory.?

8 Ses Chubin, “Irsn”; Anthony H. Cordesmian and Abrsham R. Wagner, The Lessons
:fl{odcm War (3 vola., Boulder: Westview, 1990), 11, pp. 396-397.
Ibid.
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Because Khomeini died shortly thereafter, on June 3, 1989, the view
held by the surviving clerics that the war ended as a draw should be seen as
the prevailing consensus that would govern all assessments concerning the
Iranian conduct of the war. Khomeini's successors stuck to this consensus,
not wanting to undermine their own credibility as participants in the
ultimate decision made by Ehomeini.®

Of greater interest, however, are the facts as seen by the successors
that contributed to the decision to end the war, Of these, the most important
was the realization that Iraq in the spring of 1988 could once more carry the
war to Iran and could capture sizeable chunks of Iranian territory. The
Iranian forces were no longer able to resist, having lost over half their
equipment, and having lost the ability to regroup and counter-attack, or at
lease effectively blunt Iraqi advances. A cease-fire before loss of territory
was seen as preferable to a cease-fire after loss of territory. Ending the war
with Iraq in occupation of laxge tracts of Iranian land would have seriously
undermined the credibility of the leadership, and especially the sucressors to
Khomeini, who were aware of the ayatollah's deteriorating health. Their
ability to hold on to power after Khomeini's death would have been
jeopardized by a continuing war and posaible loss of territory. Khomeini had
to end the war if the Islamic revolution was to survive him.}!

The second important factor affecting the Iranian decision to end the
war was the growing realization that Iran's foreign policy had effectively
contributed to the counixy’s isolation anmd marginalization. Many of the
clerics around Khomeini came to accept the view that the war of attrition
with Iraq, snd Iraq’s call for and willingness to accept cease-fires long before
1988, were undermining
o the credibility of the Islamic vision Iran was attempting to project as the

Islamic world came increasingly to support an end to the war
s Iran's influence on fundamentalist supporters in the Arab and Islamic
worlds.

In fact, some Iranian clerics within the leadership council had secretly
supported the calls (by Syria and other nations with influence in Tehran) for
a cease-fire in 1986 and 1987 in the hope that the war would end while Iran
still had the upper hand.1t

Thus, Iran's efforts to keep the war localized had misfired The
“tanker war’—Iran's response to Iraq's bombing of Iranian ships or ships of

0 Discusgions with Arabs in close contact with the Iranian leadarship.

1 Digcussions with Arabe who were in Iran at the time or who bad access to members
of the Iranian leadarship.

12 Thid.
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other nations bound for Iranian ports—had backfired. The United States
and the West had joined the fray and increased their presence and activities
in the Gulf, and Iran's objective of forcing Saddam into a cease-fire while the
land war continued had had the opposite effect.1

Finally, the Iranian leadership realized that the largely successful
mobilization of Iranian masses in support of the Iranian revolution and the
war was beginning to come apart. As the war dragged on, as casualties
mounted, as the number of displaced parsons increased with the “war of the
cities” and Iragi bombing of major Iranian military and economic
installations, and as the economic conditions of the country deteriorated,
protests and desertions increased propartionately. Defeats on the battlefields
and mounting turmoil on the home fromt began to threaten the leadership's
bold on the country. Thus saving the revolution became more important
than defeating Saddam.“

The clerics came to other conclusions:

1) Their emphasis on Islam and an Islamic vision, rather than a narrowly
focused Iranian nationalism, had been proven correct. In their view,
Inlam's appeal had grown as 2 central force in the Muslim world, and fran
had to continue to adhere to it by expanding its reach to include Sunnis as
well as Shi‘ia,

2) The United States and the West would continus to defend their interests
in the Gulf and that the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) countries,

having hroken the taboo on calling on western defense sssistance, would
continue to do s0 in the future,

8) It would be impossible for Iran snd the United States to normalize
relations in the near to mid term because of opposition in both countries.

4) The United States would continue its oil and arms embargoes against
Iran, and would continue its pressure on its allies to adhere to those

embargoes.
§) Iran had to look elsewhere for armaments and for economic assistance. s

In terms of military forces and force structure, the Iranian leadership
reached several conclusions:¥

B Cordsaman and Wagner, The Lessone, I, pp. 853-408.
14 Interviews with Arsb experts with access.
B Ibid.
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The regular axmed forces would be maintsined and given the principal
task of defending the country. The IRGC would be reduced in numbers
but made more professional and would continue as the main defender of
the revolution. Attempts to merge the two began in 1986 and continued
thereafter, but Khomeini refused to suthorize such a merger.

the inventory of F-8s, F-ds, and F-14s, and to purchase additional planes
from the Soviet Union such as the MiG-29 and the Su-24. The Irgnisn

Excapt where otherwise noted, this section is besed on Cordesman and Wagner, The

Lessons, 11, passim.; Chubin, “Iran,” passim.; and discussions with Arab experts.
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leadership appears to have made the decision to eschew long-range
bombers in favor of long-range missiles becanse of costs and maintenance,
and because they hope to produce long-range SSMs. Additionally, but
equally important, was the reslization that regional wir defsnses would
defeat long-range bombing raids, while SSMs could get through thess

Iran also had to develop a SSM capability as & counterforce-countervalue
deterrent. Under the shah, Iran had relied on its air force, and had not
acquired long-range missiles. Iraq began to use Frog 7 missiles in the
first fow weeks of the war, but Iran only responded in 1935 with the use

ended, the Iranian leadership went shead with plans to expand its
inventory through the purchase of additionsl Scud-Bs and -Cs which it
plans to produce. Irsn also plans to purchase North Korea's Nodong I
with a range of 1,000 kilometers.”? These are seen by the Iranians as a
counterforce to Sandi Arabia's Chinese-made DF3s, and Israel's Jericho I

expense of the Iranian Air Force. The rebuilding of the air force was
given priority (see below). Rather it was based on the one-two punch that
Iraqhadddivmdwidtitaairfnmeandssus.nmhniqulmcmﬂd
neither counter nor deter. Although the Iranisn leadership realized that
SSMs with conventional warbeads were of limited tactical value
militarily, they recognized the psychological impact of the weapou system,
and were determined to acquire the SSMs for that purpose.

Iran had no adequate response to Iraqi use of chemicals and missiles. On
chemical warfare the Iranians initially took the “high road” and refused to
rupond.hopingthataninhmnﬁnulouwrywmlddemlnq&om
further usage. But when the expected international condemuation failed
to materiglize, Iran began a crash program to develop a counterforce as a
detervent. At the end of the war, the clericel leadership concluded that it
had to pursue development of a chemical warfare capahility as
counterforce and countervalue weapona.

by

“Noxth Korea Seen as Delaying Minsile Deal with Iran,” The Woshingion Times,

December 25, 1988.

Lacnaxd S. Spector, “Threats in the Middle Bast,” Orbis, XXXVI, 2 Spring 1902, pp.

186-188.
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. Iran'smiﬁtary-indushﬁ.ﬂupadtyandpmﬁalhadwbemhmeod. Iran
upmdmmﬁnmwhmdiﬁculﬁsinmmﬁnswmdin
acquiring spare parts. Moreover, by expanding its capacity and its
production, Iran could reduce the costs of its rearmament.

LESSONS LEARNED: THE 1991 GULF WAR

The crisis that began with Saddam's cccupation of Kawait on August
2. 1990, and the ensuing war, which began on January 16, 1891, between
hqmdmemm-hdmﬂﬁmmamwutuhrum
franian leadership was concerned. It not only decimated Saddam's army; it
also allowed Iranians to discuss their own shortcomings, perceptions, and
“lessons loarned” from Iran's war with Irag within the contaxt of the war
betwean Iraq and the U.S.-led coalition. Thus they were able to engage in
post mortemas for both wars without having to allude to the Irag-Iran war.

Iran did not participate in the war between Iraq and the U.S.-led
coalition. It was in a win-win sitaation, and had no real reason to join either
side. But it was a keen cheerver of both “Desert Shield” and “Desert Storm.”
Tha lessons it drew from this conflict either validated the leesons of its war
with Iraq, or gave the revolutionary lesdership new insights.

Political Lesnona

1. Wﬁmltmtheaﬂywmsﬁnmnbleof
pmjocﬁngitspomintothnﬂuﬂanddidmdwouldunithdn&ndits
interests. It was imperative to avoid provoking the United States into an
attack, even though its intentions vis-a-vis Iran were seen as aggressive.
Moreover, the United States ssemed dstermined to maintain its presence in
the Gulf and to expand its foothald through bilateral security arrangements
with the GCC countries. Conflicts with the United States could erupt over
Gulf security issues and over Iran's unconventional weapons program *

2.  Ixag will remain Irsn's major security concern. However,
paxtition of Iraq might draw Iran in to fill the vacuum, since other countries
like Turkey and Syria appear to be interested in pieces of Iraq. Mareover,
partition might lead to an independent Kurdistan,a development that could
unleash explosive problems inside the Kurdish avea of Iran. Neither
however would Iran liks to see the Saddam Husayn regime replaced by a pro-
Americen or Saudi-dominated regime. A much weakened Iraq with an
outcast as president was preferabls. But Iran had to rearm, since Saddam's

n Los Alamos Naticsal Laboratory, Center for National Security Studise, “Guif War
Lessons Learned: Middle Eastern Perspectives,” 1962, pp. 6-8
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Smnﬂerﬁomaﬁmum&aﬁmmdmsuntmmtmﬂy
nduwdanmmfanhﬂttybhrgstthmmﬂ:ﬁmsfaﬁxunﬁﬂm
attsck. Fran's massive formations were repeatedly attacked by Iraq,
sometimes with chemical wespans, and thus suffered high casualties. Iraq's
static defense and reliance on laxge concentrations in the Gulf war were

1.  Aircraft use by the coalition impressed the Iranian leadership
most, as did the array of precision-guided munitions (PGMs), smart
and other ordnance delivered by these aircraft. The primacy
mnaﬁabhmtmﬁrdaﬁnuwmud.u
efficiency of CAPs and intercept missions flown ton.
lessons will be applied is not altogether clesr,
offorts to modernize and expand its air force.

:
|
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Very little is kmown

" and maintenance, except that the air force is deficient in

aress.
Re Here the
. training, and
i the
poar performance of their systems, but then chose to criticize the Iraqgi
operators instead, gince Iran may have to rely on these systems in the future.




CONTEMPORARY INFLUENCRES ON STRATEGY 47

However, and to the extent it may prove possible, Iran is likely to attempt to
procure most of its aviomics sand electronics from the West.®

eruinmiuﬂu)lndmmlnqihmnmthmdmthdthobudu
between Irag and Kuwsit.®

been deterred from a resort to chemical warfare by an American threat of
‘d:meonuqumu.'“ MMMMW&MW

would proceed with its chemical weapons program and the nuclear option.
Iran would, however, be willing to paxticipats in all conventions or protocols
that would remove all such weapons from the region.®®

L Cordesnian and Wagner, The Lessons, 11, pp. 475-488; Cordesman, After, pp. 407-
411, Also discussions with Arabs connected to Irsn.

» Sources; same as previous nots.

n Based on author interview with defecting Iraqi officer who was part of an Iragi
chemical unit sctached to Iragi forces in the Euwait thester of operations; and author
interview with a defacting senior official of Iraqi civil defemse planning for the 1981 conflict.
Ao See Steve Fetter, “Balliatic Missiles and Weapons of Mass Destruction: What is the
MWM&MMMMIMMD.W 16-28;
Thomas L. McNangher, “Ballistic Missiles and Chemical Weapons: The Legacy of the Iran
Iraq War” ibid., XV, £ (Fall 1880), pp. 28-34 W. Aadrew Terzill, “The GlIIfWu'md

Ballistic Proliferation,” , X1 (1988), pp. 103-176; Laonard 8.
Spector, “Nuclear mhmmm-w.mzm:m. . 188-
189; Mark A. Heller, “Coping with Misslle Prolifaration in the Middls l-t.'ﬂd..mv.l
(Whtu' 16-28; Chubin, “Iran,” pp. 101-108; and discuseions with Arshs and others
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THE DIFFUSION OF POWER IN CONTEMPORARY IRAN

National dacisions—whether on security strategy or any other issue—
are the result of processes, and the outcome often reflacts as much the nature
of the process as it does the substantive inputs to that process. This is
particularly true in cases where the decisicn-making process is characterized
by a diffusion of power, such as in the United States . . . or Iran.

In fact, there is probably no single factor that influences actual Iranian
behavior as much as the diffusion of power in the country and the as-yet
unsettled nature of the Iranian political system, which is still in transition.*
Many actions ave taken without reference to existing policy, and national
than remsining true to any perticular policy course. The result is often
inconsistent decisions, when what is politically desirable at one moment
becomes politically undesirable later. On the one hand, this diffasion of
power leaves considerable freedom of maneuver to some individuals within
the structure who choose to pursue their own agendas. On the other hand, it
prevents virtuzally any group from orchestrating or coordinating pelicies or
decisions in a systematic and coberent manner.

The diffusion of power in contemporary Iran makes the formulation of
coherent national security strategy and military strategy virtually
impossible. The gap among competing views of Iran's objectives and
pricrities is simply too great to be bridged at this time, and alternative power
centers are too strong (or too weak) to impose a single paint of view, even =
compromise among competing visws. The result is predictable:

o uncommon freedom of action for individual groups and offices that have
independent resources for the implementation of their agendas

e numerous contradictions in policy edicts and programmatic direction

» inahility to coordinate programs invalving meny separate entitias.

These charncteristics are incompatible with the requirements of effective

national security planning, and 80 it is no surprise that Iran's ability to

develop, articulate, program, support, and carry out programs in this

IRAN'S ISOLATION IN THE REGION AND BEYOND

The policies of the Islamic Republic quickly isolated Iran in the Middle
East. Promoting the revolution immediataly placed Iran at odds with all of
its Persian Quif neighbors, including revolutionary Iraq. Iran's support for

s _mw.nmm.rmmmmmmamm
{Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1090), p. 42
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and therefore saw Iranian palicy as a threat to their own interests. Of
course, thess were just two among many other problems in U.S.-Iranian
relations.

Yet, the Islamic Republic was inherently hostile to “atbeist”
communism, and 30 could not benefit from the cold war very much while it
ennunned. InnsupporhdthaAfghanrdshnmto.thaSwiatU?mmd

mmmmwmamu This is not marely rhetoric; it
touches a sensitive, nationalist chord in the Iranian apirit that sesks to see
Iran as unique. However, as a result, the Jalamic republic's leaders have
been forced to grappls with a strategy in which they had no real strategic
allies. They have made tactical alignments—euch as with Syria—but they do
not feel there is any country they can “depend wpon.” Glouly.mduview
has enormous strategic implications. For republican Iran, thare is no
_protector, only threat actors; no nuclesr umbrells, only nuclear threats; and
80 on.,
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(SSMs)— most of Iraq's SSMa having been dsstroyed by the coalition war of
1991 and by UN. inspectors.

A comparison of Iran's 1999 inventory of major weapons with those of
the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) countries reflects sharp contrasts in
some areas, as reflacted in Table 4.4 below. In addition to the figures shown
in the table, Iran holds an edge in SSMs and a alight edge in principal naval
suxface combatants. Among the GCC states, only Saudi Arabia carrently has
SSMs (Kuwait's SSMs were transferred to Iraq after the latter’s invasion in
1990), and only Saudi Arabia holds any major naval combat vessels. Iran,
however, now holds a significant edge over Iraq and the GCC with its
purchase of two Kilo-class submarines and reports of at least one additional
submarine on order. (See below.)

TABLE 4.4
IRAN AND THE GCC: MAJOR EQUIPMENT INVENTORIES

IRAN GCC
CQUNTRIES |
| MBTs T00+ 1250
Artillery 2800 770
OAVs 1000 _9000 |
Combat Aircraft 262 _318 |
Arm 320,000 170,000+

Source: Ibid.

These comparisons, while dry, are necessary to place the Iranian
military posture and strength in a regional perspective. By contrast with two
of its neighbors, Iraq and Pakistan, Iran is distinctly weaker. (See Table
4.5) Indeed, in terms of equipment, a comparison of many of the critical
categories of major combat items would place Iran and Saudi Arabia on a
similar plane (see Table 4.6), and Sandi Arabia is nowhaere considered a
major military powar,

becauss it is not a combat vessal at this tme, we have excluded it froma the eategory of
“principal surface combetants.”
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TABLE 4.7
IRAN'S DIVERSE SOURCES OF SUPPLY
| Armor 300 150 0 100 150 0 T00
Aircraft 180 0 0 108 13 ) 800
[Navy 7 3 0 2 0 ol 10
[SSM 0 0 4 0 o 1o 14
Total 484 154 4 210 162 10 1024

Given the diversity and geographic spread of the “threats” Irsnian
leaders perceive,? it is certainly clear that a preeminent mission of the armed
forces of revolutionary Iran must be defensive. Even in this respect, as we
have seen, the requirements are challengingly varied. The requirements
include low-level counterinsurgency forces for externally-supported internal
unrest snd for problems that could spill across several parts of Iran's
extensive land borders (Ixaq, Turkey, Azerbaijen, Afghanistan, Pakistan).

also include conventional forces sufficient to deter or defeat an
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over all its neighbors, and potentially in “weapous of mass destruction” over
somme or all Arab neighbors—if it were 10 acquire the delivery capability for
its chemical/bacteriological weapons® and if it were able to develop & nuclear
weapon.)

If Iran were to initiate some form of military aggressiom, it would
requive forces structured and sufficient to caryy the task to its conclusion. At
the present time, Iran is not strong enough to carry a sustained war to even a
minimally restared Irag, and has no feasible ground acceas to any other Arab
oilpmdummaptxuwut. Iuhpshcapaﬁhﬁumnotmwt.munh

would do more damege to the Irsmian ecomomy than to its potential

|

Clearly, then, whether for attack or defense, Iran's armed forces
require considersble further development, Such a program of development
is, in fact, under way. The question is, what is its puxpose, what is its

.,nll_lf Iy .“u_ﬁi!‘.nn.l.u_ ¢

While it is fashionahle to talk about “arms races,” in fact there are 2
number of reasons to acquire arms, only some of which can reasonably be
placed undar the “arms race’ rabric. The principal purposes that are not
really “arms-race”-relevant for which governments procure weapons systems
are

Discussions with Arahs close to Iran’s militery; Cordesmman, After, pp. 396, 421-428.
Cordesman, After, pp. 408-407.
Immmd.dh&mmuhﬂu!rmlnqmmwﬁmw
equipment sdvantags.

Although Iran is constructing non-Persinn Gulf oil export facilities, it will still oot be
to export much of its petroleum output except through the Qulf for many ysars. By
Saudi Arshis has the capacity to sxport signifieant quantitiss through pipelines
and related facilities opening on the Red Sea. Should Iraq retaun to large production status,
it too has access to pipelines both through Sendl Arsbia and through Turkey.

ﬁ“‘%”'
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¢ replacement

e modemization

o force structure change
e counterforce

o deterrence.®

By replacement, we refer to the acquisition of systems to replace other
thudnewaﬁmwmmmbuamingumb
through the breakdown that occurs from normal wear and tear. Whils this
replacament can be an item-for-item replacement (one M-63 for another M-
63), there may well be reasons that dictate replacement with newer items.
For example, a government seeking to replace an F-5A/B will find there are
nolonguanyavaﬂablo,ztwﬂlheﬁmadtopumhm?—ﬂlhwmeo&u
sircraft. This could be considered modemization, but it is really intended

primarily to replace existing items of equipment.

existing inventory. Every country must pexiodically modernize its
w;mmmwnhnwmahﬂiﬁmmmmmﬁe
inventory of its potential foes.

FPorce structure changes that may be quite defensive in- nature or
xﬁectdoctnmthathuchmwdhrmof:nmbuofmmaﬂy
necessitate some alterations to equipment inventory, since they also reflect
the perceived requirement for new military capabilities or a changing priority
among existing capabilities.

hhanmwm&'mwmmdmﬁmht'

strength, but may have been designed to respond to the new procurement of
a submarine by Country A. In this respect, tanks are often purchased to
counter tanks purchased by a perceived threat actor, new combat aireraft to
offset new gircraft by such a threat, and so forth.

" SQMQT Mohn.l;whWSnﬁ:udMnle.AmM

mwammmbmmmmﬁdmm
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Finally, many countries find they have no answer to a specific
dimension of threat posed by a potential adversary. They lack the budget to
counter the new threat, or there is simply no weapons system svailable to
them that is adsquate to the task. One approach is to acquire a deterreni—a
new and possibly very different capahility, one perhaps not even comparable,
but one that raises the cost of the potential enemy’s attack in some way.

In contrast to these static or largely reactive actions are acquisitions
not in xesponse to changes in other countries' inventories or to normal
replacement, modernization, ar force structure requirements. For exampls,
Iran under the shah engaged in a large-scale military buildup. The “threat”
changed from yesr to year, as the inventory grew, and eventually was
portrayed as the Soviet Uniom, even though Iran could never aspire to deter,
much less defeat, the USSR. Indeed, the shah did lttle to hide his
ambitions to become a foremost middle power and the dominant power of the
region. Howevez, the result was to halp spark a regional arms race, for any
comparative study of procurements demonstrates that the initial stages of
Iraq's buildup were designed to respond to Iran.“

The [ranian armed forces have suffared a period of extreme trial. The
purxges and dislocation of the eaxrly revolutionary period co-occurred and
preceded the destruction and other loss of much of existing inventory during
the war with Iraq.® The political bostility with the United States and other
countries hans largely cut Iran off from necessary sources of replacement parts
aud repair for moet of its prewar inventory.

- In other words, with the Iran-Iraq war over—at least for now—Iran
now faces the task of rationalixing its armad forces’ missions, organization,
and force structures, and of trying to develop an equipment mix optimslly
suited to these new requirements and in the context of a clsarer perception of
threats as outlined above.

This is not to say that Iran will caxry out the task of rationalixing its
forces in a coherent, much less transpavent, manner, Every indication
availahle to outside obeervers suggests persussively that the military
procurement program, as well as organization, mission, and foxce structure
changes in the militsry establishment, will continue to be the subject of
intense debates within the divided Iranian leadership. It is clsar that no

u I¢ ia true that the shah argued the reverse, but acquisition patterns of that period
consistantly show Iran as the larger buyes.

» See below for some estimetes in tank and combat aireraft categoriss. Anthony H.
Cordesman snd Abraham R. Wagner, The Lessons of Modern Wor (3 vola., Boulder:

Westviaw, 1980), I, provids the fullest atcounting.
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group has sufficient power to determine the outcome of these struggles on its
mmdmmmﬁmwmmumd&um

strategies and programs that reflect centralized decision-making and
hierarchical decision structures will inevitably misread Iranian behavior.

A:themﬁme.ituhouldbopouibhtodniwmeuljudmmta
from decisions and directions that clearly do requirve some degree
consensus among at least a large part of the leadership, actions that involve
more than individual acquisitions or deployments.

A

billions in 1991. Cunmtmmtnmmtht&emtrywﬂlwdabmt
$1.8 hillions per year for the next seven years, onghltapp

spent less than that in 1998. It looks as if Iran's plans for the year 2000
mmmmdmmzmmms@d&m&
and Chinese M-11s, and a slight incvease in artillery from its present
holdings, No major increases are expected in the size of the army and
IRGC.» AboutMmhntnmm&wﬂlprobablybethebackbmeuﬁhe
air force by the turn of the century.

Much has been made of the “massive Iranian arms buildup.” In fact,
however, as Figures 4.1 through 4.7 demonstrate, there is nothing massive
about this buildup at all.

" Cordoaman, After, pp. 308, 421.426; discussion with Arabs close to Iran's ruling
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To date, Iran's msajor funds appear to have been devoted to
acquisitions of sxmor, combat aircraft, and SSMs. The resources spent on
submarines have also attracted considerable concem.

Armmor and Aizeraft

The war with Iraq destroyed most of Iran's tank force, and the U.S.
arms embargo made aircraft maintsnance, repsir, and modernization.
Iranisn officials have publicly indicated their awareness of the Limitations of
the tank in high-tech war, but armoz is still s vital element for Iran to defend
aguinst Irsq, whom Iranisns consider the most lkely attacker. Iraq cannot
wage the high-tech war used against it in 1991. Iran is in no position rapidly
to develop such a capability, either. Thus, Iran's defense against the
traditional armored threat of Iraq is the traditional armor defenss, even
though it is outmoded. Even though this approach invests scarce funds in a
capability irrelevant vis-a-vis the United States, [ran understands it cannot

ovarcome U.S. tachnological supariority.

Miasiles

Iran has had more experience with surface-to-surface missiles (SSMs)
than most countries, having suffeved continued attacks from Iragi rockets
and missiles during their long and bloody war. In spite of the devastating

ical effect of the missils attacks, Iranian leadars clearly understand
that conventionally armed missiles are of marginal military value. Their
Silkworm missiles did not prevent ths United States from dastroying most of
the Iranian navy in 1987, after all. They are more expensive than artillery,
but offer sbout the same results on the ground. But they also understand
that missiles, particularly in the presence of unconventional capabilitias,
provide a dimension of threat that carries with it important pelitical and
potentially strategic advantages, a leason underscored by the effact of Iragi
missile attacks on Israel and by the North Korean nuclear game with the
United States. After delibersting the value of SSMs and their use during the
1991 coalition war aguinst Irsq, the Iranian leadership decided to increase
its inventory of SSMs despits many misgivings. In the same haphszard way
that characterized the procuremant of other major equipment, they dacided
to produce and refine locally
e the Iranian Oghabd rocket with a 40-kilometer range
o the Naseat with a 90-kilometer range
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¢ the Iran-130 with a 200-kilometer range.!?
They also decided to purchase

o additional Scud-Bs and -Cs

e additional Sil}

e North Korea's 1000-kilometer range Nodong-1.

In the case of the Scuds and Nodong-1, the Iremians have not aunly
sought to purchase these SSMs, but have also insisted on a tranafer of the

technology with local production as an ultimate aim.

The procurement of Silkworm antiship missiles, the PRC version of the
Soviet CSS-N-2 Styx), probably the HY-2 version, began in 1586 and
continues to date. It is a program that is snything but haphsszard, showing a
continuity of Iran's ambitions to become a major player in the Gulf with the
wherewithal to influence events thare.

By Apxil 1887, Iran had acquired 12 launchers and 20 HY-2s, and was
reported to have in reserve or on crder almost 80 more. During the American
“reflagging” effort period (1987-1988), Iran fired eight Silkworms at Knwait,
hitting two tankers and an oil loading facility; and possihly five more at the
USS Jack Williams.® Thus, by the end of the war, Iran should have had
between 85 and 40 missiles. Apparently, Iran bought additional Silkworms;
current estimates suggest san inventoxry of 50-70. Unconfirmed reports
indicate Iran may also intend to buy, or have bought, 100 C601-C-801, as
well as an unknown nwmber of Cheo P1\Gs and HQ2J antiship missiles.”

Continued control over most or all of the Silkworms by the naval
component of the IRGC demosstrates Iranian consistancy of thought as far as
coastal defense/naval warfare and operations in the Gulf and its approaches
are concerned. In 1986, the naval unite of the IRGC initially took
operational control over the newly purchased Silkworms. In 1989, reports
from Iran indicated that these naval units were to be merged with the
regular Irsnisn navy. Howeverz, by the end of 1992, no such merger had
taken place. The strength of the IRGC naval units is still about 20,000 men,
as it was in 1989; and opexational control over the Silkworms is still in theix
hands or under joint command with the navy. Moreover, the IRGC naval
units continue tooperate their fast patrol boats, maintain five naval bases in
the Guif, and continue to harden the Silkworm sites at Qeshm Ialand , Shah
Bahar, Bandar Abbas, and Kbulstah (neax the Straite of Hormus), Likewise,

i Geolirey Eamp, with the sssistance of Shellay A. Stahl, The Control of the Middle
Eost Arms Roce (N.p.: Carnagie Endowment for International Peacs, 1001), p. 80.

" This attack is not confirmed by the U.S. Departmant of Defense.

» Cordesman and Wagner, Leseons, 11, pp. 274, 281, 330-340, 876,
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work on concrete bunkers for the Silkworm radar suppart sites progresses
apace ®

When Iran first purchased the Silkworm missiles, they were to form
part of an arsensl of weapons with which to sscalate the level of tension in
the Gulf. This objective invalved
1) attacking third-party commaercial traffic (acking Iragi commaercial vessels

to attack)
2) intimidate the GCC states, especislly Kuwsit and Saudi Arabia, to
pexsuade them to reduce their suppart for Iraq.
Attacking non-belligerent shipping was intended to end the tanker war, in
which Iraq attacked tankars bound to and from Iran. Iran had no interest in
internationslizing the conflict, given its isclation on the global acene.
Certainly, the last thing the Irsnisns wanted was an international naval
presence in the Gulif to challenge Iran’s nsval supremacy there.

In the event, howevez, the tanker war not only demonstrated Iran’s
inahility to play policeman when it threatened Western interests in the Guif:
it also showed Iran’s inability even to protect its own coastline. Iran was
Mmbﬂdamdaﬂdﬂ“ﬂhdﬁdmﬁ.ww more

©  Cordesman, After, p. 414; Cordesmsn and Wagner, Lassows, II, p. 288; The Military

Balance 19931994, pp. 115-116.
n Ansistenst Secretary of Stetee Michsel Armaccst testified in Congress that “the
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developed the necessary high resclution computerised mapping capability for atrikes agninet
fixed silkworm sites.” Cordesman and Wagaer, Losesns, L1, p. 548.
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term, is the distant United States when Iran is a permanent fixture in the

the area. Tehran hopes the United States, too, will conclude that it is
easigr, safer, and less expensive to include, rather than exclude, Iran from
Gulif security matters.

Submarines

Izan moved to farther buttress its coastal defense with the purchase of
Kilo-elausubmmfmnhm Apparently, Tehran purchased two with

of the Gulf, and complements the surface strength of the

reinforcing its position as the most powerful indigencus Gulf navy. (Tahle
4.7 demonstrates that in major naval platforms the Iranism navy is
appmatdyequﬂltolnthoGCCnmumhnod.)
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1) They are part of a defense plan that goes back to the days of the shah,
when the United States and Germany had agreed to sell six subs to Iran.
2) They are defensive in nature.
3) They fill gapa in Iran’s defeonses.
4) They sre now very inexpensive—a bang-for-the-buck bargain
Torksn has said:
. . . [E]ven if the Americans want to attack us they would not do
80 in a classic military movement. Can our six force, for
example, take on the Amexicans or our navy take on the
American navy? If we put all our conntry’s budget into such a
war we would have just burned our money. The way to go shout
dealing with such a threat requires a different solution entirely.
. . » We have our Bussian submarines at a
lwoer price than was mentionsd. All that we are doing is to fill
the gaps in our military plan. A complete system is made up of
different components. Most of the other components had been
bought before the revolution, Submarines were the ane
component that was missing, and we are now buying them.»

Since most Western naval analysts agreed that the submarines would
be doomed early an in & conflict with Westesn navies, and since the Ixanians
seam to know that, insisting that the navy is not constrocted om 2 basis to
mMWWMWmRhMNmM

is

¢ lmited to the Persian Gulf where Iran has siways aspired ¢o play a
leading role in Gulf security;

o for use against GCC states if waxfare breaks out between them;

o for use agninst the ships of GCC countries that support a belligerent
against [ran; and

o to force the United States to come to grips with the fact that it cannot
exclude ran from a Gulf security role, a role that the shah sought with
U.S. support and one that the shah's successcrs continue to seek for their

country.
LIMITATIONS ON IRAN'S CAPABILITY TO IMPROVE THE IRANIAN
ARMED FORCES

In spite of the fowegoing, it is far from clear whether Iran can sustain a
spending level of $1.5 billions per year on arms acquisitions, given the

- h&.MquWﬂﬂ.&-&uMlem;&w
“Is Iran a Military Threat? Noc Irandan Minister Torkan,” @id., L, 1 (Apeil 1908),
pp-
»
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deterioration of its economy and low oil prices. It may have to adopt a lower
spending level, and if it is forced to spend less, it may not reach whatever
goals may have been sstablished for the future. What may also complicate
Iran's acquisition effort, and especially its effort to modernize, is the
country’s limited access to the international arms markat. The United States
has led a relatively successful campaign to preveat Iran from acquiring high-
quality Western-origin military and dual-capable systems. Since the latter
period of the Iran-Iraq war, Ixan's arms have been acquired principally from
Rusaia, China, and North Korea.® All in all, Iran has spent less that $1
billion in Europe (Poland and the Czech Republic mainly) and $3 billions
between 1988-1991. To put this procurement program in perspective, it has
so0 far purchased fewer MBTs in that period than those acquired by the GCC.

If access to modern military technology and armament were not
enough of a problem for Iran, then its ability to “digest” its acquisitions is
certainly a problem of major proportions.

o PFirst, it means a variety of spare parts from different countries, and Iran's
logistical capahility has yet to recover from the purges of the eaxrly period
of the Khomeini regime and from the devastation inflicted by Iraq.

¢ Second, it would require a monumental maintenance effort as Iran tries to
cope with left-over American and British equipment, and recently-
purchased Soviet/Ruasian, Chinese, and North Korean equipment. Iran's
armed forces already suffer from a shortage of maintenance technicians.

¢ Third, training for and on this new equipment with and by trainers from
the different countries who are supplying Iran will also add to the
strain M

o Fouxth, Iranians like many of the other peoples of the region, disdain
manual work, snd the Irsnian leadership will have to come to grips with
this cultursl phenomenon before it can hope to develop an adequate
maintenance capability.

o Fifth, and finally, decisions affecting procurement allocations, training,
logistics, and maintenance will be influenced by the vagaries of a political
wmmwmmmmwmmwm

See IISS, The Military Balance 1993-1994, pp. 115-116.
R?;‘udnns with Arah experts oo Iran.
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recognition by the Iranian leadership of the catastrophic costs of using SSMa
against Jucrative GCC targets without provocation.
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CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

The development and production of chemical/biological weapons
continues to create moral dilemmas for the Irsnian leadership, and the
dlstruction -of Ireq's chemicalbiological inventory: and- capahility has
removed the urgency with which the Iranian leadership dealt with the iasue
during the lats phases of the Irag-Iran war and before the gulf war. Despite
the moral dilemmas, and despite a dearly-stated preference for a
comprehensive chemical wespons comvention that would probibit the
production and use of these weapons, the leadership decided to continue to
improve its own capability for deterrent purposes.

The lesson of the Gulf war, confirmed by experience since
World War 1, is that possession of a retaliatory capacity tends to
deter the introduction of these weapons into the conflict. The
opposite case, in which there is no retaliatory capability and the
inhibitions against resort to use are minimal, was demonstrated
in Iraq's war against Iran.!

Iran is therefore believed to be in the process of exhancing ita
capabilities, although it is probably still significantly behind Iraq's
capabilities prior to the Gulf war.t Iran's inventory of chemical agents now
includes nerve gas, mustard gas, phosgene gas, hydrogen cyanide, and
chlorine gas. Its present inventory of hiclogical agents incindes mycotoxins

1 Shabram Chubin, “Arms Control and Wespons Proliferation,” p.

2 Esnneth Kateman, 'Im.CnnntDlnhm:ndU.S.Poﬁq Congressional
MMIIMMJW 19, 1968, p. 4
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. In 1985, Iran also bought a sub-critical research reactor from

China s
Iran has

. continued to buy yellow cake from South Africa via Algeria;

. bought “several thousand pounds of uranium dioxide® from
Argentina.

. continued to search for fissionable material;

. developed uranium processing or snrichment facility, a uranium
ore processing plant; and

. sttempted to develop a plutonium extraction capability.s

What appears uncontested is that Iran's leadership is determined to
build a scientific and technical base, a skilled personnel ressrvoir, that is
competent to work in the nuclear field

. Iran has invited Iranian nuclear acientists living abroad to
return.

. The republic has emphasized nuclear studies and related fields
@.e., theoretical math and physics) at Tehran and Amir Kabir universities.

. Similarly, special technical achools have been established at the
post-secondary level to channel promising students into fields related to the
development of nuclear snergy.

. Iranhuqmodamdrmuchmmwmm

technology scquisition through symposia and other contacts.
. Foreign scientists havs been recruited to work in-country.’?

Many see “The Iragi paradigm®” in Iran's approach to nuclear
development’ Similarities exist; Calutrona (EMIS), gas centrifuge, chemical
enrichment, plutonium sepsration, gaseous diffusion, laser and jet nozzle
enrichment. But the similarities no longer apply when cne compares the
number of scientiats Saddam employed (7,000), the amount of money
Saddam spent on his crash program ($12 hillions), and the highly centralized
administration and mansgement style that characterized it.* Iran as of 1993
is balisved to have only 3,000 scientists at work, and a very unfocused and
decentralized management. In fact, it is apparent that there is no central
authority in charge of a "nuclear program” broadly speaking, and that the
current factionalization of the national leadership and even governance of
national security and armed forces administration will prevent such

¢ mmmcxmmammwmnmm
Response,”

. demn.m pp. 421427,

Dhm-imn with individuals from the region who follow the issue clossly.

Michael Eisenstadt, Like ¢ Phomnix from the Ashes? The Future of Irogi Milisary
Power (Washington, D.C.; Washington Institute for Near East Policy, lmoi. ;qi
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centralization for a long time. Moreover, Iran is not in a financial or
economic position to spend $12 billions on its nuclear program.

infrastructure, Iran appears to be attempting to shoxt-circuit the above
problems and, at the same time, boost its nuclsar program by seeking to
purchase on the “black market® either nuclear weapons (nuclesr artillery
shells) or fissionahle material. The effort has so far failed. It is poasible that
Iran intands to purchase nuclsar artillery shells to try to “jerry-rig” the shells
into a form of warhead for its SSMa. If Iran were to cbtain weapons-grade
nuclear material a weapons program would become realistic and moare
threatening, possibly leading to a regional nuclsar arms race or to Israeli or
U.S. attempts to preempt weapon development.

While there is clearly an Iranian comstituency favoring the
development of a nuclear weapons capability, it seemas reasonable to conclude
that there is not at this time an Iranian “nuclsar weapons program.” It is
equally ressonahle to conclude that the Iranian leadership is in consensus
that Iran should not be victimised by nuclear wespons and that in arder to
prevent this possihility the country should develop its overall nuclear energy
infrastructure in such a way that eventually it will be in 2 position, if need
be, to opt for weaponization. There are similarities between the shah's
nuclear program snd that of present-day Iran, but the current leadership
does not appear as committed to, nor as orgsnizationally capable of, the
development of weapons as the ahah.
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CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS,
AND POLICY OPTIONS

INTRODUCTION

This study has considered the factors impinging on Iranian strategy
and military development, and has reviewed Iran‘s military development
program, in order to project the operational concepts and philosophies most
likely to characterize Iranian military development over the next three to five
years. This chapter summarizes conclusions based on the research, identifies
some of the implications the analysis raises for U.S. interests, and provides
some suggestions for policy.

CONCLUSIONS

The Iranian leadership remgina fractions and divided. The cuzreat
pattern of governance and decision-making are certsinly tramsitional, the
systen unstable. It is not possible to predict with certzinty whether the
system will undergo sharp, discontinnous changes along the lines of a coup or
another revolution, on the one hand, or evolve into a different and more
stable system, on the other. It is possible for the system to survive in its
current situation of anarchic governance for both the three- and five-year
periods.

The nature of Iranian government is both the most significant danger
posed by Iran and the most serious constraint on Iran's ability to develop its
forces in a cohexent manner. That is, the most immediate threat posed by
Iran is that its internal dissensus will lead to viclence or to the seisure of
local power by extremist elements and that this disoxder will apill over to the
rest of the Gulf. However, 30 long as the government remaing characterized
by:hcmenthwlofmtunaldmnm.nwﬂlbembhhhhﬂu
organizational actions required to convert potemtial military power to real
mijlitaxy power.

Page 76
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Tha Profila of “Ixanian Stratagy™
We have stressed in the study that dus to the profound differences
among competing leadership factions, it is misleading to speak of “Iranian
policy” or “Iranian strategy.”
e %thmdﬂm&utmdm
o Sescond, each group takes actions inconsistent with its own objectives in
order politically to safeguard its own flanks from pressures generated by
the other groups ox their supporters.

What all groups currently represented in the Iranian system agree on
is the primacy of defending the victory of the revolution in Iran, ie,
MhMMmﬂtmh For most—buat not
all—of these groups, that primacy combined with Iran's military
vulnerabilitiss and multituds of perceived threats impels the government to
avoid provocative acts that could endanger the revolution. Thus, while the
Iranian leadership is committed to putting forth Iran as a model for the
Third Wozld, and particalaxly for the Islamic wordd, and even to supporting
“Yegitimate” strugglers who uphold the “universal values” of the revalution in
other countries, thess commitments should not impel Iran to undertaks
actions that could lead to a war that might destxoy the system.

There is also widespread agreement among the leadership that the
principal threats to Iran are Iraq and tha United States. Neither is an
imminent threat, since
» Iraqis much weakened and does not have the capacity to defeat Iran and
e Iran will avoid taking actions that could lead to a full-acale military

confrontation with the United States.
The Iragi threat is of course more manageable, but in the long term it is also
considered more inevitahle. The threat posed by the United Statas invalves
both a direct confromtation and the encirclemant and isolation of Iran, the
mobilization of Gulf countrias agsinst their large, Persian neighbor.

In spite of internal bickering on almost every aspect of addressing
these problems, Iran's general strategy is cleur.

Regarding Iraq,
e The Saddam Husayn regime should remain isclated and weak.

» The cuxrent regime must not be replaced by a pro-American regime.

e Iran must continue to develop its military capabilities to deter, and if
unsuccessfiul to defeat a renewed Iragi military thxeat.

Regarding the United States,

e Iran will not challenge the United States with such directness that a
military confrontation becomes unavoidable,
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e Iran will try to remain true to its philosophical beliefs and continue to
support an alternative Islamic vision in the Middle East. )
° Innwmuymmﬁntﬁnmﬁmnﬂ&&owcomﬁmcm
(GCO) countries such that they are unwilling to join in or support an
avert, concerted confrontation with Iran, This means Iran will continue
iumtpoﬁcyﬁno.ruﬂscﬁngbothmmonpﬁndph_md
eagerness to establish dialogue and develop a higher level of cooperation.

To support this national security strategy, Iran will continue to rebuild
its military forces. In view of the country’s sconomic straits and international
isolation, Iran will try to acquire weapons thought to effisctively deter Irag
and Israsl; to generate political advantages: and to increase the cost to the
United States of a military cash with Iran, but squipment replacement will
have to be a key priority as well.

Having studied both recent Gulf wars, the current Iranian leadership
recognizes that it has no options for “victory” in a military confrontation with
the United States. Its military procurements of conventional weapons refiect
a concern with replacement and some modermisation, certainly not with
global ambitions. Iranians are under no illugions as to the effectivenses of
suxface-to-surface missiles as decisive military weapons systams, and their
procurements of these systems axe designed to have local deterrent effect vis-
a-vis Iraq, and possibly vis-a-vis Isrsel; and to gemerata some local palitical
influence in the Gulf envircanment. The nature of the systemas is sach that
their deterrent effsct an the United States would be marginal, given the
likelihood that the United States would engage in a stand-off war should a
confrontation go that far, The Iranian leadership underastands that coastal
defense missiles, submarines, and uncomventional weapons cepabilities
cannot defeat the United States or seriously damage its interests, but they
appear also to be aware that initistives in this divection do increase the
military investment the United States will make to counter Iran. That by
itself sppears to the Iranians a two-fold assurance
o first, that Iran will be taken seriously and
¢ second, that the United States may hesitate before crossing the threshold

to hostilities.
The common threat that seems to link acquisition of missiles, of chemical and
biclogical weapons that may eventually be capable of delivery by those
missiles, and of submarines is the inevitable political clout they confer and
that Iran would not otherwise have. While the cost of this clout is high,
given the state of the Iravian economy and the opportunity cost of the
systems expressed in the alternative nses of the rescurces required to procure
the systems, the sense of threat is also great and resources allocated so far
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are probably the minimum consistent with what Iranians consider
“prudence” for the political and strategic clout they are buying.

Iran's leadexs are probably confidant that, other things being squal,
they will over the next five to ten years be able to establish a conventional
military capability, supplementsd by chemical and biclogical weapons and
SSMs, that will be defensively sufficient and sufficiently responsive to the
threat to hold it at bay. There is little in the profile of their procurements to
date to suggest that this change will significantly increase any threat to U.S.
intevests, since the growth of the Iranian inventory is not at all cut of
propoxtion to the overall increase in inventories in the region. There is a
reasonable likelihood that Iran will reach the level of being able to mount its
chemical and biclogical weapons on missiles, which will be a serious
consideration in the event of contingencies involving U.S. forces, but any

The issue that has received more attention is the alleged Iranian
nuclear weapons program. Based on the evidence svailable to us at this
time, we do not believe, as Chapter 5 indicates, that Iran has anything that
might reasonably be termed a “nuclesx wespms program® at this time.
While it is possible that such & program will be promuigated, it is not
poseible for Jran to make any significant progress toward the development of
a nuclear weapons capability in either the three-year or the five-yaar foci of
this report. The reasona are clear enough: _

o the absence of anything like an adequate acientific and technical base for
such development or for the mansgement of devices acquired
clandestinely

o the difficulties in testing a device without such a managsment apparatus
and lacking the institutionsl and hardware required

s the profound divisions among leadarship groups that lead sach to oppose
allowing others access to or contral over assets that would confer more
power

» the absolute lack of coherent orgenization or direction amomg the
pumerous buresucracies and communities that must be invalved

o the competition among the military forces and their command suthorities

¢ Iran'sisalation

e the distrust and uncertainty regarding Iran and its leadership shared
even by thoss Westexn countries that are prepared to desl with Iran—but
only as long as they do not believe such dealing will contxibute to an
Irmannudmmm

* the ever-dateriorating stats of Iran's economy

o the sensitivity of the world at large to piecemeal secret acquisitions
(leesons leamned from Iraq)
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o improved detection methods.
mmmmmhobmammm

black market have vary little evidenciary support. Nor is there any

Mmﬁm&atnudnummhhdlvaﬂlﬂewmm

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE UNITED STATES
The Iranian Military Threat

Iran poses neither a unique militaxy threat, nor a umique and
significant political threat, to U.S. interests.

be compared with Ssddam Husayn; they have a much clearer and mare
realistic appreciation of the world around them and outside their bordars.
They understand they can only lose, and “lose big” a military
confrontation with the United States.
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¢ Similarly, while Iran's hostility toward the United States and its valuss,
mmwmmmm.hmmmﬁnm

reality
leaders) reinforced by the palitical pressures of the system, the leadership
is not in a position to have a grest impact on American Middle Eeast
-interests. Iran will certainly continus to support anti-American Islamist
groupe, some of which will be violent, but these groups by themselves are
not now and will not become the decisive factor in regional, or even
natlmal..poliﬁmlmml 'Ihywﬂlsqmed.withduirlmu,ina

We use the word “unique® above daliberately. The intent is to indicate
that the current government of Iran and likely similar governments that may
follow are neither a military threat nor a significant political threat to U.S.
interests. In Iran, as elsewhare, one can posit a situation
¢ in which an irrationsl leader comes to power and uses the resources at his

disposal in a manner contrary to any reascnable definition of national
interests; or
¢ ome in which internal division or conflict reaches such proportions as to
opill over onto the regional emvironment end therefore is outside the
capacity of the national government to control *
It is not difficult to see Iram as a marginal military nuisance or significantly
disruptive palitical force in the region under eithexr of these circumstances.
However, the same is true of most other major states: the dissclution of the
Soviet empire has generated enormous new and different security and
political problams all along the periphery of, and even inside, the former
Soviet Union. Security and political problems impinging on U.S. interests
could follow from the application of sither of these scenarios to Saudi Arabia,
Syria, Israel, Iraq, Egypt, and other countries of the Middie East. Are they
likely to occur, or more likely to occur, in Iran than elsewhere?

Rise of an Ideological/ixzational Laadar

It is a common error to aitribute “irrationality” to leaders who pursue
different sets of prioritiss and values, or use diffarent logic sets, from one's

o e e T tagts Mation wolianse; thay have & date cnly best
o

ﬂhnm“mzth“wmmmmmdhhmm

to their image through suppressive techniques.

: Thars is hittle indication of the prospect of another charismatic idealogical leader

coming to the fore in Iran in the near future, as nons has emerged to date.- Aysiollah

Khamenei, the successor to Khomeini se fagik, hes medioere religious credentials, and most

ather potential leadess have problemns at least as great.
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own. Onbvuymdydombwmmmnh&cﬁw
control of major states, snd they invariably lose power quickly. The adaptive
mdwmwmum‘mwm
that they are snything but “trational” no matter how much their values and
parceptions and interests snd spproaches may vary from our own. The
current leadership clique sround Ali Akbar Hashemi Rafsenjani is cartainly
highly rational. Every indication we have is that all prominent rivals for
power in Iran, including the spectrum from the mujahideen khalg to clexic
“radicals,” are also rationsl, even “cunning.”

. At‘thennoﬁme.itistruethatallludmupuminmdiﬁmd
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Iran counld today launch a surprise air or missile attack against
sites anywhere in the Gulf. (With more miseiles, more advanced sircraft,
bettex training, and so forth, its capability to do s0 will increase, though only
slightly, over the next five to ten years) Such key sites would presumably be
ofl infrastructure installations, but they could be highly symbaelic political
sites (a capital city, for example) or military installations (a U.S. position, for

§

The foregoing suggests strongly that U.S, militaxy planning need not
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Current U.S. policy toward Iran has been described as “containment.”
However, it is fair, in view of a multitude of statements by leaders from
various departments and agencies of the government as well as of known
US. policies in dealing with Middle East, European, east Asian, and
inmaﬁandorgmﬁnﬁonpmmnmmtthewmﬂ
interpretation of “containment” is much closer to “confrontation.” This palicy
isundmtand-hh.hrthmisnodmbtthatﬂnlndunhipmdpﬁndplud
the Isiamic Republic of Iran are overwhelmingly hostile to the United States.

any significant damage to U.S. interesta¢ The United States government
has followed a variety of policies when dealing with hostils governments in
the past, policies ranging from patient cooperation to near-warfare. Such
policies are typically justified en the basis of the merits of the particular
circumstances surrounding the case. There is nothing implicit in the
zhﬁmghipoﬁrmandtheUniﬁadShtuthatmdﬁuanyspedﬁcmm
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United States would have liked in many cases. Thus, the differemces
significantly constrain the possibility of success in “containing” Iran.

However, the gravest problem uith the current approach to Iran is
simply that it increases the likelihood of the worst outcomes—internal unreat
in Iran that spills over to the region and the accession to power of groups that
are 30 unfamiliar with the outside woxld that there is no way of reaching a
modus vivendi with them. Both of these potential outcomes—which are not,
of course, mutually exclusive—-pose significant hazards to our friends in the
Persian Gulf, the GCC countxies. If, 23 we have suggested, the threat posed
by the Iranian government is limited, the problems resulting from general
disorder in Iran could be much more far-veaching.

The United States govemment, and much of the rest of the
international community, sesks to compel [ran to abide by dominant
international norms of behavior. There ia every reason to belisve that if the
Iranian government had been able to comsolidate power under Rafsanjani or
a Rafsanjani-like regime it would be prepared to defer to these norms, at
least as much as most other countries do. However, there is no group now or
in the foresesabls future in Iran that will be in a position to bring under its
Mnm&d&ehﬂmmﬁ:uﬂn&mﬂuzm&nmus
policies will not alter that fact.

By the early 1970s, conditions in Lebanon prevented the national
government from taking effactive action to bring the Palestinian guerrillas
under effective control. The United States (and Iarael) continued to follow
the older palicy of holding the central government responsibls for Palestinian
actions, since those actions oviginated from Labanese territory. Whils it
would be foolish to argue that the United States was responsible for the
Mtwmmmnbﬁm&nnhmhmmmﬁm
gide of thia policy hastened and made more inevitable that disorder.

Given the size of Iran, the dispersion of ethnic Persians around the
Gulf, the caxrent mood of Ialamic activism throughout the Middle East, the
security situation in many regions and countriss along Iran's periphary, it is
certainly not difficult to imagine that a breakdown of order in Iran could
have far-reaching implications, many of which would directly affact the
United States snd its interests in the Gulf, other parts of the Middle East,

wmmdmgthzmﬁfthmdpnhlmoflnn.butthq
could infinence, even if only at the margin, the divection or magnitude of
whatever eventustes there.)
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mahnotnmmhddiuhnwoﬁgrkmiu
behavior. It is to say that a purely hostile and confrontaticnal palicy is more
Likely to have negative than positive payoffs. Rhetorically, Iran should
beheld accountable, as and 0o lsss than all countries are. Howevaer, the effort
to actively mobilize the international community agsinst Iran goes far
beyond the demands of such an approach.

We believe that a policy of constructive engagement will have fower
potentially negative results. Even though it is clear U.S.-Iranian relations
will remain cald for the foreseeahls future, there is no reason that the United
States and Iran cannot learn to coaxist with their differences. Certainly, it is
in the interest of the Unitad States to avaid any prolonged period of
inatability and internal violence in Iran; and to minimize, to the extent
possible, rather than increase the likelihood of a take-over by more extreme
elementa. If such a take-over occurs—and this is altogether possihle—their
willingness to undertake initiatives that could damage U.S. interests might
be linited if the two countries shared greater interaction. Exploitation of the
North Dome natural gas field, for example, will benefit Iran as well as the
United States,* and the common interest of the two countriss in developing
the fieid is one among many issuss that could be explored.

The truth is that the United States and Iran—even today's Iran—do
share and recognize some common interests, regardless of the fact that
neither party choosss to acknowledge this reality publicly. The truth is,
moreover, that even by our own accounts, Iran has acted constructively, and
helpfully, in & number of situstions, notably the Assrbaijan-Armenis conflict.
The authors believe that & U.S. policy that took the initiative in identifying
areas and subjects of cooperation—areas such as maxitime secwrity in the
Guilf, for example—would have a much greater chance of contributing
positively to the situation than the current approach.

e It would encourage Iran to move in the direction desived by the
international community, and it would reward such moves.

e It would give the Iranian governmaent of Rafsanjani some ammunition to
show that cooperation with the United States does pay snd that the
United States may not be quite as great a Satan as has heen advertized.

¢ It would reduce some of the frictions with our allies around the world, and
lower the level of GCC spprebension that those countries may be forced
into a confrontation they fear.

o It would give Iran's current government, which is by all accounts the most
favorable the United States can expect, somewhat more lesway to secure

*  In addition to the general advantage to the United States of an inevease in natural
£me production—North Domie may be the largest unassociated gas resarve in the world—an
American corporstion is the principal developer of the Qatari part of this field.
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financing that might help the economic situation in Iran and thereby
reduce the political threat posed by more extreme elaments.

At the same time, there is no reason to abandon relatively strict
application of dual-use restrictions, of safeguards against the transfer of
advanced military technologies (e.g., through the Missile Technology Control
Regime), or of such nuclear technology as might contribute significantly to a
nuclear weapons capability. The Irsmisn government has consistently
indicated interest in the Middle East nuclear-free zone concept. Leaving

The complex and sensitive issus of Gulf security arrangsments has
been another major problem between Iran and the United States. This
report has noted that Iran feals it is entitled to a major role in Gulf security.
Certainly, Iran is inclined to view the bilateral US.-GCC countxy

standpoint, Iran csn contribute more to Gulf security against any third party
than the Egyptisn snd Syxian forces still in, snd those that might be
additionally committed to the Gulf.’
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