July 5, 1971

Glenn and Paul,

Here are the uypotheses; raper on relevance of various general moed~ls to
/
come later, I hone these answers aren't too ro ndabout snd irc ;clusive. Sometimes

I felt like questioning the logie of the hym itself, sometimes its relevance to
my czse, Often, too, I have included rrobsbly too ruch historical refererces in
sumiing up the evidence. And, temperamentally, or becanrce of reality itself,

I hrve rarely becn able to cond ude in yes or ko terms,



Hynotheses of working never #3, vp. 15ff, arrlisd to Iranian Case.

A. Sys environ to choice tactics

1.

2.

3.
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Crlls for cross-case comparison, Caution of West. povwers in my case's
early stapges related to need for future ss well as concurrent dipl.
cooperation of Sevi<t Union. OCon also sav there wss rreat reluctance
to risk war, but the relevont risk was loss of needed dplomatic
nartner in resolving issues of Wi II. Decision of West. sllies to
becime more hard line continued to be balsrced by desire not to
thoroughly discredit, embarrass SU. SU, for its part, avoided

nushing overtly ag-inst clear--cut Br and Am onnosition, P=rhans it
feared actual war, verhans more 50, snalagous to West,, fearsd
complete dipl. break, making all othsr att-mtrs at coop. in other
aress mere difficult, (Problem with th= hyp. is thst two contracictory
imneratives exist in bipolasr system: One, hesitste before extrems
rrovocation, cause of dipl. need in future, costs of war, Two,

if not rresent vigorous oprosition to rrasumed challenge, run risk

cf losing struggle quickly, since no othar avsilable rartmers to

help recoup the balance if misjudged.)

I described the system in my case a2s emergent bivolar~--nct yet clesr
th=t US, and SU only effective, decisive actors; not yet clear how
impt. good-will or hostility of other actors misht be., This is
revealed in the case, in the terms of the hypothesis, in that the
US w.s at most points hesitant to get too out cf step with Britain
or even Iram tactics. Not yet the sense that US power alone
bssically adequste, ror thst US could disrense with allied
accomvaniement in opvosing the SU. The hesitation to become

bloc leader rather than coalition head is aprarent at 1= ter

stages of cold war, too, but mey be szid, in terms of Iran case,
to be more vrominent esrlier. (States never dispence with facade
of allied support if they can maintsin it without much trcuble,
even under bipolar.) So, hypothesis somewhat confirmed, in that
to degree U5 in rarticulsr not yet senses bipolar world, it did
not feel it had unlimited tactical flexibility.

Somewhat dealt with under #2. Revpeat theot importence of sllied
accomnazniement evident in both sidas' efferts to have locsl
rroxges, supnorters, to have bascking in UN, too. Hovever, the
"preservation of allisnces" is a more definite constraint than
concern for diplometic suvnort; the "alliasnce" operative in these
years was, however, the Grand Alliance, and the UN, Mo, #1 dezls
with imnt of nreserving the G-and Allisrce, nos. 2 % 3 the latter,

Revutstion not only for imaze of r~solve, but slso for imege of
Cooverstiveness; don't went to be considered weak in the negt

round of bipelar confrontation, but also don't want to be concidersd

to be illsgitimately intransigent, decentive, whstever, I think,

on the basis of little systematic evidrnce and reflecticn, thet this
ide2 msy be overdrawm. In a multipolar system, too, there are

reasons to watch out for your revutation for resolve: veur rres-nt
antagonist may reapresr in the noxt enccunter but one, if not the

very next, He may be an ally of vour antagonist in the mext. And sleco,
everybody in the system watches the - tcome of each conflict, even

when not participsating. kelations not dyasdie snd secret in mltipolar,
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Hypothases, Iran case (2)
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The Ironian case takes nlsce befors the inteerstion of nuclexr forces
into actusl military carabilitiss, »nd into the rhetoric of ststesmen,
To some degree, if there was an exaggerstion of the stakes, it may
have occurred becauce the universalist rhetoric of the UN orgenisation,
making int. stability » seamless web, once torn anywhere, dangerocusly
wezk everyvihere, tended to rermit the cverdramatization of psrticular
events, otalin objected, for obvious tsctical re=sons, tut maybe

also for resl, to the making of Iran into a "test case,”

Not avplicable,

The threats ware of a diplomztic chsracter, not militsry. Russisn
thrests to the Iranians zlone ware rough and ambipuous. Gre-t nower
exchanges zlmost alw.ys circumspect, It is perhsns, trues, thzt given
the rhatoric of sn undivided Grand Alliance with which the war wss
prosecutad and the neace talked sbout, that each side had tr upnsrade
its it ensity in sre akine of the situstion to slert the oth-r that

it took it seriously snd might risk srlittine the Grand &liance

in ocrder to parsavere there, This is related to remarks cn the

imrt. of UN ® rhetoric in th= sxagparation of stabes; when it is nct
vart of recent exrectastions to exrect discord, one may hsve to invent
new langusze to have opnosition register with the other side,
Rewordinz a rhrase in the hypothesis---"to compsnsate for the inherent
incredibility® of a brezkdown of the wsirtime alliance"

This erisis wss pretty much verbally executed on tha destern side,
but g ite a mixtur~ of vhys ard verbzl ascticns on voth tha SU ang
Iranisn part, Not, however, because of s need to find means shert
of war pgiven nud ezr wearvons' unasabilitv and hence need for
substitute acts f2r from ths nuc threshold.

True tht actions of 21l sices designed to immress the other were often
low-level dip. warnings, indicatiors of concern, etc., in the early
stages, and that evenx when the oprosition became more rronounced,

se= svoidance of direct snd explicit confrontation., This not a
reflection, however, of constraints imposad by ruclear itachanlosy.

This system was heterogeneous in fact, one might say, tut not in
the concentions of the main -ctors, or st least in the langiage
they chose to confront ons snother with in the early cold war
period. Althoigh certain nronouncements---Stalin's sooor of
Feb 1i6 annoincing @ new five year plsn, Ircn Curtsin sreech=--do
em-loy strong, ideolomical language, that is not the dominant mode
of describing things in this neriod, nor =ven lsss so the m#sns of
actually communicating. Therefore, hypothesis only holds if the
mein actors have decided threis notininz more to be 7 ained from
refraining from emrloying "honest" ideclozical language and more
unequivocal threats to go along with it.

The Soviets more than once deliberstaly sought to increszse the
risk of armed conflict with & solitsry Iran, An occasional
Wesiern rrono ncement---Iron Curtzin sreech, Byrnes to Oversea's
Correspondsnts, Feb, L6, ---did tcuch® on the general nossinility
T,

of war arising from East~West hostility, gemerally or in Iran. No

forcs movements seemed intended to creste a 'war score,” ot lesst
between the greats.



Hypotheses, Iran Case (3)
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it being bipolar and the Soviet Union being the opronant,
Generally confirmed, for the West{ For the Scviet Union, it was
more wmultipolar, who would resist and how much---Iran, Britain,
the Us?

fropositions abait Coercive Tactics

Generally confirmed. The Iranians scarcely made a one, except 1zt
1

L1
in L6, they said they were going into Agerbaijon, resardless of the

Consequences. The US, in March, L6, said at one roint they'd go to

the UN regardless of whe ther Iran nersisted in its comnlzint. But
generally, one sees equivocal lanpuage-~-="we'll ba forced te recorsider
our vosition," 'could have unfortunste consequences,'---or unequivoczl
statements that have no clesr operative meaning---"we stand behind the
nrinciple of Iranian sovereignity"” etec,

I would say, less so in cases of bargaining between rether claar
unequals; although most Sovi~t language remained vague, cf # 1, still
on occasions they told the Iranians quite exrlicitly---if vou send
troops north, it will only me-n more bloodshed snd necessitate our
sending in new troovs. You mince words and waffle when veu are afraid
of the consequences and need to find ont how bad the reasction might
be; it's simply less immortant to be tentatively coercive in uregual
relzticnships because the harm you may receive is less of a deterrent,

Have no severe, explicit threats between grests. Of those exchanged
between unequals, ie SU to Iren, this Byrothesis does not hold., The
Soviets often told of thair displeasure or mzde thrests in of ficisl

notes to Iran, in visits of high officials to Teheran, or by inviting
wavam to lMoscow to deal directly with Stalin and Molotove, Thst is, often
chose extrg-ordinary chanmnels to make sure the messace got through,

If you call West. opncsition to SU in UN "coercive," this is somewhst
confirmed, as this op osition was described as being lepgally

necessary under the charter, a matter of duty, and so forth, a
disinterested act. Try to make it ™umne sonal" in internstionsl

terms, This form of non-coercive ratiorale, it shovld be noted, however,
is scmewhat st odds with the 2im of msking oprocition easily

retractable, since it is a oresumablv'erincinled" stance, inderendert

of interest. Still, the aim was to give the Soviet Union a chance to
withdrow b obeying a generally vslid s~t of rules; similar to the
Charter here were the legal treaty commitments to withdraw forces

afier the war---agreement wss vresumaily made easier by the fact that

all had acknowledged thic commitment beforehand, Acain with re=fererce
to SU-Iran bargaining, the Soviets werex not, on mény occasions, sensitive
to the nexl to make Iranian complisnce seem something less thsn s reult
of ccercicn,

Cften confirmed. Some exs in previous noint. Br, US, first reacticn to
SU interference w th Ir troops durirg Az revolt, was to say, must bve
some misunderstanding or local-level insubordinztion., In UN debstes,
rass resolutions asking SU-IR report together on successful resolution,

to put complisnce into a nositive, sccomodative light. _But hyp may
be misleadking: In crisis bargaining, yoo are setting limits to be
conformed te; you are closing locpholes as well as leaving some open.
Loovholes usually encountered are of secondary importance, they
facilitate comnlisnce,
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Hypotheses, Iran Case ()
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Revetitious of 1, 2, and 3.

Tes, excert it sounds too simple, My roint throughout is thst you msy
not know when you are favorad in these ways. At extreme nole, bsrzsining
smong clear unequals, relstively ezsy to ses this hapnening: Stalin/Qsvam,

Confirmed for .11 parties I would say.

Apparent in a2 number of ways:

a, SU a2t nts becomes harsher to ty and get more asccomodative zovt
into power,

b. SU at other points sees thzt any revlscem=nt may be worse, and
modulates rressure on Lavsm. More often a than b, however,

¢. Re W-st, tactics, can't speak abo t calculations vis-a=-vis the
SU; little such speculation abo t internal influences encountered
there. But, in US dealing with Iran, there was an awareness that
too much insistence on Iran. resistance to SU could have bad
internal effects---renlacement of Wavam with less subtle, more
reactionary regime, one that would force action too quickly.

Eoch side had an interest in maintaining the right kind of Iranian
regime between itself and the other grest power, the SU looking

ideally for an apneasing/Quisling/neutral? regime thst would willingly
meet its demands and hence avoid international oprositim , the West
locking for a neutral/really pro-West? repime thet would anpear/sctuslly
be inderendsnt in resisting SU demands. Hence, considerable attention
thrai ghout to how tsctics influence Iranisn internal rolitics.

Generslly confirmed. With this exception: Sometimes the US, in its
crivate delibs ~ith Javam, laid bare more of its uncertzinty sbo:t wh-t

to do, how mich suprort he'd get, then was anparent in nublie declsraticrs
on the crisis, These rublic decls, however, wers of a general, nrincinled
charadter, usually. Pt is: Private deliberations won't be unsmbiguous if

policy itself is ambiguous,

If this means that caution begins to prevail as main antaconists become
engaged, in the "deadlock" stagze, yes.

The second vart of this hyp reedn't ke linked with the first. Crisis
may begin with more coercion and conflict, because one side has the
initistive, msy not exenrct recistance, tlrows its weight arowund.

wWhat doesn't follow is thzt the later stages, the "resolution™ phase
seems to be meant, 211 will act cooperatively. One side may hate
lost conclisively, the other being rather firm, Certainly as US
powrr became engsged on the Iranian side, snd as the Iranians themselves
stiffened versus Russian demands, Western policy became less
accomodative, The Soviets, too, in this last stage wers trying

tc ccerce, but had ro nower to do so, and mainly retreated with

angry gestures. So: Hyp assumes a structure of crises that may not
2lways hold--coercion, oprortunism st outset, caution and oprosikion
st the middle (hyp 11, zbove) and accomodation at end.

Hyp relatine tactics to resronses

1. Yes, The use of power overtly always threatens to be counter-productive,
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Hyrotheses, Iran Case~ (5)

2.

3-

h.

Yes. Dut key here is the nerceived legitimacy of the demand which the
thr eat relates to, Some Iranian voliticisns understood thst threstening
SU behavior was 1n some rroportion to the validity of their inter~-t in
northern cil, or leeping other nowers from that oil (and strateric
position). Still, the orovocation involved mzy certainly undsrmine or
offset even this communication-of-concern effect, too,

Br and
Frobadly true., One finds, in internal Feodxoocowd US deliberations,
acknowledgement that SU case for repressiveness snd backwardness of
Tehersn regime, and its policy toward #z hist oricslly, which was an
effort m esumably to lower the importance of defending Teheran, that
these aspects of the SU cuase were given some credence, Wect, nowers
willing to listen, in part, to grounds ziven; were 2lsrmed on the cther
hand by direct stens SU took to enforce its or Az's elaims--which sters
were "threats” in a way of use of SU mil vower to intervene,

Yes, to a point. SU violation of w/drawzl commitment in Msrech L6 quite
imot in stiffening US resolve. The clearer the rule, the more such an
effect it will have. Amnrlification, the clesrer and more impt the

rule, the more such an effect. States willingly discount triviasl
dem~rtures from nrocedures, invoking tke m only when they need pretexts for
a conflict that goes beyond particular infractions.

I have interpreted the phrase "ruxles of the gam@" toco legalistically thus
far. One "rule", in the less-leg=l sense, thst may have been imnortant,
2t lesst to the Wastern rnowers, wss that, in dealingz with 2 backward,
weak area, don't flaunt your control of the local government to the world,
to the other side. Maintsin the formalities of inderenderce znd non-
intervention, When the Soviets broke this »ractice, Yestern opro sition,
esp, US, stiffened considerzbly. The "rule" the Soviets objechm to
bresking of by the West was thst cther vowers shald not eXm-ch? T*gr‘c
formsl nsutrality and independence of a government to odequately insure tie
Sovists their interests werent't threatened. That is, resrect for formal
neabbality no substitute for atten. to overall balance of great power
interests--compounded of history, rrecedent, rroximity, etc., (This isn't
quite a "rule" eitler. No$ so good an answer.)

ae- Wkl
This hyp ,confirmed because its key term---"probzbilistically"~--is derived
not from social 1life but from mathmatics. Socisl life probatility-thirking
it seems to me was vresent in my crisis, at least in so far as I hpve
evidence on internal deliberations, Qavam cften outlined five or six rossible
ways of proceeding, estimated degrres of provocativeness, and chose, The
U3 often discarded various forms of 'rotest as likely to do more harm than
good to UN negots, etc. To say such thinking lacks "careful estimeting" is
to assume s ch estimation is possill e--thet you can say whe t the other
will do in various contexts, thst even if you ca=n that these can be
e asured against one another and hence ordered, I think one finds in my
case, in US snd Iran. delibs, considerable weighing of possible levels of
oppocition (and zccomodation) azainst likely consequences. HNot a "perfect®
process, even given "real world" standards of expectation, because certain
imnt, feaztures of the other side's involvement were systemntically under-
estimated or ignored, but there was an effcrt to gauge the different
likely consequences of different acts.



Hynotheses, Iran Case, (6)
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If you are wesk, or if you feel there to be some legitimacy in the demands,
or if some combination of these conditions exists, "tonghness" can well
breed accomodation, although thst accomodatim wmay be drawn out =nd
circumreribed so as to aveid the impression that toighness can work

511 the time, If you asre strong, but hzven't been paving much attention to
the issue and its importance for the other side, "tcughness' may just

give you pause, make you pay attention, with the qualification in this

‘instance that the awakening can't be too rude. If you are stronz and

guite involved in the issue in terms of values and attention, "toughness"

can very well bmeed cm nter-toughness at first, but whether it will do

so over time depends on the ultimate balance of power and intere't in the

case, OCne cannot say withcut introducing other factors what the resronses
will be,

As to commitment, it can be that a firm commitment will make you re-examine
your own, not immediately reaffirm it; you may later come to underwrite it

more solidly or nd . That depsnds on other things. It's trie ncnetheless that
failure to restate one's own commitment in a di sputed area after the opronent

has done so is generally avoided, because of what that x&ktx would indicste
sbout general resolve, but it doesn't follow that it will be reaffirmed
in the and. It may change, as I said.

As to conciliation, Western-begun moves did not generage counter-conciliation

in my case. To a bit greater degree, Iranian concessions did, but not so
much as to be a counter-instance., The w oblem in interrrefzxtins this
is one of context: Was Iran, in the Soviet view, likened to lexicc or
Italy for the US? That is, did they feel they were being conciliatory
with ref. to other arsnas of possible conflict, and exrected Wastern
conciliation here? DBritain rrecents a comnlicsted isrcuey here'pgg”_them,
Iran was like Iran, am immortant, if nct perhaps the most vital colonial
area of influence. Maybe the Soviets saw Iran for the Eritish as too much
in the area of a luxury, a non-essential advantage, a2nd thought that since
they were le-ving the real arezs of British corcern alone--~Greece thru
LS, India, Mslta, Giiralter, Suez---that Pr gho:ld recirrocate in Iran,
This is more difficult to argue than the compéable srpument with ref to
the US. Point is: No confirmatior for the concilistion nortion of the
hyp when its limited to the Iranisn comnetition azlone. Soviet restrsint
is conceaquence of coercion by others, or internal calculations we don't
know sbout, than of Western restraint.

Don't see a clear distinction in my a'isis,

Hyo rel. environ,, setting, and tactics to outcomes

4313 -

l.Seems confirmed., &= o TTreten e e aoh 2
sk Viotioy Ol Vi S v o/ 3 b i 9 a3 0 4 'ﬂﬁéﬂ}ﬁi, aiebREranesd et i S AT
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BESmeml S P PP T ST PO R T e breotuii0i o i Ro-ditrasSedymaiantonontienats,
QG #Rd-diplwsdventege~boveitharntidewihef-Sllrabilityniasoproasmdeclined.,
Eyehweidertocksdymiasesefsiterartituter-oeventivessinemouer{borgadnieg
powsr AR d  When it hod the advantage, neither side would stay
carefully by the salient solution of restoring the absolute reutrality
of Iran, according to vsria s tresty commitments undertsken during the

War, I would say that salience facilitates resolution of standoffs
petween relstive ecuals,
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Hypotheses, Ian. Csse (7)
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Seems confirmed. Overall outcome reflects more than salience, pattern

of escalation and definition of dispute in rre-finsl stsvas often
Getermired by legal, historical boundaries. Prrties in Irsn czutious

of interference in each other's zones. Britain esrecially begins =t roints
to to¢tdly acknowledge SU sway in north; most convenient stoiring nlace.
Parties to dispute hesitant tc overtly rerudiste legal definition of

their various roles and rights in Irns, too. These aspects to help

* structure and nattern strategies, but not determine oversll gosls,

Yes, but tactical vrower can overcome to an im ressive degree wesskness

in inherent rower, Two instances: SU bluntness, bullying alientes

sectors of Iran even Western oninippeihzi. govld nerhans hove tolersted

2 considerable upgrading of the SUskERmmoo: in the country. Ccnversely,

what looked like a very weak Iranian vcsition was strengthened corsiderably

by Qavam's delivate stratesy of delay, strung ocut minimsl concessicns, and
caution in not gatering anti-Sovi~t suprért to quickly and publically.,

US itself, 1ack1nm local power, did sood job tactically in exrloiting

the UN forum, pushing for just so much and not too much im~lied censure

of S oviet bhavior. Unilsteral US dipl. cprositim might hove been just

as effective in inducing X SU moderation and retreat, but it's clezt that

the multilateralizedy, UN bssed-oprosition that @kt was relied unon

was used with astuteness, in terms at least of the ocutcome of this partiulsr

wonflict,

Point worth repeating: It would be hard to rredict from the svtemte
environment »nd bargaining setting 1 one the oitcome, The tactical moves
of almost 2ll sides seem to have imncrtantly zffected the cutcome,

True, there is no directly negotiated deal betweekhiwo decicive

powers, US and SU, But there wss a formalized accretion of Us

influerc ¢ within Iran and failure and in some senses abrogation of such
influence of SU in Iran. Generalization?: Bipolar contests sre

resolved by changes in intra-camp relztions (1» changes a re reflected
therc) multipolar contests resolved by chﬂgies in inter-state

relatlons. Toc broad: Refers to bipolar hetérogeneous, when two blocs
don't acknolwedge le gitimacy of the other. Could hsve bipolar condominium
with lots of formal sgreements between.

Now, to the hynothesis itself, which spe-ks of nuclear-pre-nuclear: I
oon't find the character of thc outcome significantly affected by this
possible variation,

I'm not sure what pgeneral reasoning this Is built on in the first nlace, In
s bipolar syrtem, one could arpue jusb as nlausibly perhaps, the need to
foeur all attention on one rowrr, who can hurt you decisively if any

mistzikes are made, would be a situation very conducive to miscslcuatijon---
®ishful thinking---desire to escare the dangerous sitnztion---could lezd

to underestimation of thpeat; or, more likely, excessively fearful thinking
could lead to an overestimztion, -extrapolxation of where any pasrticciar act
mizht lead, Contrarily in a multipolar condition, no single rower can hurt
you deeisively, so that the distortions of wishful or insecure thinking would
be less likely.

Anyway, in my crisis the problem is thet the situstion is conceived of
as a COncert or condominiym, ggiuall¥ beqowzgg mor e ind %OFE_EiﬁsIET
ba? with significant residuésor mwer enjoyed by eas

er nower-—- ritain. (%bv% / ;
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Hypotheses, Iran., case (8)
5. cont'yg.

This hyp is hence hard for me to assess. Ihe basic Soviet mis-judgement, that
oppaation to its move in Iran would be besrable, stemmed, at least in rart, from
belief that the US would not become engared and Dritain would be insignificant,
Is that 2 consequence of being in i "multipolar" system in which it wasn't

ctéar from whom the oprosition would come? Or from being in a"uipolar!" system
in which the rules of ccempetition weren't yet estallished, resularized as they

were mereso in later years? Some combinati6tn of both I'm afraid.

bl

E. Hyp about connections tween .llisnce relationships and adverszry basrgsining
I don't think most of these apnly, since the crisis took nlace at the transition
stage away from one allisnce---the "grand slliance" and to another system of
alliances=-~the HL-st-West cozlitions or blocs., There W28, legally spesking, a
brief space in wi'ch the narties' main links were those of 2 colirctive
ScCﬂng%?EgE%E_ Ulg(even the L2 tresty on Iran ond the L3 declaration hsd a
"round" set cf commitments, technically applying equally to all}---before

the negotiation of more limited alignments that sunerceded the collrctive
security ones. The "slliances" here are really emergent diplomatic alignmants

but the implication of the languaze of the hypotheses is rore rrecise.

Would it berwoper to assess these hyps apainst my case with SU being the agoressor
and UGS the suvporting ally of Iran as the target country? Yes, in terms xmt of the
final outcome, but it was just thet definition of who was who that was at stske

for some time.

(I'11 be glad to think thrai gh these for the case anyway, but don't zive them
nriority now.)

F. Hyo about verceptions snd images

1. US did not yet have a fixed image of the SU in this neriod., Can say that
Us rolicy-makers tried to retsin thae viability of the imzge of an ally
crepared to cooverate on US terms in re.ce-moking even when considersble
evidence mounted to disconfirm it. But that's not quite the sames s
"seeing what imges lead them to exvect"; it's more staying with the
initizl image and policy concention flowing from it until a veriety of
sign:ls lead to thenecessity of r<thinking,

We may infar (only) from SU actions that they nerceivad the US and Britain
to be preparing, late L3, thrarpgho t L, to extend imerizl control to the
na' thy in line with prev ons concention of capitalist behavior, 'his
may explain a “oviet "over-re.ction" in Ll to the oil conces=ion efforts of
the West. Or maybe the rerception was right, but the response to the
cersequeances of it faulty. On a larger ccale, it may be (I nedd to study
the whole reriod more generally for this) that the SU had an image of

a USretirn to isolationism aftrr the war and mig=jidged FDR, other

US svokesmen's remsrks and actions to oresage this, when in many ways the
US was preararing for a quite extensive economic and in some resnects
diplomatic pressnce in the nostwar world.

Wavam may have perceived Soviet demonds,in the centext of trasditicnal

Yussisn exnansionism than was corréct; he may have distorted the situation
thiis into one where limited concrete concessions would suffice to esse the -ressure.



Hypotheses, Iran. case (9)

2. History of Russ-British sphere of influerc e politics in Iran was much in
the minds of all actors. Possibility of acheiving third pa er
counter-balance---as they had us~d US and Nazi Garmany before---very much
in Ivsnians' minds. These historic-1lv shexonmxs derived vessitilities
and likekihoods 211 failed to ba ertirely accurste in the finsl
outcomms: Russian ro'icy somathins more than 1907 againg Britsin not
the szme imprrisl power she h.d been; intrcduction of US nresence not

‘@s minimal as other third nowears micht have bem in the past. *it there
does seem to be a tendency of decision mekers to reason in terms of

rast occurrences reneating, needinc considersble new dsta toc onvince
them a2 new constellation of goals and nower is maturin-,

3¢ Tzking US interrretstion of SU moves, for instanrce, it's lecs that they
are nercieved as mare hostile than actually thsy are, and more that
the motivations for undoubtedly hostile actsare not resd as ampatheticzilly or corple te
2s they could be, Once a country has entered into the "hostile" category,
nistorically or in terms of formalized antagonisms (allianceS, ete) this
hypr no doubt exists (with raticnsl grounds ss Jerf¥is has argzued). But
in the ned od of discovering a new, dominant antagohimm,which is wha2t the
early cold war is, the lack of information, the over-reliance on histerical
anslogies and inap~rorpiate but well-formulated concentiors of what :
should be hapnening---these are the distorting elements. Not quite so
simple a® the hyp states, in this instance.

Lo I think this is tr ue in my case.

5. 3eems true., Think in term of evolved strategies and crncentions of
awo things will rrocesd. Not w's hful thinking, but the influence cf
8stablished nolicy winning ont cver surprises, new conctellations.

6. This seems trus for USand Iran res-onse to SU moves, which contained
st many points sufficient evidence to be read as stiYT consistant with
exvectations (fo' Iran, rossitllity of getting by with 1td conces-iors,
for US, possibility of more or less recinrocal adherence to non-interference),

7. High tension--swareness of seriorsness of disvute for all involved---can
zlso introduce efforts to rethink imsges which have been inadeguate in
snticipating the high tension for you. Again I am talking about a
dispute that breszks upon the mezin zntazcnists--that is the preciritztion
of US-SU conflict in Iran was not exvected, or historically rooted, for
either. It took a while for each to fit it into 2 mo e geneal nattern
of conflicte Hrnce my first sentence, But true that parties w rk tc send
clearer messzges when tension becomes high.,

8. lNot much evidence in my case for this kind of judsement by the narties.

9. Def. true in percentions of SuU rolicy. Oeccasiorally references to
rmultiple rossible motiwves, but feeling usually that one or _nother
set must be ccntrolling, No eviderce on SU perceptions.

10,  Probsbly so. The several reassurancas Molotov and Stalin gave Americ-n
and British statesmen in late LS, mox@xchéx though nerhaps other
remsrks were misperceived at these times, too, seem to have been
taken more seriously than evidence cfactions to the cort rary. It
makes sen e to believe the opresite leadership for quite a while, snywsy.

[

b
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Uncle=r hyrothesis. How influenced, the erceptions? If view adversary
aims at far-reazching, tend to "over-p-rceive' lack ¢f limits in even
small~r steps? and vice versa? But both woild be quite raticnal hehsviors.

" Hyp relsting internal decision-making to bargaining tactics

In my case, the inability of US decision makers to get a pruse znd fccus
on r~ssible change in nolicy led to drift within terms of rresent
policy, which did not mean "resistance toc opnonent's demonds" as

much 2s would hobe besn pcssible, BECAUSE thst volicy was not ruited

to the effective resistance of those d-mends, Thereforegp most you

can say, I think, is that difficenlty of changing agreed rosition lends
continuity to nolicy--quite trivial---this continuity may be other than
resis ting demands,

Yes, agein with focus on US, Reiterations of form,listic comnlaints

by US were, to some extent, internretable m£ as a rolicy of ignoring what

US wre obj~cting to, whereas they could also be taken ss beginnin~ to
irdicate serious, concrete opnosition. Since the outwarr ’orm srd definiti on
of US nolicy didn't & snge for 2 while~-most importan t?% r~~-r'11ﬂ.rr L6--<the
earlier sitns cf onrocsition wer~ ambigucus, tho gh to somc cf the US

rclicy makers fh ey were intended to indiczte s stiffening.

This needs more qualificstions to be snswersble., Tension hss sway

of focusing attentim and deliberstion on a set cf circumstenees ~hich rrocess
czn be more "ressonzble"--ie mores thorough, ete.---than the hah tual

one of resronding to ujitense situations. Iwould say, however, in -artisl
disconfirm=tion, thzt in Iranian rolicy---wh-re very often ten ion was

high 28 Soviet nower in the north grew snd demands slong with it---we geot
not more emotion but more and wcre elaborste rroersstinati-n, search for
ortions, etc. With reference to Q-vsm, that is; some of th~ otlker
leadershiv--the Shah, Arfa, Chief of Staff---did at some oints favor a

more stuaightforwsrd militsry recponse., But I don't see this as recessarily
a conssquance of heightened emotion.

Generzl roint: I'm skertical, riven my case, sbot the direct relationship
between tension and smotion. DBoth terms, by the way, and obvicusly, are
notoricusly sliprery to define. FPerhaps thg central weskness of the
otanford studies is an equation of "tension®™ with reriods when, obisctively
siheaking, there were fawer and fewer ontions. The im-lied rejorative
rezding of the state of beinz "tense" in such & tvations my be wrong,

Seems generally disconfirmad.

US: Immediate resronses to SU imitiatives, £311 LS on, were initially

in terms of nrevious deelsrstory roliecy. but evolution of new rolicy
instrument--UN forum=--znd cifferent definition of stakes--rrincirle= of
small pow~r rights in -~ostwar int., order---snd finslly of new level cf

invely “ment in Iran itself----These inrovations, changes of noliey came about
urder ovressure of time, need to 2ct. One rolicy becsme obsolete and had to
be transmuted into snother stance,

Syr=——Effect—of—venious—tined-pessTutions in UN srring h6-seems—tc-have.
been—to—cauee—Sl<bo—cosipore; TEiRterin—rs- e as—osusible=clcseamirsdy

gmarred-soliay-—of-usine—mil presence—srd—Tudeh-to—infl Teénce sols Chanoes
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SU: Diring sering L6, often under r~ressure 1& form of timed deadlines of
tra:-ty 2nd of UN PP““ldLlOFS. Apnesrs that these deadlines did force the
Sovi=ts to spmed up th= nrocess of using what influnce levers they
rossessed, whereas with more time, 2 more subtle strategy misht have
been nursued. Yet I don't read tnls as confi rmin~ the hyp. sinee I
don't know if the messures taken were triaditional, habitual, or
alrﬁavy-“lnnncd The poal of wreserving ccn51dcrable bOV“t influerce
over Iranim noliey was well-estzblished during the war, but whather th~
rathe 2brupt and often rrovecative means adOhted were nﬁ:nred is

less clear. A more leisurely nenstration msy have been the inte-tion ard
when thir was too slow in materializing and cbieeted to : oy the West,

g quickly arrived at switeh to coereicn m=y have tsken nlsce,

5. Iran crisis wss long in durstion, often nct viewed zs severs. But
delibersticrs of internal US -oliev show quite continucus
sesnnine of altern-tive internretaticns, rossible resrcnses; not that
these encomnassed 51l rossible roliev options. But don't find
singley simple-minded apnlication of organizationslly-definad
policy--if that's what's meant by "org. roles,"

6. P.O. unexgminable ard/or influentisl in SU, In Irsn, true that
Qavam lost flexibility as imot. segm nts of srmy, rarl., =nd
tribes tookclose interest, and that this helred back un his finslly
adorted rosition., For US, there beinz no well-develored fcecus of
attn of Irzn in “artlculsr, nolicy m:kers had considersble freecom,
I believe, in making it impt. or not. e know from tre genaral nolicy
Calculntlcns leading un to the 2nnouneement of the Truman Doctrine ard
fl.rsn 11 Plan, which concerned Irans area, st lesst, there wzs
considersble xxsmixim effort devoted to how to make cowmltmants in these
seem imoortent with the rublie, seem llkr sore® ing the execitive
branch was nlausibly commlttrd to do. “or the US, in other werds, we
are in a nericd of the ereati on or drawing out of latent strands of
oublic oninion relev.nt to nolicy stens undertzk=n for othsr
cr differsrtly arrived at resscns. In formetive nsriod of poliey, therefore,
govt had {lexibility because n,0. not too involved. Hyp. gene-slly confirmed.

7o Zoen't know for SU, Untrue for Wavem, who was closest to Soviet
Union and rerely more hsrd than ot'ers in Iran, ~olities. H_ven't
studied relst. of home or gmeneral fo wo opinion in Br or US to eontrast
te mood of those directly involved.

8. True for Br military, Iran, military; don't know for S5U; little evideneca
of U3 mil. opinion one way or the other, Wher finally asked f~r estimation
cf the im t of Iran, the JCS came th-ough with 2 statement zivine the
area tremendous and global importance--but definition of st-ategie
significance of this rortionof the Near Esst was quite general among
civilians by this time, too.
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H. Hyps relsting outcomes to aftermamths/

1, lany Western diplomsts =nd Western chronieclers of ihe Iranian erisis took
the lesson of the early nortion of the Irsnisn dispute--L2 tc e:rly srring
L6--=to be that of this hypethesis: That is, thst Western, esn, Amariczn,
tolerance of SU acts in the rnorth, pressure on Tehercn only encourazzed tne
Scvi~ts to upgrade their aims. Thepe is consid ersble truth to this, excert
that from the Soviet side there msy have been the feeling thst unless thay
Vigorously rursued, asserted their inter~sts in the arez, the West wa ld
Frogressively ex»and its ec sl pol roXsition within the central sovemment,

2. & 3.x Require comparative snslysis. As dces 1. zlso; but I tri-d to snrswer
it taking the Iranisn dispute 25 ‘nvolving successive little crises.

de True, in so far as Iran, when B sxd US bscking to degree it hoped for wss

not immediately fortheoming, did h-ve to kesp lines of noscible zmreement with
the Soviet Union open., To put an end to this dangerous onrtion, thr U5 did nsve
to incre se its level of commitment during 1946. The corclusion s=-lies, however,
more to @ bipolar than multipolasr situation, since Iran did not believe she co:ld
stand alore, or find an slternstive to an exranded US or Russisn nresence,

5. Irsn. crisis did result in, better rut, take vlace in context of, ever wrsening
relations. To assess howmuch its conduct and resclution nlsyed in t"is T ccess
would requir & a long =na1ysis.__inswering in 2 more limited fashion we esn noint
out ressons for its increasing hostility, in its owvn richt.

a. finslity---was & definitive exclusion of one rower snd introducton of
another's rresence in Iran., A regime of mixed influence---3t lesst 2
theoretical nossibility---made immossible.

b, other common adversary: the grest nowers had no other m jor zdversary;
possibily, the joint interest of SU, US in eliminstine Aritish irmerizl
it erest in the area was such sn interest, and the two Superpowers rolicies
in the Middle Esst in this 7e riod can be seem as having the comon effect
of undermining British nresence. But they :lso clashed directly in other
and more imsortant areas for this loeal congruence of intersts to be
decisive,

€. mrovocativeness of tectics: SU d=finitely rrovoked U by btullyins Iran,
elearly violating legal commitmonts., US definitiwely v{gg%ked SU by
insisting on UN level exnosure of issue, thus indicating ~rivste
modes of working out ereast nower disseresments would be sbandoned if
excediential, (This should not imnly, however, thst SU wss resdr for
s srivately-elaborsted smaeres deal in Iran; such was never clesrly
offered; but also SU may have thought it desrmrved, ca 1ld get msja
influence in the country, However, use of UN to waze oprosition most
certainly roisoned stmosphere for other dirlommtic encounters between
the main sctors, )

de humili.ztion: Within Iran, this humilistion was considersble for the
SUs In the UN deliberations, U5, other s sought to minimize direct
@ccusations of SU, so long a3 minimal 2038l of troop removal gained. I
believe the intermationsl level of humiliation cald have been much
worse. To depree, however, that US irc ressirgly becsme main dirlomstie

ally of Iran in cortinued eliminstion of SU infl ence thra sho ‘& L7-18,
Soviet defeat was linked with West. success in bipolsr comnetition,
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subsequent
SU withdrawal and varim s/defsats (on 0il, Azerbsijan) was attributed by thenm
to fascistic charscter of Iran zovt, its links with imrerialist foreas
outside. This to demonstrste thst defest suffared st hands of illegitimate
forces. On the other hond, the Soviets, simply by virtue of the amount of
futile railing they do in later stages of the defest--late 16 on---seemed

to disregard impression this gave of defest and futility .

Additional points: When SU gradually withdraws trooss in srring L6, this
done at every ster under guise of vartially fietitious statements that
SU and Iran had agreed to this, In f.ct there were bilstersl szre-ments
coneurrent with, faeilitating withdrawal, but also it was elesr thzt it
was attributable to UN pressure, which Soviets dida't want to =dmit.

So; must give 2 mixed answer., If a state is t errivly engared in the erisis
area, and suffers a defest, it msy not be able, psyehologies1ly, to ecmpletely
act as if nothing happened. Moroever, this eocld be a bad strategy for the
future., To rationalize, minimize tae defeat might be taken as _ sign that it
didn't matter to you. Botter to comrlain loudly, however futilely,st thae
moment?

Certain'y Iran's finsl willingness to act firmly on behalf of its own
irdependence enhaneced its attratiiveness © the US as an slly.

Hyps about bidding moves

1. It was the crisis atmosphere of N and othsr sressure thzt foreed tha
Soviet Unicm to bezin defiring its sims concretely to the Irarien
government, As I said in the text, the very aet of definins is inm a
way a "concession" since to define i to delimit, In some situationrs,
therefore, a power won't make any concession st all until somsone else
calls to his attention the need to limit or define his olicy
aims, The act cof beginning to neggtiste is, in this rescect a
concessionary one. (Hot "talk" but negotiate. "Tz1k" is ususlly
goinz on continuously, execnt in situztions where the s dverssries dom't
acknowledge each other, or have regubsr relstions--eg, US :nd Nerth
VietNam and NLF; this not the case here.) A power =till may decide to
chsnge his behavior in sn indirect way rather than make concessiors
exrlicitly and rublieslly. Un_scknowledged withdrawal as z way of ending
crisis is anrsrent here, but slong with it, conerete, exrlicit talks snd
deals struck between SU-Ir-n,

50: I ean't ansver directly to the hyp. On the Irarizn side, too, it was

the insistent Soviet rressure thst broight Qavam to the conviction thzt ne
reedec to make some cffers tos ssusge that »mressure, The offer of

cil negots with all sides after all troops out---whtich was made before the
crisis atmosphere esme on----wa2s suceceeded by sn even more corcessiion-ry

rrocossl once it did come on.

~}ze 12 scris af conditicra~ arifhe—eil s;qz;ee’%ﬁ%':ﬁ"%?‘%_*e
~mh;vin,_sizideé—he";\dgio_grant ope in_anly caSe, Rs—iic—do-sThse
sesftone thetrleiiseuTastl,—2eld-Ll \AT=57dodaAilemise The-SU-did.
qziiﬁru@g:%x&@n/%rgse-e@~iﬁ7fé£grn_£ar‘pil3 ecnaEbions—el Az -sttonory, =
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wailehl\in a8 w véwss not-QE:;Ts%%dfgita;ur, 5t wasordained by Areity, == ?
e - ] n ¢ v e P =] A Ay 1A
tﬂis—ﬁhg,a,méiﬂingiess_gu.d;xrohquogizctuslly. Arezty CCnClulfmoquh"_:;E_
a1do i amTad — S I areotsan er~ i riant—"
ho1d if Mran nroceeded contrary to—SU interestsAin other-inmpo e
ressects Il# Henee; ~Si-eotdd-=Tgue, i ving—up-LrodF-resenee wis resl_concession,

not=RsT—




Hyos, Irsn case (1l)

24

3.

Se.

Som instances of this: Qavam attoehes viria s conditiors te oll & reement
withSU, w ich 1imit SU contrcl. But colld argue thst key deeision is to grant
desl in first place, the rest window dressing fer nurpcses the hyrothesis
asserts. SU, in adking for role in Az gsesttlement ot Wardoms roints in talks
with Q, may have been sding for what wss essentially a dirlomatie symbol

of influence there, in crder to rrogress with oil desl. Tais less ecrtain; that
is, msy have been real coneession by Irm.,

Thus, generslly, I do find insisnces of this tactical rrocedure.

est did this, in elaiming that msin 2im is removsl of SU troops srring
6. Bt do dislike other immin-nt Soviet gains--such as oil, air
rights to narth, SU, ss i said above, tended to talk as if they had
suffered a major loss of influence,

No ~vidence.

Somewhst »versely: My eirsis must be bipolar, because the maximum
concession wss always defined by the most interested slly (Iran), rather
than the US,

Not so much sign lanpguage, as in informsl tslks; pre-Security Couneil meetings,
ferri—sessionn, Qevam-Ssdichkov talks before rresenting draftsxto ore

another, &ut hyp may overstate degree of rrior-communicstion., Is consider-ble
thought sbout whzt's lik2"y to be resronded to, or good basis to zzin others?
supzort on, but lcsérconscious if implicit sign-sendinz and -resding, 2t least
in my case, (Also, very often in the vre-fall LS, Eg Thiree dirlomscy stage of
the dispute, Br snd Am wald offer »nlans for mutusl withdrawal directly and
clearly, have them rejected just as clearly. A rather straighforward

mrocess during this low-crisis atmosrzhere phaseg)

83 hyvotheses! Wasu,

—



