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1. PREFACE

My interest in U,S., policy in the Persian Gulf began
in 1921 during my first deployment onboard USS DAVID R, RAY -
DD-971. Detached from the USS KITTY HAWK CV-63 carrier
bartie group (CVBG), bAVID R. RAY was assigned to

temporarily augment Commander Middle East Force

o~

COMIDEASTEOR) in June. We looked upon this assignment as a
chanze tc relax {somewhat) from the high tempo of operations

cf the CVES in the North Arabian Sea,

Feeping an eye on the Iran-Iraq war, we monitored the
progress c¢f the sporadic air combat via a 1link with AWACS
flying cover over Saudi Arabia., 1 had occasion one
afrerncon in the Combat Information Center (CIC) to
pesuiate with the watch officer on an unusual air iormatibn
flying from the west into Irag. The next morning we learned
that Ic¢racl had bembed the Iragqi nuclear power plant. This
wae my first realization that the seemingly placid Persian
Guif waters could be a su;prising and. dangerous plac; from
many directions and not merely between declared

kelliigerents,

Ir, September 1387, I returned to the Gulf as Combat e L
Systems CEficer in the USS THACH FFG-43, USS THACH « as fhuﬁ """""" éa?

aszizne] to COMIDERSTEDR as one of the warships designated

I

misc1on of escorting U.S. flagged shipping,

ii ﬂ",




including reflagged Kuwaiti tankers. USS THACH was
comrander in six EARNEST WILL convoy escort missions
(counting as dne a completed round trip from Fujayrah or
Fhor Fakkan through the Strait of Hormuz and up to Kuwaiti
territorial waters and back out). This included
acccmpan?ing the ERIDGETON out of the Gulf after completion
cf repaifs for the mine damage suffered in July 1987 on the
firet 1S, escort of reflagged.tankers mission. This
particular EARNEST WILL convoy (comprised of eight huge

Kuwaiti reflagged vesséls) had the distinction of being the™

1)

s, in tcnnage, since WWII,

A BN
1arg

Additionally, USS THACH functioned frequently as
nerehern Anti-Air Warfare (AARW) picket or Commander

m

(A

nitoring air activity of the belligerents during & very
busy phase of the Iran-Iraq war. This assignment also
involved‘USS THACH in the destruction of eight mines, and
twe whaierotype and one boghammer small boats used by
irarian Rev&lutionary Guard Council (IRGC) forces. On
Octcber 19, USS.THACH patticipated in Operation NIMBLE

BRTHEE - the dectruction of the Rashadat o0il platforms,

rela. tve talm prevaried and the Thach left for home in
Tanuary 1%:is
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1 was able to pursue my interest in U;S. policy in the
Persian Gulf in conversations with two individuals that I
had previously served as Executive Assistant and Aide:

RADK W.A, Cockell USN (retired), who served as Debuty
Natiornal Security Advisor for Political Military Affairs
during this period; and RADM R. Guy Zeller USN, the Battle
G:oup Commander on 18 April 1988 for Operation PRAYING
MANTIS, which resulted in significant losses to the Iranian
havy., 1 subsequently served as Combat Systems Officer in
USS VIKRTENNES CG-49 where ! worked directly for CAPT Will
Rogere USN and served with most of the individuals who had a

part ir the tragic shootdown of Iran Air 655 on 3 July 1988,

While at the Fletcher School, I have c¢ontinhued my
educaticn on the Persian Gulf crisis. Through Professor
Feith Highet, I have kept abreast of the Iran v, United
Statec case resulting from the shootdown of Iran Air 655.
Now under submission before the International Court of
Justice (ICJ:, I have prepared recommendations for Counsel
irn putting together the U.S, Meﬁbrial._ buring uss
VINCENNES * deployment this past summer in the North Arabian
Sza, I decided | onld write my MA tﬁesis at The Fletcher
Schzo: on U,S, pelicy in the Persiar Gulf. Professor Robert
L. Ffaltzgraff, Jr.’'s seminar on Crisis Management has
rrovided the retearch oppértunity and framework feor thie

pap<t . The primaty sour-e materials come frem U.S.

iv




gcvernmeﬁt dzcuments and Congressional hearings, which are
available at Wessell Library, Additionally. I had the.
cpportunity to travel to the Naval War College in Newport
anid interview FADM Joseph C. Strasser, USN, President and a
Fletcher alunnus, whe served as Executive Assispant to ADM
Williaﬁ Y. Crowe, Chairman of the JCS during the Persian

Gulf c¢risie.,

ks a final prefatory note, I must observe that my
close association with U,§. policy in the Persian Gulf is_
dectined to continue with my departure from The Fletcher
Schzol., In iate September 1990. I received orders as
tive Officer onboard USS PRINCETON CG-5¢.
Le one of the U,S. Navy’ s newssti and most capable Aegis.
crujsers, Usé FRINCETON was onstation‘providing air and

- ~ -, ~e 5
ate Fritesti

o

n for U.S, minesweeping forces offsheore of

Fuwalt when she was damaged by a mine on February 1€, 1991.
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III1. Introduction

The purpose of this study is to examine the crisis for
U.S. foreign policy in the Persian Gulf during the

reflagging of Fuwaiti tankers in 1987 and 1988. The lenses

cf Cricsis Management, through both thecry and case study,
will be uced. The reflagging issue contained the conditione

which define a crisis: non-routine decision-making at the
highest levels of government, a change in the international

mm————— T —

environment which created a threat to core values of the

naticn, a number of tactical and strategic surprises, the
perception that time for decision was finite during phases
cf the crisis, and a high probability of escalation to

military hostilities,

The crisic in the Persian Gulf over reflagging was
unusual in that it lasted over a year and a half, through
varjous phases of escalation and deescalation. It is for
this reason and because vital national interests were
- af%ectedt that amplé research material is available, despite
the cricis having accurred recently, It continues to be Af -
, interest today, as the study in the evolution of U.S,
fereign policy in a region of the world whose stahility ic

<f{ great importance.

The policy of reflagging Kuwaiti tankers almost ended

refzre 1t began with the mistaken Iragi attack on the USS




STARK. The tragic loss of American lives and severe damage
~tc a U.S. waréhip in the Gulf brought the Reagan
administration policy into question. Public outcry and
Congressional criticism, including attempts to halt and

overturn reflagging, resulted from this crisis precipitant,

One of the criticisms of reflagging was that it was a
hastily and ili-conceived pelicy. A review of the
background tc the <risis reveals that U.S. policy
emphasizing stability and balance in the region was of long-
standing. & survey of vital U,S. national interests;

‘strategic, political, and economic, shows that the United

[74]
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s centinued to have an enormous stake in the outcome of

—~
D

Iran-irag War, and its reverberations throughout the

]

- Gulf,

The role of the decision-making and the decisional

unit i¢ shown by looking at the decision to reflag Kuwaiti

3
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Theory of crisis management is used to go beyond
the case study to see urnderlying lessons and recurring
patterns, A model is used-to illustrate the reflagging

crisis schematically.

The use «f military force to carry out the reflagging

prlicy is seen as central to the crisis, Naval forces

provided the flexibilitny and capabilities necessary tc adapt

O

during the <risic¢ and achieve U' §, political goals. The




crisis was terminated in a manner completely satisfactory to

the United States due to the successful employment of force}

The maintanence of escalation dominance allowed the
United States 0 employ force to achieve its political goals
in the Persian Gulf, Iran was frustrated in .its objective
to dectabilize and intimidate the Gulf states, despite some
surprising moves to circumvent the U.S. control of
escalation. Thé firmness and consistency of U.S. policy in
the Persian Gulf meant the crisis ultimately deescalated

undet favorable conditions,

Finally, the paper will offer an evaluation of U.S.
ma&agement cf the crisis over reflagging Kuwaiti tankers.
Careful and consistent decision-making, controled use of
properticnal force, and escalation and deescalation as
required, helped resolve the Persian Gulf crisis in
accordance with United States’foreign poiicy goals. The
éuccessful coalition war against Irag in 1990-91 would have
been much more difficult without the resolve demonstrated by
the United States in settling the earlier Persian Gulf

crisis,

P chrenclogy of the reflagging crisis is included in

Takie 7.




IV, Crisis Precipitant

The nightime calm and routine boredom of patrol in the

Persian Gulf was chattered forever on May 17, 1987 when USS
STARY {FFG 31} was hit by two Exocet missiles fired by an |
Iragi £-1 Mirage aircraft, Despite heroic damage control
efforte which succeeded in Keeping the ship aflqat and
putting cut the fires, thirty-seven sailors were killed in
the attack.” President Réagan placed the tragedy in a wider
context in his statement the next day:

Tris event underscores once more the seriousness
cf the Jran-Iraq war, not only to the countries
directly involved but to others, It shows how
easily it escaiates, and it underlines once more
the sericusness of the tensions that exist in the
Middle Easzt and the importance of trying to do
something about them....This tragic incident
undersceres the need to bring the Iran-Irag war to
the promptest possible end. We and the rest of
the international community must redouble our
dipicmatic efforts to hasten the settlement that
will preserve both the sovereign{ty and '
territorial integrity for both Ifan and Irag. At
the same time, we remain deeply committed to
_supperting the self-defense of our friends in the
gulf and to ensuring the free flow of oil through
the Strait of Hormuz.-

-~

Cezepite the forthcoming apology from the government of Irag

b

and the ey

patizn that the attack had been a mistake, this

‘Gesvge t, Schults, "Secretary’'s Letters to the
Cingress.” Department of State Builetin, July 1987, p. 61.

Fonald Feagarn, "Precident s Statement, May 18, 192°.,"
wmert of State EBulletin, Vo!, 87, No, 2124, July 1987,




accident was a crisis precipitant for the Reagan
administration’s Gulf policy. As a result of the attack on
USS STARK. intense Congressional scrutiny and debate became
focused on U.S. foreign policy in the Persian Gulf and,
particularly, on the administration’s decision to reflag

Kuwaiti oil tankers.

The actual decision to reflag eleven Kuwaiti oil
tankers had been made some months prior to the USS STARK
incident. Although the policy was briefed to committees in
both houses of Congress, at both closed and open sessions in
March and April, it elicited little éontroversy.; The attack
on the USS STARK and each subsequent escalation in the
ongoing Perc<ian Gulf crisis brought renewed Congressicnal
criticism and attempts to reverse the policy of reflagging
Fuwaiti vessels. 1In retrospect, the reflagging of the
tankers has been seen as a necessary, correct and ultimately

successful policy.

Caspar W. Weinberger, Fighting for Peace: Seven
acal

al_y
'\ PP

_1n the Pentagon (New York: Warner Books,
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V. Background te the Crisis

To understand the decision by the Reagan
adminictraticn to undertake the reflagging of Kuwaiti
tankers, it is neéessary to review previou§ policy in the S
Pereian Guif. Despite criticism tc the contrary, U.S,.
actione in the Gulf were in support of a long-term strategy

which supported vital national! interests., The rocts of the

4]

0D

licy date as early as the first postwar confrontafion

o1

berweszrn the U2, and the USSR,
The United State: achieved success in its goai to
1 Cbring about s withdrawai cof Soviet forces from nerthern Iran

c

i 1948, Thie early Cold War experience focused policy
planners” attenticn on the Persian Gulf region as a likely
arena for future cenfiict with the Soviets outside cof
'Eurepe.t Subsequent J,8, poiicy toward the Persian Gulf can

nses of containment in a bipolar werld

rr
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with a speclal emphasis on ensuring the flow of oil to the

“Weet | -~

The Elsernhcwer Docririne ¢f 1957 actively sought to
wunter Sceviet gains in the region by providing aid,

ve )
-4

P

Ny tecurity assistance te governments desiring to

y £1:¥, "The nited States and the Persian Gulf,” in
. eds., Hanns W. Maull and Otto Pick i New York:
s, 19893, p. 122.

-
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cppose communiom, Rocordingly, the doctrine proposed
preovicding:
such assistance and cooperation to include the
enployment ¢f the armed forces of the United
States to secure and protect the territorial )
integrity and nolitical independence of such .
. natjons.requesting such aid against overt armed
agyression from any natipn controled by
internationat communism,
In additiern to this assistance, the United States has
maintained a naval pre¢ence in the Gulf since the formaticn
cf the Middie East Force (MIDEASTFOR) in 1949, With the
winhdrawal of the British from east of Suez in 197:, this

precence hat been a vitsl symbol of our continuing interest

and commitment .

The Awerican experience in Vietnam led to the .

farmalaticn of the Nixon Doctrine fn 1969, The United

X
)

totee pulled back from a previous willingness to "bear any
turden” and anncunced that henceforth greater emphasis would
e plszed on regionai allies protecting themselves directly,

The restlit in the Persian Gulf was the development of the

..T

-

wir, Pillars” poiicf by-which the U.S. hoped to achieve ]

Inyder, Defending the Fringe: NATO, the
near,and the Pereian Gulf, (Boulder, Co.: Wertview

»

©<




regicnal stability thrcugh the wmilitary development of lIran

and Saudi Arabie.

The ccllapse cf the Shah's.regime and its replacement
by a revelutionary fundamentalist government in Iran cast
.S, policy in the Culf adrift, The Soviet invasion of
Rfghanicstan in 1979 and fear of Soviet expansion into the
Perciarn Guif caused a radical reappréisal of U.S.-Soviet

reiat:ions and led to the enunciation of the Carter Doctrine,

vea
23
po 2
-
3

172}
.
a

te of the Union Address of 23 January 1980,

Pre-ident Cavter warned:

P
~

(-

empt by any outside force to gain control
= revsian Guif region will be regarded as an

e
the
12 on the vital interects of the United
1

Lol N |

»
-3 0w
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f America, and such an assault will be

o
2 by any. means necessary. including
ary fo*ce
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This led tz the creation of a rapid joint task force (RITF)
with the miscion cf both containing Soviet expansionism and
ascieting moderate Gulf Arab regimes to maintain internal

stakility through military sales and the deployment of U.S,

-

forces in time of c¢risis,’ -

The Beajan adminictration inherited the Carter

"Lenore G, Martain, The Unstable Guif: Threats fram
Whier:n, flexingten, Ma.: L[.C.

Heath and Co., 19841, p. 127,




Doctrine and procesded to provide additional forces and the
command structure necessary to fulfill the mission by
creating in 1983 the U,S, Central Command (CENTCOM). By the
mid 1980°s, CENTCOM provided the U,S, with a viable option
to meet the stated goals of the policy.w- At thi§ point, it
was Eecoming clear that, in addition to the threat posed to
U.S. interests by the Soviets, the Iran-Iraq war had
dangerous ﬁdtential ts spill over into a widened conflict
threatening regional stability and the supply of oil.

in September 1922, Iraq launched its offéﬁsive_into
territary disputed with Iran, In 1982 the Iranian
counter-sffencive puched cut the enemy and advanced into
irag., In 1624, Iraj initiated the so-called "Tanker War" by

attacking shipe carrying Iranian oil. Unable to break the

deadlock on land and facing superior Iranian numbere., Irag

sought to cut off iran’s abilfty to fund tﬂiz%(war effort by
curtailing cil revenues, Iran’s response was to qttack the
c¢hiipe that callied at ports of non-belligerent moderate Gulf
states who suppcrted Irag financially, Eaflier. Iraq had -
keen forzed by Iranian dominance in the Gulf to develop an

aiternat:ve pipeline method for exporting oil.

-

ne cf£ficial pasition ¢f the United States in thic

Mawwell Orme Johnson, "Rapid Deployment and the
Fepiznai Miiivary Challenge: The Perc¢ian Gulf Equatisn,” in
VS Strategic interests in the Gulf Region, ed. Willjam J.
Tison (E2ulder, o Wectview Press, 19€7), p. 147,

10




¢onfiilt was cne cf neutrality while seeking an end to the
heetilitiec and restoring pre-war boundaries, While the
U.S. was neutral it appeared to tilt toward Iraq with the
pretraction of the war . >The United States saw greﬁter
threats against stability in the Persian Gulf if iran we;e
tc maintain ite advantage, achieve hegemony, and spread

. mic fundamentali-: . the region., U.,S.,-Iranian
dip.imatic relations wire virtually non-existent as a result
of the seizure of hostages from the U.S. embassy in Tehran
and the cubcequert failed rescue attempt, The U.S. public’s
adver¢e reactilan ts the Reagan admini'stration’s covert
aitempt te influence the release of American hostages in
Lebar:r k7 de;ivér:ng weapons to Iran further characterized

th: relatiznehip a¢ one of mutual suspicion and hostility.

in centrast, the UG, suppdrt for UN Resoliutiong 514
and 20 1n 168> :aliing for a ceasefire, withdrawal teo
internatiznally recegnized boundarlies, and a peaceful
ree:luti;n cf the Eonfiic: coincided with Iragi goals and
was Seen A & "Liit” towa;d_&raq. In 1984, thes United
Stste: ctepped up ite efferts to end the war by‘encourééing

the cut-cf? -f arme %z ¢ither belligerent who refused to

Ma-id Khadduri, The Gulf War: The Origine _and
Implicatisne_ of the Irag-Iran Conflict. (New York: Oxford
"miversity Prece, 19€%., p. 157,

11




,
accert the UN resoiutions, namely Iran,:

The United States also supported a UN Security Council
resalution tc protect neutral shipping and began a poli;y of
escorting U.S., Military Sealift Command (MSC) shipping,
M;anwhile. U.S; cf;dibility in ih; }egion with members of
the Gulf Cooperaticn Council (GCC) was being trampled by
several developments: the Congressional prohibition of sales
cf F-15°s and Stinger missiles to Saudi Arabia and Stingers
for Kuwaijt in 1965 and 1986 and the arms-for-hostages
revelaticns. = The Gulf Cooperation Council congisted of
Saud! Arabia, Kuwait, Bahfain. Qatar, United Arab Emirates,
and 2man; the same moderate Gulf states which U.S. policy

scught to stabilize,

Disturking trende began to emerge in the war by late

q
-

\le]

&6, Alithough oniy less than one percent of total shipping
ir. the Persian 5Sulf was attacked, the numbers nevertheless
vwere climbing rapidly, more than doubling from 1985 to

198€. iran obtained possession and operationally tested

zumann, Robert G., Shireen T, Hurter.'and Frederick
rd, Revitalizing U.S. Leadership in the Middle East.
3

ten D,C.: The Center for Strategic and International

13%¢:, p. 2%,

for Unity an a Dynamic Region. (Boulder, Cc.: Westview
Frese, 1938), p. 193

Under Secretary for Political Affairs, Michael H,
Armazcct, "Statement " U.S, Congrece, Senate, Committee on
Fareign Eelations, U.S, Pclicy in the Persian Gulf, Hearings
‘Washington: U,S, Govt, Print, Off,, 16 June 1987), pp. 230-




the Chinzse-built Silkworm antiship missile with a
capability ¢f reaching across the Straits of Hormuz equipped
with a warhead large enough to sink a tanker.“ Iran began
in September to focus {ts shipping attacks ¢n Kuwaiti
flagged vessels. This marked.the sxpansion to the Gulf
wate;s ¢f lran’s attempts tc intimidate Kuwait and spréad

s

its fundamentalist revolutjon, which earlier had been

()
J
g
b
2
o
4
L
-
.-

ized by terrorist attacks; including one or the

.S, embasesy in Kuwait in 2983 and an attempted

-

acsaccination cof the@ in 1984.° -

Iran’s goale were te step Kuwait from financially -

! ascisting Irag and brandich its successful attacks on
Fuwait: ship#ing as leverage with the other oil exporting
countries of the GOC, Kuwaiti and GCC financial support for
irag were an az: sfbpalitical realism in attempting to curb
the Iranian guest for hegemony in the Gulf and subsequent

spread of its fundamzntalism which threatened the stability

cf their regimes, Irazg was seen as the only country in the

- Gulf which zould ﬁilitarily halt Iran,




The Reagan administration sought ways to send ;ignals
to Iran and moderate its behaviof; and also to forestall
Soviet gains within the region.‘ In January 1987, faced with
Iran’s continuing shipping attacks, harsh anti-U.S,
statements, and an offensive against Basra, the U.S, ordered
MIDERSTFOR ships te the vicinity of Kuwait; which was host
for the l¢lamic Conference.” On January 23, President
Reagan issued A skanemgnt directly calling upon Iran to seek
a hegotiated sdiution. condemned its seizure of Iraqi
territory, and reaffirmed U.S. determination to ensure the
free flow of nil thréugh the Strajit of Hormuz, He vowed to

suppsrt the defensive efferts of “"our friends in the Gulf. "

? monsh later; on 25 February 1987, President Reagan
wie.t 2wpresced U.§, concern over the destabilizing effecte

Y

te the Sulf of the ongoing Iran-Iraq war., He regretted

3

ive

U

Irar "¢ unrespen

ese Lo Yresson and restraint” and its

[h)
~*

on

(L)

inued attempts to undermine the Gulf states.. The

’U

resid=nt. emphasized that U,S, strategic interests were at

w

take ari mentioned the deployment of naval forces signaling

.S, commitment,

.

“The _Weinbetger Report., p. 10.

) Fonald Reagan, "Statement”, Department of State )
Syesial Repert No. 166 F. B.
ibid
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In tha face of Iran’s intransigence, the,
administration pursued a two-track policy to end the war,
Diplomatic initiatives sought to bring about a ceasefire ana
cut off Iran’s arms supplies. The U.S. proposed resolutions
at the United Naticns for ceasefire and withdrawal, which
vould have included enforcement provisions for mandatory
sancticns against Iran. The U.S. supported similér
declaratiore cn the part of the Arab League and the GCC.

ieh varying degrees of success, the administration also

purcued Oreration Staunch. a diplomatic attempt to cut off




VI, U.S. Vital Natiocnal Interest§ in the Persian Gulf

The attack on the USS STARK brought forth the crisis
elements of surprise andvthe risk of military confrontation.
The KuwaitivrequeSL to reflag some of its vessels with the
United States and others with the Soviet Union gave
decision-makers a sense of finite time often found in a

<rilel

"n

situatich‘ That the <risis affects vital national
interests, thus requiring the attention of decision-makers
a£ *he highest levels, i¢ the sine qua non of crists
management . U,S, vital national interests in the Persian

Gulf were lcngstanding and evident from previous policies.
Strategic Interests

The cverwhelming dependence of the economies of the
United States, 1ts allijes in western Eutrope And Japan, as
well as developing countries on a steady supply cof
reascenably priced c¢il makes the Persian Gulf an area of
vital importance, ~For'ﬂhis reason, it 1s essential tc
prevent the Socviet Union from gaining significant infiu=nce
or control ef that region. Since the USSR was
c:lf-sufficient 16 cil production, any moves to increase its

precernce and visibility in the Gulf were viewed ac a direct

16




threat to Western access,

The Scviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979 and
continuing large scale involvement enhanced fears of such
gaine. The absence of a significant military regional power

made the Guif ripe for Soviet interference.” Throughout the

\(‘

;&0 "¢, thz Soviet Union used the 6pening created by the
Iran-Irag war to advance its regional intereste<. Diplomatic
relation: were estakblished for the first Lime with Oman and
the United Arab Emirates (UAE) in 1985, The longstanding
rela:zcnsh,p with Muwait was bolstered and overtures were
nade tc Saudi Arabia in the face of U.S. Congressional

. M3
refusgyi t cell that country Stingers. ™

The Soviel Union’s advances in the Gulf region were
ceEn, &< in & zerc-sum game, as coming at the expense of the
he Soviets sought to portray the U.S. as an
urreliarie partnér for Gulf states in the wake of the
Tran-Centra affair and fer a policy of spreading militarism

:x, the Guif. after the STARK attack.” For their part, the

Wzinberger, p. 32¢

The Viinbgrger Report, p. 3.

Tarel B, Saiverz, The Soviet Unizn and_the Gulf in the
1%E e Eoauider, Co.: Westview P.ess, 1989), pp. 77-90.

tkaid

Jeffrey Schioesser, "U.S., Policy in the Persian Gulf,
Deyarument <f Stat: Special Repor® Ne¢. 166, July 1987, p. 5.
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Soviets scught to maintain a delicate halancing act. While
continuing te servé as Iraq’'s primary arms supplier, the
USSR also attempted to achieve better relations with Iran by
refusing to sup@ort U.S. efforts in the United Nations to
bar arms sales to Iran as long as it refused to accept the

resolutions caliing fer a ceasefire.

The U.S. recognized the importance of Iran in
achieving a regicnal balance despite objecting to Iran’s
goal cf exciuding the superpowers from the Gulf and
spreasing 1ts fundamentalist revolution throﬁghout the
regi;n.' in the words of President Reagan, "The United ’

States recognizes the Iranian Revolution as a fact .of

history.” Th

O

nited States and Iran had common interests
i oppesing the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, and in the
integriry ¢f Iran’s borders with the USSE, which the U.S.
saw as a buffer to Soviet expansion to the Persian Gulf,
Furthermsre, the imited States recognized that Iran was a

maicr plaver in the Persian Gulf becauc of its size,

¢ Hermuz,' ’ i

‘George F. Schultz, “Statement before the Senate
foreign kelavtione Committee on 27 January 1987," in State
Tepartment Special Report No. 166. July 1987,




-

7e%, the interests of the United States in the Persian
Gulf were directly threatened by the policies of Iran,
Eetrer relaticns between the two nations could not occur

while Iran purcsued the war, sponsored international

terrorism and hostege-taking, attempted to subvert smaller

Guif neigﬁbors and spread Iranian expansidnism and
extremitm.” The United States had not been able to improve
reiaticne with Iran despite the arms-far-hostages-deal. -In
un%rovocative“ foreign policy on the part of the United
States was seen ac the means to convince Iran to change its
p2iicies.” The American administration felt that it was up

te Trar to make th

(14

lecessary moves to improve relations,
in ths absence of such efforts, the U,S. then decided to

tare aprrepriats meacures Lo prétect its other dinterects in
FE 1

Piulitical Intecvests

The gcai? cf Rmerican foreigr pelicy 1n the Gulf was
to promcte regional security anc stability. The moderate

FEral Gulf etaree, which had foimed the GCC for qreater

collentive szourity, had vast oil reserves, Tleir wealth




also gave them tremendous influence beyonq thelreglon. It
was in the 1ntere§}s ¢ the U.5. to ensure that these
countries.resisfygoviet influence deriving from the invasion
of Rfghanistan. The threat posed by Iran’s continuation of
the Qar,aﬁd ites desire to sweep away Vxllegitimate.regimés"..

wae also cf great concern.”

The Gilf o1l sheikdoms were viealthy, but militarily
wealk . Iran was clearly a desﬁ#bilizing regime, In
particulér. Iran had singled out Kuwait in 1586 for naval
a~tacrs on shipping servicing its harbors; had mined its
shipping channels; conducted three bombing raids and
rerrcerict attacks on o1l facilities: and deployed Siikworm
missiles on the Rl Faw peninsula capturec from Iraq and
within miccile range of Kuwait. To maintain stability, the-
. peiicy was te provide arms and security assistance to

mez- the legitimate neede of the Gulf states,

The administration made it clear that these weapons

would not be a threat to the security of Israel,_bu. would

. s

give the Gulf countries confidence and indicate a-¢ontinuing -

Ameri1can commitment, The administration planned sales

; .
1nc.

luding PBradley Fighting Vehicles; h2licopters and

‘YWeinkevger , pp. 387-38F,

" Thez Weinberger Report, p. 4.




cleztrenic countermeasures; Maverick missiles; they also
planned to sell replacement M-60 tank upgrade kics and F-15¢
to Saudi Arabia, and F-16s to Bahrain.® Secretary of
Defense Cacpar weinberger’stated that Congressional action
to bar these sales and transfers, likeA;he previous actions
cri the Stingers and F-i3s for Saudi Arabia, would only.
enhance yﬁ% 80viet' and Iranianf’leverage and diminish the

United States” credibility as a dependable ally.r

Economic Interests

U.S., economic interests in the Persian Gulf center

sround sil. In 19686, the Persian Gulf provided twenty-five

cent

(%3
"

3
s
.3

the oil in the world (seventeen percent through
the Strait of Hormuz;; held sixty-three percent o0f the
wrrid’e proven reserves as other sources became depleted:

e sed seventy peccent of the world's excess

T}
=
L2
he;
(W)
n
v

production capacity.  The United States received fifteen

-

rercent of its oil imperts from the Gulf, western Europe

1
- thirty percernt and Japan got sixty percent.,  However, oil

angyibis commodity with a world market. An

LS VU




interruption in the supply causes the price to-go up for all

purchasers,

United States and world demand for oil continucs to

‘rise. The purchasing power represented by the gulf oil

producers resulted in U.S, sales of over seven billion
dollare of primary and manufactured goods in 1986.% The
potential downside of another oil crisis could includs
fnflation, recession and unemployment. The oil shocks of
1973-74, in-which the price quadrupled; and 1978-79, during
which the 01l price doubled; was on President Reagan’s mind
when he sald:
...l think everyene ...can remember the woeful
impact of the Middle East o0il crisis of a few
vears agc-the endless, demoralizing gas lines, the
shortages, the rationing, the escalating energy
prices and double-digit {nflation, and the
-enormous dis)ocaticn that shook our economy to its
foundatioﬁ¢ )
The volarility of oil prices, which can result from a small
change in supply or threatened diéturbance. can wreak havoc
in an econcny that i¢ not robust,_ Simply pui. the economies

¢f the developed and developing worlds depend on oil and the

Fersian Gulf supply i{s crucial,

“ikid, p. 5.

Szhloecser, . 2.




VII, The Decision to Reflag Kuwaiti Tankers

Towards the end of 1986, Kuwait sought to protect
ftself from Iranian hegemonic pressure and, in particular,
its shipring ;ttaéks. Kuwait faised the issue of protection
of shipring at the November GCC summit, Kuwatt then
procceeded to seek help from both superpowers. In December,
the Kuwait 0il Tanker Company (KOTC) requested information
on reflagging from the U .S, Coast Guard, and expressed an
fnterect in the process.i Apparently, these requests were
dealt wiih on a routine basis. According to the timeline
provided by Secretary of Defense Weinberger in his report to
Cenyress, Kuwait did not éen a response unt 1l mjd-January

-
/

s 22
a S

A similar request by Kuwait to the Soviet Union had
bzen met with & swift and affirmative reply. In January the
United States Embassy in Kuwait was formally asked if

reflagged shipe would receive the same U.5. Navy protection

afforded sther United States flag vessels. At this time,
the i'nired-States also learned of the Soviet offer to either

protezs reflagged Kuwaiti tankers or charter Soviet tankers

"The Weinberger Report. p. 14.

"Ibid,., Table 1.




for their use.” While high-level inter -agency discussions
were taking place in Washington to formulate policy on the
Iran-irag war and the Gulf, Kuwait was informed of the
requirements fof reflagging. 1If these requirements were
met , Kuwait could then reflag and protection would be
considered, In February, Kuwéit was informed the U.S, ﬁavy
would protect all United States flagged shipping in

accordance with available assets, *

in February, additional inter-agency meetings on

 Percian Gulf security issues were held at the White House,

Ir jaze February, the United States learned that Kuwait had
an agreeﬁent to reflag five tankers under So?iet protection
and decired to refiag another six under the American flag."
The KOTC request to reflag six tankers was receivéd on March
2, 1987, The Kuwaiti decision to reflag five tankers with
the Soviets was the toplc of discussion at yet another

inter -agency meeting the next day. The Department of

Defence and NSZ voted to flag all eleven tankefs.-but the

"Michazl H. Armaceost, "Statement before the Senhate
Foreign Felations Committee of June 16, 1987," Hearings
refore the US Senate Foreign Relations Committee.
tWashington D.C.: U.S., Govt. Print, Off, 1986), p. 230,

‘The Weinberger Feport, p. 14.

‘bed.




State Department opposed the policy.“ Secretary of Defense
Weinberger personally called President Reagan to convince
him of the importance of feflagging all eleven tankers to
bolster U.S. credibility with the moderate Gulf states and
prevent tne Soviets from gaining additional 1n£}uence:1n the

region.“

On March 7,.1987, the United States informed Kuwait
that all eleven tankers were being offered U.S, pro%ectxon.
Three days later, Kuwait indicated it would accept the
Un;ted States offer, Congressional notification followed on
March 12.” Admiral Crowe. chairman of the Joint Chiefs o£
Staff (CJZ5), made a trip to/ﬁuwait on March 17 to engage in
direcr discussions with thé ayir. Crown Prince, and Foreign

Minister on the details of reflagging.

Admiral Créwe. who formerly served as COMIDEASTFOR.
had an appreciation for Arab culture and sensitjvities, He
feit the reflagging was an opportunity for the United
States, The pclicy would put additionat pressure on Iran to
agree toa ceasefire and end the Iran-Irag war, It would.

aler increacse U'.S, credibility with the Arab states, who

e e e e e s e m b e e —— -

:uaspar W, Weinberger, Fighting For Peace: Seven
ical n_the Fentagon. (New York: Warner Books,
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elt that the United States had always supported Israel

‘o

against them, and was unreliable when the going got tough,

‘as in Lebanon or failure to support the Shah in Iran."

- Finally, reflagging was a chance for the U.S5, to establish

better relations with-Kuwéit. which-h&d the longest standing
relations with the Scviets of any member of the GCC.a At
the 17 March méeting. Admiral Crowe expressed United States”
concern ovet the possibility of Kug@it opening sup§1y bases
ir, the Gulf to Soviet ships. The i@ur assured him this

would not happen.’

The Feagan administration continued consultations with
Congrezs in March by providing classified talking points on
the plans for reflagging to staffers of the House Foreign
Rffajirs Zommittee and Senate Eorelgn_Relations Committee,
The reactinn on Capitcl Hill was, for ;he most part,
indifferent. Secretary of Defense Weinberger writes in his -
memcirs that Congress was usually too busy at this time
rying t¢ investigate the Iran-Contra affair to even gather
a committes tG bé triefed on the reflqgging policy.“ '

Finally en the 3G and 21 of March 1987, Assistant Secretary

Fadw Joeeprh ©. Strasser, USN., "Interview” of 18
December 19377,
ibid.
Itag.

.Caspar . Weinberger, pp. 399-400.
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cf State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs Richard H.
Murphy gave closed briefings to members of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee (SFRC) and to the subcommitteés
on Eurbpe and the Middle East and Arms Control,
Inneénational Security, and Science of the House Foreign

-

BPffairs Committee (HFAC).

The.vnited~8tates received formal notification of
Kuwait ‘s decicion to reflag eleven tankers under the
Amerizan flag in early April 1987. The U.S. also learned
that the Kuwaitis had decided to limit the extent of Soviet
involvement t¢ chartering three long haul vessels for a
rericd of one year with the option of renewal.” With this
netification, the Ccast Guard began technical talks with
Fuwait on the details of reflagging. With waivers from
Szcretary Weinberger, the eleven tankers were allowed to be

inspected in Fuwait to speed up the process considerably.’

Ascictant Secretary of State Murphy provided open

testimony on the policy of reflagging to the HFAC

Subcommittes on Europe and the Middle East on 21 April 1987,

Rccictant Secretary of State Murphy was questioned as to

whether it weculd be wiser to jointfgfzzaﬁtrifglyith the

The Weinberger Report. Table 1,

1bid., p.14d.

Caspar W, Weinberger, Fighting for Peace, p. 398,

27




Soviets in the protection of shipping ﬁis#ion. In reply.'
Mr. Murphy stated the administration’s position that the
United States breferred to limit rather thaﬁ expand the
scope of Soviet activity in the Persian Gulf.% He was also
.asked questions relatihg to .the ability of U,S, Navy ships.
to defend themselves in the Gulf. and about thé availability
of air cover, particularly Saudi F-LSs.g In view of later
developments, Assistant Secretary of State Murphy had a
poignant exchange with Mr. Torricelli, (D) of New Jersey:

MR TORRICELLI. Are you convinced that American

destroyers operating in the Gulf as escorts...are

defendable?

MK. MURPHY. Yes, I am convinced of that....But

part of the effort, no small part of the effort,

that we are making, Congressman, is to ensure that

the Iranians do understand the seriousness with

which Washington looks at this step-up i{n at least

potential aggression in the Gulif, the Silkworm

missile being the most notable recent change.

MF.. TORRICELL]. The reason I am raising the

question 1s, it is at least my impression that

this i¢ an attempt again to deal with an .

irrational regime in a rational manner and to have.

them understand, as any logical person would, the -

consequences of those actions, But I am not

convinced that you can deal with Khomeini that way

and am afraid that perhaps these American sajilors

on thece destroyers will be offered as a trip-wire'. |
- and therefore lost, given the vulnerabilities of . =

- the region, from a strike onshore., - ~

ME. MURPHY. That regime has behaved in a very

rational manner vis-a-vis the American Navy ove,

the past seven years. They have given a clear

berth, kept a clear distance from MIDEASTFOR ships

that have been operating, of course, as you know,

r"Develcpments in the Middle East, April 1987,” Hearing
and Markup kefore the Subcommittee on Europe and the Middle

East 2f the Ccommittee on Foreign Affaire, (Washington D.C.:
g, Govt, Print, Off., 1987), p. 29,

ibid,, pp. 2¥-39,




since 1949 in the Gulf. They have never tangled .
or shown any inclination to tangle with our Navy.®
In early May, the Coast Guard conducted inspections of

the tankers in Kuwait., COMIDEASTFOR held meetings with
Kuwait to agree on Lhe details of protection for the
convoys. The Soviets began the charter of three vessels to
Kuwait, On the 17 of May, 1987, while on routine patrol in
the Persian Gulf, well before the commencement of

reflagging, the USS STAEKK was attacked,

With the attack cn the USS STARK, the Reagan
aimiﬂistfation policy of reflagging Kuwait{ tankers came
under intencte Ceongressisnal scrutiny and several'attempts
were made to overturn the policy. The U.S, foreign policy
crisie in-the volatile Persian Gulf‘centered around the
refiagging issuz, The U.S, was involved in a crisis with
Iran over it<¢ shipping attacks and threats to irtimidate
Euua;t. and, by ertension, Iran’s threats to the free flow
cf cil cut of the Strait of Hormuz. Reflecting the
relations of a nuclear power with a non-nuclear power, the
United Ftatee maintained absolute escalaticn dominance,
Hewewer . “he unpredictability of the Khomeini regime made

the managyement of this crisis difficult.

Te i =
L. o 4,

The Weinberger Repor! . Table 1.




All eiements of a crisis had now coalesced. Vital
national interests of oil and stability in the Persian
Gulf were seen to be threatened by Iran’s pretensions tb
hegemony and the Soviet bid to extend its regional
influence. By at least January, non-routine decision-making
to reflag Kuwaiti tankers was occurring at the highest

levels of the United States government, by the Secretary of

Defense and the Fresident, in an effort to convince Iran to

end the war and stop threatening U.S. vital interests,

This formulation of policy was influenced by the
percepzion of time limitations. The U.S. neededégg—azinggA\-
block the Scviets from vastly expanding their role.in the
Gulf at the expense of the United States. The Kremlin
anncunced in Marcb vh?équlan to protect Kuwaiti tankers.

The United States was surprised by both the Kuwaiti reguest
for shipping preotection and ihe rapid Soviet assent. The
Iraniar acquisition and successful testing of the Silkworm
missile, and the completely unexpected attack on the USS
STARE by an Iréqi jet-fightér made clear to the policy

decision-makere the risks of milltary'conflict.

390
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~crisis. HAccording to Snyder and Diesing, the key to crisis a
_management is Lo usé coercion and accommodation to maximize

gaing or minimize losses while avoiding war."” It was the

VIII. Crisis Management Theory and the Reflagging Crisis

The examination of crisis theory can be useful in T

uncderstanding behavior of states during the reflagging

WO P SPRY

hopes of the United States that through the protection of
Kuwaiti shipping, as well as intiatives at the Unitéd
N&tions and Operation Staunch, that Iran could bé coerced
intec abandcening its attempt for hegemony in . the Gulf and

agtee tc a ceasefire in the war with Iraq. This would

—

maximize the credibility of U.S. policy with the states of
the Gulf. It would also bring stability, which would assure
the West of an uninterrupted oil supply and limit Soviet

cpportunities to make significant inrcsads 1n the region,

The challenge is a coercive move in which one state
starte the crisis by posing the threat of military force to

the other.” The decision by the United States to escort

Fuwaiti tankere with U.S. naval vessels was a direct threat

te Iran’s ability to pursue its tactics of intimidating

“Glern H. Snyder and Paul Diesing, Conflict Among
Nationg: Bargaining, Decicion Making, and System Structure
in_International Crises. (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1977), p. 10,

Ib:id,, p. 11.
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riderate Arab Gulf states, Iran knew {t would not be able
t¢ hring the war to a satisfactory conclusion by cutting off
GCC states’ financial support for Iraq as long as the United
qtates was go;ng to reflag and protect Kuwaiti shipping.

Tne general external precipitant of the crisis which caused
the Unitled States to make the challenge was Iran’s attempt
at des:abiliz%ng the-Gulf moderates. thereby threatening oil

supplies.

The specific precipitant was the possibility of much
greater Scviet infiuence in the Persian Gulf if it were able
te assume the role ¢f protector to the Kuwaitis., The attack

{ cn the USS STARK brought into sharp detail the hazards of a

| tanker wa: that could expand into an open military

cornfrentation between the United States and Iran. The
latter was conducting most of its attacks in international
waters con shipping of non-belligerents. The internal
przcipitant te the United States’ challenge was the desire
of the Reagan adhinistration to shelve the Iran-Contra

scandal., It saw the Kuwaiki reflagging as an opportgnity to

rezxnetitute a coherent policy in the Persian Gulf that

wouid restere U,S, credibility in the region,

L4

Iran’s resistance te the United States’ challenge was

made by public condemnation of the reflagging policy as

a

meve which would militarize the Gulf and was an example of

the Amer:izan attempt to dominate the region. Iran continued

. i ’
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t> cenduct shipping attacks, continued its war with Iragq,
and con£inued its efforts to undernine Kuwait. The specific
‘resistance ﬁc the U.S. policy of teflagging‘was to attack
Fuwaiti tankers through the’non-attribhtable method of

Cwdoem g
[ P

2 confrontation is produced by the interaction of the
challenge andé résistance, which may last for months and is
marked by rising tension.” Sach side tries to coerce the
cther while demonstrating resolve through thé issuance of
warnings, threats, and military deployments to force the
other to back down.” The intensity of the confrontation

{ ' will vary a: events o:cur; with each new act, the chance of
war appears more ikely. The outcome of the crisis will be
either war, capitulation hy one of the parties, or scme férm

. ' ' L. 5
c¢f negostiated compromicse, which may be tacit,”

The confrontarion between Iran and the United States

recizitated by reflagging lasted for over a year, from the
r P

- A announcenznt of-the policy in April 1§87 until Iran accepted
the Unired Nations Security Council resolution 598 ‘as the -

basis for a2 ¢

i

ase-f.re to the Iran-Iraq war in July 1988,

Tencion peaked it July 1927 when “he first convoy of
, Civid., p. 14
‘ Tbid
Clkig, '




Eeflagged tankers ran into a minefield resulting in damage
to the ERIDGETON, the largest tanker in the Kuwaiti fleet.
Tension rosé again on September 21 when ihe IRAN AJR was
caught redhanded laying mines, then attacked by U.S. forces

and captured with mines still onboard.

In Qcrtober 1987, a number of small boats belonging to
the Iranian Rev&lutionary Guard Council (IRGC) fired upon a
U.S. helicopter and were sunk by return fire, On the 19th
¢f Octeher, saveral cii platforms at Rashadat, which had
been used by the IRGC to target shipping, were shelied and
destroyed by U,S. forces in retaliation for a Silkworm
astack the previous day which had damaged the refagged
tanketr SEA ISLE CITY at tﬁe pier of the Kuwaiti terminus.
The crisis became quies?ént during Ncvember and December,

resulting in a partial drawaown of United States naval

assets stationed in the Gulf,

The crisis flared again {n April 1-38 when the USS
SRMUEL B, RUBERTS FEG-5&:struck a mine while on convoy
duty, The ship was held Logéther_by only one longitudinal
seart whille the crew performed emergency welding repairs.
The United.States response was another attact on oil

platforms used for targeting shipping. This time Iran chose

patrol boats. The final peak in the crisis was as tragic

'tc)mil::;:f?;\eontest the United States action ard a one-day

reles ended with the lose and damage of several ships and
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and surprising as the attack on the USS STARK, which had
initiated the cricis. On July 3, 1988, the Regis cruiser
USS VINCENNES (CG-49 shot down an Iraniap commercial
airliner (Iran Air 655) under the mistaken belief that the
ship was uﬁder attack-from an Iranian F-14, Within three
weeks of this unfortunate incident, the crisis wa; finally
resolved by Iran’s capitulation in agreeing to a United

Naticns sponsored cease-fire in the war,

The resolutior. phase of the crisis was marked by
Irarn "¢ acceptanze ¢f the United Natioq:Ej;ole in finailizing
the detaile of an erd to the war with Irag. There were no |
formal negotiaticns with the United States, but Iran ceased
its attacvs cn international shipping in the Persian Gulf.
The protecticn of reflagged Kuwatiti tankers and an enhanced
v.s, navai presen%@ ccntinuediin the Gulf for a number of
mcnthe before gradually reducing to something.approachtng
pre-<ricis levels, The United States had achievéd its goals
of preserving the security and stability of Kuwait and the
other moderats states of the GCC while‘asﬁﬁring the West of

uriimpeded a:ccese to Gulf oil,

The crisis pztween Iran and the United States was
recc.vel peatefully when Iran realized it was the weaker
party, The confrontation, especiélly the 18 April 1988
debazie, taused Iran io recognize that the true balance of

bargaininy power lay with the United States, The resolution

36
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was characterized by expiicit negotiations under United
Nations auspices tc end the war and'by a cessation of

shipping attacks.

The Iranian desire for hegemony in the Persian
Gulf - the underlying cause of the crisis with the United
States - was not resolved. Uniied States-Iranian relation§
remained hostile and suspicious, but the costs of the war
with Jrag and confronting the United States simulta?eously

had exhausted Iran’'s revelutionary fervor and treasury,

Diesing and Snyder c;te four categories of aftermath
effects: relative power between opponents, a reduction or
increase in conflizt of interest, emotional effects, and
effects on alignment,h The relative power between the
United States and Iran was demonstrated to be grossly
unequal, Bzyond the losses of ships and other material
suffered by Iran, the United States demonstrated its
wiiiingnecs to commit the preponderance of force hecessary
to prevafl, _In addition to the frigates used to escort the
reflaqged tankers, an Aircraft Carrier and Battleship Battle
Group were maintained on-statjon in the North Arapiah Sea,
te bring overwhelming force to bear if necessary. The

conflict of interest between the United States and Iran was

S

ncreased as Iran blamed the United States for siding with




Irag and frustrating its aims,

The emotional aftermath of the ¢risis heightened
Irantan hostility towards the United States as Iran felt
humiliated by the lack of power to achieve its goals and

;force thé United SLAtes frém the Gulf, Thé Ayatollaﬁ
¥homeini spoke Qf accepting the ceasefire as more bitter
than drinking poison, and Speaker of the Parliament
Rafsanjani blamed Iran’s decision on the willingness of the
United States to exercise its military. might on the side of
Irag. The alignment effects were marked by a major
restoration of United States érédibility and prestige in the
( Pérsian Gulf. Iran remained isolated, the Soviet Union did

nut make significant gains at the expense of the United
States, and the members of the GCC were drawn ﬁore closely

into a de facte security alliance with the United States,

The crisis cver the reflagging of Kuwaiti tankers
berween the United States andllran can_be examined by
looking at aspects of bargaining theory. Bargaining theory
applied to iﬁternational crisis is understood to contain an
element of coercion: that is, the use of military force to
cause ore ‘s opponent to do what it otherwise would not do.”

For the threat c¢f the use of force to have its decired

effest, the state which is the object of coercion must

‘ibid.. pp. 22-23.
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perceive that the consequences of force are worse than those [
of éhanging its behavior.” Additionally, the coerced state f
has the coption of accefding to the demands placed upon it,

or resisting in the hoLe of either a reduction in the

demands or their wippdrawal.“ During the period of crisis,. .

this type of cnerzive bargainihg is most prevalent,

During the Persian Gulf crisis, the United States
threatened tc use force against Iran by deploying naval
forces to protect and convoy Kuwaiti tankers singled cut by
Iran for attack, By reflagging the eleven tankers of the
KOTC with the Staf§ anc. Stripes and providing armed naval
escorts, Iran was presented with a fajt accompli. It could
¢ither azcept the reflagging and cease its attempts to
intimidate Kuwaitd sﬁipping or continue its attacks and risk
facing the use of American naval power. The decision Iran
had to make was whether it would lose more by giving up its
shipping attacks, whicn were central to its strategy to
coerce the GCC members inte cutting ¢ff financial support

fcr Irag, or continue the attacks in the hope that the U.S. -

‘would give up the reflagging policy or avoid using its naval

power

“Ibid,

VIbid,
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Iran was outraged by the U.S. policy of reflagging., -
It saw the United States as directly siding with their
enemy, Irag, and trying to destroy its revolution by
threatening the use of'military force to protect those
states which were.fin&ncially supporting tﬁe Iragqi war
effort, The challenge posed to Iran by the deployment of
u.s. navaf forcee to escort Kuwaiti tankers was an example
of redistributive bargaining. A challenge that demands a
state give up ;n activity already undertaken is an attempt
to redistribute power and oftens triggers an international
crisis.” Iran was being asked to give up an ongoing policy
it viewed as essential to its efforts to bring the war'to an
end cn fts terms. To cease attacks on shipping would mean
ceding control of the Persian Gulf to the Americans and
giving up its only opportunity to strangle the Iraqgi war

effort.,

In a cristc exemplified by redistributive bargaining,

both sides focus on their competing interests rather than

o

those. they share,  Even so, each side’s 8ehaVior'is

v R "
restrained by common interest in avoiding war.* By 1987,
Iran had already fought seven years of a debilitating war

with Irag. 1Its long-term goal of establishing hegemony in

T 4
Aat s

“Gienn H. Snyder and Paul Diesing, p. 24.

" 1bid.




the Persian Gulf could not be achieved by actions which
would dramatically rajse the presence and credibility of

U.S. naval forces.

The United States wanted to ﬁromote stability and
decurity in the Persian Gulf and thereby assure a steady
supply of reasonably priced oil. A war with Iran was
undasirable because it would cause greater instability'in
the region, thereby disrupting the supply of oil and hurting
Western economies. The United States was sensitive to the
rieeds of smaller Gulf states to preserve their viability and
not appear as completely dependent on the United States. A
rezent history of foreign policy failures - including the
Iran-Contra scandal, the truck-bombing ofﬂarines in
L#banon, tﬁe earlier failures of American efforts to
influerce Iran during the fall of the Shah, the holding of
American hostages, and the failed rescue attempt at Desert
One - meant the United States did not have an automatic

domestic contensus for using force in the Gulf,

Coercive bargaining is normally redistributive because

)
¢f as yﬂ%iries between the participants which is not present
in accommodat tve bargaining.f The challenge is legitimized

vheri it is seen as preventing the opponent from changing the

ibid.




status quo. When the challenge is presented as a fait
accompli, it can bé dffficult to change and the resister is
faced with the EespOnsibiliLy of initiating violence.” The
United States portrayed the case of reflagging tankers as an
example of asserting tﬁe traditional rights of neutra}§ to
fre;dom.cf QQQig;tion on the high seas. This gave the |
policy a legitimacy and higher international purpose which

was broadef than the tenuous legality as to whether the

‘shipe met actual requirements for reflagging., Iran was

portrayed Qs an sutlaw state preying upon defenseless
veczeis of non-belligerents on the high seas, Whlle the
shipping attacks may have had internal legitimacy to the
regime ir. Iran, it was an indefensible policy in thé eyes of
the wotld, Sy groviding Kuw&iti tankers with armed escorts,

thie U,S. Nayvy put the burden for injtiating hostilities upon

Iran,

al

A cricis i¢ 1nitiated by a challenge which attempts to
coerce. Ccercion is present in most of the bargaining
conducted during the.crisis and is normally a highly visible
aspect since it invoives the threat of use of force.” Tﬁe

d:cision tc reflag wae in part an effort to coerce Iran into

ceacing 1ts shipping attacks., However, once a challenge is




.accepted, action is required and the policy is not as
inexpensive as was hoped for." 1Iran continued its attacks
on Kuwaiti tankers through sb-called non-attributablé
methods of mining. Once it was confir@ed that ‘Iran was
responsible, rather than the "hidden hand of God", by
capturing the troop carrier IRAN AJR in the act of
conduc;gng mining operations, the ship was destroyed. The
level of violence in the coercion was raised by the
subsequent Silkworm attacks on vessels at the Kuwaiti -
Lerminal.bwhich was followed by the United States
destruction of Iranian oil platforms used to target
shipping. whénlthe Iranian Navy sortied to respond o the
U.S. destruction of additional oil platforms after the
mining of the SAMUEL B. ROBERTS, coercion escalated to open
mititary cenflict, After its disastrous one day naval
engagement of April 13, 1988, Iran realized it could not
match the coercive power of the United States and the,Frisis

began to subside.

The decision to reflag was based in part on the - -
knowledge that lIran had not previously attacked United
Startes flag shipping. This led to deductions about Iran’s
ratjonality. As Snyder and Diesing observe, the anger that
is stirred up by coercive bargaining may lead to a “semi-

Surden A, Craig and Alexander L. George, Force and
Statecraft: Diplomatic Problems of Our Time. (New York:

Cxford University Press, 1990), » 211,




autonomous hoétility spiral."” There is always the risk
that, at some point, the emotions aroused by anr opponenﬁ's
frustration at its inability to counter coercion will
provoke it to take hostile acti&ﬁs that are not based on aA
rational probability of prevailing. Such was the Iranian
decision to engage U.S. ﬁaval forces in retaliation for the
destruction of oil platforms, after the mine damage to
SAMUEi B. ROBERTS. Despite the preponderénce of United
States power'on the surface and the air, Iranian naval units

attazked and suffered significant losses.

A key to the vniqueness of international crises 15 th.
( importance each side attaches to attaining its objectives.
Thece obiectives are considered important enough "that it is
plausible that a war might be fouéht to gain them or hold
thém.“y Clesarly, the American administration had spelled
out the importance of stability in the Persian Gulf.

In attempting te manage a crisis, it is also necessary
tc evaluate the importance that your opponent attaches to
attaining his objectives, Aéerican-attempts to expand
deterrence to allies in the Middlg East "finds that when
challengers are motivated primarily by 'v&lnerability’

rather than by ‘opportunity,’ when they feel a compelling

‘ Srydér and Diesing, p. 26.

Ibid, p. 27.




need to redress an intolerable situation, when they estimate
that the costs of inaction are greater than the costs of
military action, they will go to war even if they considét
themseives militarily,inferio::'."ﬁ‘J From Iran‘'s point of
view; its revolution had been attacked by Irag, which was
aided and abetted by the Gulf Arab states and now the United
States. It was in Iran’s vital interests to defend its

revolution by punishing Iraqi aggression,

Iran was determined to assert its role as a regional
power at the expense of the United States, which had shown
itself to be unable to exert significant influence in the
region since the Iranian revolution, For coercive.
bargaining. or."thé power to hurt”", to be effective..
violence must be expected, according to Schelling.”
“Violence is most purposive and most successful when it is
threatened and nct used, Successful threats are those that
do not have to be carried out."® The lranian experience in

the overthrow of the Shah, and the hostage crisis, including

-
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“Janice Gross Stein, "The Managed and the Managers:
Crisis Prevention in the Middle East,” in New lssues in
Internationai Crisis Management. ed. Gilbert R. Winham
{Boulder, Co.: Westview Press, 1988), p. 193,

“Thomas C. Schelling, "The Diplomacy of Violence,” in
The Use ¢f Force: Miiitary Power and International Politics,
eds, Robert J. Art and Kenneth N. Waltz (Lanham, Md.:
University Press of America, 1988), p. 4. '

“1bid. p. 9.
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the fai;ed rescué at Desert One, had shOWn that America

would not effectively use jts power to hurt.

The perception of time pressure for decisjion-making
and the imporgance attached to success can make criéis
bargaining appear to take on a life of its own beyond the
complete control of the participants. ‘éqch gi&é feei{“”‘f-lf 1
"caughz'iﬂ a rush of events that has ;‘dynamic and mqmeﬁtum
of its own only marginally_sﬁbject to control; a false move .k
could lead to disaster."” Even though the United States -
maintained escalati§n dominance milirarily throughout.:he

crisis, there were many rude shocks that caused éréat'

difficulty in carrylng out the reflugging policy. The_

~attack on the STARK, the mining of the BRIDGETON and later

the SAMUEL B ROBERTS, the Silkwcrm attack on the SFA ISLE
CITY, and the downing of Iran Alr 655 by the VINCENN”S 1)
raised serious questions and q,utlc;sm of U.§, policy in the

Congress and elsewhere,

The dncxsionﬂmaklng 1nvolvei in ;ormulatan the '
relagging policy was conducted wihin the Exefutlve b*ar h

in a targaining process involving the Department of Defense._

\Department'cf State:,, and the National Security Council,

Congress was subsequently briefed., However, after the

at~ack on the STARK, it decided to take a more prominent

“$nyder and Diesing, p. 26-27,




Nevertheless. the prolonged debate on the wisdom of

teflagging -and the attempts to overturn it did send Iran

role in the formulation‘of U.S. foreign policy in the Gulf.
Bargaining between stétes is affected by the ﬁerceptions of
the intra-governmental bargaining of its opponent..sq The
struggle to direct U.S. policy in the Persian Gulf between
the Reagan administration and Congressional opponents’
resulted in signals which influenced Iran’s pgfcepiions as
te the willingness ¢: the United States to follow through on

its cemmitments,

The Reagan administration’s own representatives

te

on

rif1ed that less than one percent of oil Lankefs were
being attacked and that the United States received a smaller
percentage of its oil from the Persian Gulf than Europe and
Japan. 7his made the alleged threat to United States vital
national interests appear both distant and indirect, which
according to Brodie makes the question of whether a military
response is required more controversial.® RAn awareness of
the danger ¢f sending the wrang signals to Iran was
partially responsible for the unwillingness ultimately o{

many in Congress to overturn the administration’s policy.

confiicting signals abcut U.S. resolve,

“Snyder and Diesing, p. 28.

“Bernard Brodie, War_and Politics. (New York:

MacMiilan Publishing Cc¢., 1973, p. 356,




Bargaining and decision-making betwaen state§'1s )
externaily affected by the international system structure.ﬁ d,/
Du.10g the Gulf crisis, the international sys;ém was
chavacterized in its flexibility by mp%tipoiariifl The Gulf ~ . -
ngtiéns;.in Particular Kuwait, were weak states which were
objects of competition between the United States a;d the

USEE, Iran’'s preferred option was not to align with either

the U.S. or Soviet Jnion, although both attempted to court

her; the U;S. with arms-for-hostages and the Soviets with

ezonomic and other high level contacts, despite their role

as primary arms supplier to Irag. While the Reagan
administratior. was motivated by the desire te limit Sovaet
infiuence. thé U.S. Congress was interested in sharing tﬁe

burden multilaterally. with Eurcpean allies and Japa@. The

USSR and the United States both had an interest in limiting

the expansicr: of the Gulf war, as did the Gulf states which

sought or approved superpower involvement in hopes of ending

the conflicc,

The United States expended a great deal of bargaining
effoft on achieving allied support, whick manifested itself
“in thz form of minesweepers and other naval escorts for host
nation flag vessels, Irn addition to providing the Reagan
adrinistratien cover from Congressional criticism of the

United States going it alone, the allied participation also
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had th2 effect of increasing Iran’s perception of its own
international !solation. Iran, meanwhile, had no
significant allies in 1ts war effort, it received mostly
verbal support i-om Syria,'but was able to continue to

- .- . . -purchase arms- on the -international market from China, among

cthers.

Facters integral to domestic systems which affect
bargaining ané decision-making include "naticnal style in
foreign policy, governmental structures, political party
philosophies, bureaucratic roles, the personalities of
decision makers, and public opinion."™ For the United

{ States, an open foreign policy style - with a distribution
of power between the Congfeés and the Executive branch of
government , and a significant bureaucratic role in the
formulation and execution of policy - allowed a drawnout and
hard-fought struggle to be waged for the Kuwaiti reflagging.
Domestic political behavior affects the bargaining cheices
of ancther state.  Iran’s perception of Coengressional
support for, and level ofabppésition to, the Reagan

" administration‘s policy of reflagging influenced its
behavior. Iran continued the policy of attacking shipping
in the expectation of outlasting the Unjted States, just as
earlier, the United States policy was influenced by the

{ -H-O"Tgnyéer and Diesing, p. 31.

“I1bid. p. 32.
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belief in making gestures that would help the "moderates" in

Iran gain the upper hand.

This examination has demonstrated the utility of
icrisis'managment théory; By using Snyder and Diesing’s
.E}isfg.ﬁaﬁaééﬁ;At“;Qd;l. tﬁe-Persian Gulf crisis can be
mapped out to aliow study ofvits various phases, By
reviewing égsociated decision-making and bargaining
theories, light can be shed on the reasons for the
particulér behavior of the participating states. ié this
way, theory aids in understanding the Persian Gulf crisis

and in anticipating certain outcomes,
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" statements. The previously quoted speeches by President
. L]

IX. The Role of Force

In the management of crises, military force is used

for political purposes, Force is used as a part of

escalation, and to control the escalation. Force is a . .

surrogate for war that allowé objectives to be achieved and
victory gained through dominating escalation, The crucial
intangible is the politicai will to use force and escalate
as necessary to gain or maintain goals,

A successful strategy must take into account‘what.the
opponengf capabilities are, ;JQQQing'the adversary’s
intentions gﬁé’more difficult: 1n the absence of a universal
standard, rationality and values are culturally based. The
force design structure must incorporate flexibility to

effectively manage the criszis,

For the successful management of a cricis, the
adversary must detect and understand sighals of intent,

Signals are sent verbally with public and private

Reagan expressed clearly the concern with which the United
States viewed developments in the Gulf war, For statements
tc have credibility, a state musi be prepared to back them
ur. Physical moves reinforce and add additional signals of
intent to convince an ¢pponent, The unilateral dezision by

the Reagan administration to reflag and escort Kuwaiti
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tankers was a committal move from which it would have been ’///

difficult to back away.

The specific goal of that the reflagging policy sought

to achieve was a limited political objective using limited
‘military force. Accbrdinéltozéecreigfy.of'Defense

Weinberger ‘s report to Congress, the mission of U.S. forces

assigned to MIDEASTFOR were "providing protection to U.S.-
flagged vessels, including the reflagged Kuwaiti vessels
sailing within or transiting through the international
waters of the Gulf of Oman, Strait of Hormuz, and the
Persian Gulf."’ While the goals of U.S, military force
include the ability to defend, deter, defeat, and prevail,
the emphasis in the Persian Gulf was in;ehded to be the
former two, As Weinberger explained:
The c&ntinued presence of U.S, forces in the
Persian Gulf signals U.S. resolve in the area and
acts as a moderating element with regard to the
Iran-Iraq war, Further, U.S. forces have acted as
a deterrent to ship attacks. U.S. forces have
escorted U.S,-flag vessele (4 - 10 ships per
month) for the past four years with ho attacks on
these vessels by either belligerent,
- Additionally, no other vessel has.been attacked
- while in close proximity of a U.S. combatant.”
The perception was that by providing the same sort of

protection to eleven Kuwaiti tankers (after reflagging them

with the American cclors) as was provided to other U.S. flag

“The Weinberger Repart. p.

L e

“Ibid,

52




n

shipping, that Iran would he '3 from further attacks
against them. With Iran . . J1y pursuing its endless
struggle with Iraqg, the hope vas that it would not also want

tc challenge the United States,

" Many i{n Congress were reluctant to support the use of
even limited military force in the Persian Gulf. Parallels
were drawn with Beirut, whefe the United States had put
itself into an untenable and open-ended commitment .“ The
reflagging pclicy was criticized as hastily put together and
ili-conceived,” When viewed in context of the eight years
of war between Iran and‘Iraq. it is surprising the United
States was abig to refrain from direct military 1nvolvemen£
as long as it did. During that time, the United States had

applied diplomatic pressure through resolutions at the

"United Nations and economic and military pressure through

the freezing of Iranian assets and Operation Staunch %o slow

the fiow of arms,

By early 19€7, the United States had applied without
success all the political and economic infiuence it could
muster to bring Iran to accept a ceasefire., Through the

“Pat Towell, "House Votes to Delay Oil-Tanker
‘Reflagging’,” Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 11
July 1927, p. 1510,

u.s. Congress, House, Committee on Armed Services,
Nat ional Security Policy Implications of United Stateg
Operaticens _in the Persian qulf, Report (Washington: U.S.

Govt ., Print, Off,, 1987, pp, 2, 30-31.




Kuwaiti reduest for protection of shipping, the United
States could escalaie the pressure on Iran by expanding~"
4deterrence to a moderate Arab Gulf state by using limited

| force, Because Iraq.had by 1984 shifted its o1l exporis to
ﬁlpeiineﬁ..guwgié bﬁfg the brunt of Iran’s aﬁgqcks in the
tanker war: twenty-six of thirty-five shipping attacks |
attributed to Iran in the fir§t two years of the tanker war
were on vesselsbsailing to or from Kuwait . ® Thus, through
the physical move of escorting reflagged tankers, the United
States was sending a signal to Iran of iis aim to further.
the political goal of limiting and ending the Gulf war. The
United States was deploying force as an escalatory option to
deter iran from further aggression against Kuwaiti oil

tankers,

The perceived risks must be evaluated against the
perceived'gains to determine i{f the deployment of U.S.
forces to the Persian Gulf was the best policy. As the
STERK attack had shown, there was the very real possibility
cof damage to ships and the loss of American lives., In iis
report toe angresg; thé Keagan administration assessed the
averall risk to U,S, forces operating in the Persian Gulf as
low-to-moderate, This assessment was based on the
degradation of the Iranian military’s conventional

{ - u.s, Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations,
War in the Fersian Gulf: The V.S. Takes Sides. Report,
iWashington: U.S. Govt, Print, Off,, 1987) p. 37,
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capabilities during the war with Iraq.“ It cited the most
sigﬁificant threat as.coming'from terrorism and other
"unconvent ional, non-attributable" sources.95 Another attack

- by Iraqi aircraft with Exocet missiles was considered

unlikely after United States and Iraqi_forces established }
oD oo e . L .

identification procedures for use,

U.S. ships in the Persian Gulf faced several potential
threa:s.'gccording to one Congressional repdrt.ﬁ The
Silkworm missiie ic large (5000 pounds, 20 feet long) and
slow (subsonic), however it has the range (over 50 NM) to
cross the Strait of Hormuz and the payload (1150-pound
warheadn to.cause lethal damage to a s_hip.96 It is
deliverable from mobile launchers that only require tyeive
hours to set up., If multiple launches were achieved
simultaneously, the Silkworm missile could provide a

difficult challenge for any ship less capable than an Regis

cruiser.,’

“Thg Weinberger Report. pp. 15, 23.
“1B1d. p. 16. '
“Ibid.

'U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Armed Services,
Defense Policy Panel and Investigations Subcommittee,
National Security Implications of Unjited States Operatjons
in_the Persian Gulf, "Report," (Washington: U.S, Govt,
Print. Off,, July 1987), p. 44,

YIbid., pp. 44-45,

“Ibid. p. 45.




TABLE 3
PERSIAN GULF MAP: SILKWORM SITES
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The Iranian Air Force was not seen as & serious
threat. It was cbmposed of U.S, supplied F-4, F-5, and F-14
aircraft and operated effectively at only over fifty percent
(fifty of eighty) of its prewar frontline numbers, due to
the inability tc obtain spare pmrt's.“"‘j Iran did attempt
attacks on shipping by firing Maverick missiles from F-4°s
and AS-11 missiles from helicopters. These anti-ténk
weapons had little impact on large shipsfm An Iranian
kKamikaze aircraft attack conducted by the Pasdaran

{Revoiutionary Guarde) was considered a possibility.™

Seaborne threats included ships of the regular Iranian
Navy., some fifty vessels, including three ex-U.S. Navy
destroyers of WWI! vintage and about fifteen frigates, of
which half were operational. These ships were primarily
used to stop and search merchant vessels for contraband, but
the IJranians did use them to fire Italian Sea Killer anti-
¢hipy misciles on several occasions.”?_More active in the
rele of anti-shipping attacks were the small fast boats

{Boghammer s and whaler-type) operated by’zhe Pasdaran who

“pat Towell, "Nature of the Threat in the Persian
Gulf,..Defines the Military’'s Option to Respond," The
Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 20 June 1987, p.

3 e

CIkid., pp. 45-46.
'Hzuse Committee on Armed Services Keport, p. 4%,

- Ibid.
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conducted attacks with machine guns, mortars, rocket
propelled grenades from short range with the intent to kill

the merchant crewmen,

Eiﬁa;}y._alghpqghmlpgn did not possess a éubmarine
force, there was a threat to U.S, ships beneath the seas.
Initially. it was supposed that the mines could have been
sown earlier in the Iran-Iragq war near the Shatt-al-Arab
waterway and subsequently broken loose from their moorings
and floated downstream.™ The discovery of minefields laid ~
in the channei leading to quait’s Mina al-Anmadi oil
terminal, in the central gulf off of Bahrain, and at
i - Fujayrah near the entrance to the Strait of Hormuz,
confirmed suspicisne that Iran was laying new mines in
internationai waters. The discovery and capture of the IRAN
AIE ¢ caught red-handed in the act with mines still onbecard)
cor.firmed bevond the shadow of a doubt that Iran was

actively engaged in minelaying,

-

After the attadk on.the STﬂRK, the U.S. decision was
. made at the highest ievels tc i1ncrease the number ;ﬁd
capakbilities of naval and military forces to ensure Iran
understood the United States mainﬁained escalation
dorinance,” MIDEASTFOR was made up of the command ship USS
| 'Ibié.

‘Weinberger. Fighting_for Peace: Seven Critical Years

in the_Pentagon, p. 398,




LASALLE and four combatants. They were augmented by four
additional combatanté to assist in performing the duties of
escort, as well as surveillance and patrol.”™ All ships
involved in these duties Weée to have surface-to-air
missiles and the élose-in Weapnns System - for anti-air-

defense, and LINK i1 which could monitor the air picture
proviaed by AWAZ .7 Like most U.S. Navy combatants,
MIDEASTFOR ships also carried Harpoon cruise miséiles in an
anti-shipping role, naval guns for anti-air and anti-surface

defense, electronic detection equipment and radar decovs to

. . . 57
detect and counter hcstile emitters and missiles.*™

In.the wake of the attack on the STARK, the condition
of readiness df naval combaﬁants in the Persian Gulf was
enhanced to General Quarters'(Condi:ion One) for transiiing
the Sira‘t of Hormuz or whenever “confronted by an air or
surface contact which closes in a threatening manner . " The'
ships in the Gulf already routinely steamed at Condition

Three (wartime steaming).m Additionally, the normal US,

“The Weinberger Report, p. 19.

" pat Towell, "Nature of the Threat in the Persian
Gulf,..Defines Military’s Options to Respond,” The
Congressional Quarteriy Weekly Report., 20 June 19€7, p.
1312,

T Ibid.

TIQwHWeinbepger Report, p. 18.

" Fat Towell, "Nature of the Threat in the Percian
Guif...," p. 1313.
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TABLE 4
READINESS CONDITIONS OF U.S. NAVAL COMBATANTS

U'.S. Naval vessels have five readiness conditions. These
conditions represent varying states of readiness and are
depicted as follows: :

CONDITION I:. Conditien I, or General Quarters, tequires the
manning of &ll weapen systems, sensors, damage. control, and
engineering stations. Engineering systems are configured
for maximum fiexibility and survivability., With all hands
at Generai Quarters, the ship is prepared to fight at its
maximur capabiiity.

CONTITION II. Temporary relaxation of Condition I for rest
and meals at battle stations,
CONDITION III. Condition III watches require about
one-2hird of the crew t¢ man the weapons systems for
praicnged pericds. Cenditions III must provide the
zapability to conduct or repel an urgent attack while the
ship i¢ called to General Quarters,
CONDITION IV, Conditien IV watches require an adequate
number sf qualified personnel for the safe and efficient
1. of the ship and permit the best economy of
personnel assignment to watches., No weapon batteries are

CORDITION V. 1In port during peacetime, no weapons manned,

SOURCE: -U.S. Dept. of Defense, Report to the Condress on
Security Arrangements in_the Persian Gulf (Weinberger

Peport i, (Washington: U,S. Govt, Print. Off., 12 June
1327, Table I7.
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Feacetime Bules of Engagement (ROE), which prescribe the
proper responses to threats by military forces, was tailqred
to more accurately refiect conditions in the Persian Gulf,
The procedures as defined 15 the Weinberger Report included:

- Hostile intent: . The threat of-imminent use
nf force against friendly forces, for instance,
any aircraft or surface ship that maneuvers into a
position where it could fire a missile, drop a
bomb, or use gunfire on a ship is demonstrating
evidenze of hostile intent, Alsc, a radar lock-on
toa a ship from any weapons system fire control
radar that can guide missiles or gunfire is
demsnstrating hostile intent. This includes lock-
on by land-based missile systems that use radar.

- Hostile act: A hostile act occurs whenever
an aircraft, ship, or land-based weapon cystem
&ctually launches a missile, shoots a gun, or
drops a bombk toward a ship.

4.§. forces in the Persian Gulf will respor
fellows: '

- Self-defense: U.S. ships or aircraf ar:
authorized to defend themselves against an a..
surface threat whenever hostile intent or a
hestile act occurs,

- },s.-flagged commercial vessels: U.S.
shipe or aircraft may defend U.S5.-flagged
commet ‘al vessels against air or surface threats
whenever hostile intent or a hostile act occurs, '™

- -

The Persian Guif Supplemental ROE provided the on-
scens military commander with the authority to defend
ajairst perential hostiie intent or hostile acts. The force

used wae to be measured and proportional to counter the

cpecific threat. Any use of force beyond this minimum




reguired approQaI by the National Command_huihorityﬂx In
practice, the ROE was implemented,bv requiring all U.C,
forces to regard inpound unknown contacts as potentially
hostile until positively identified. Air and surface

contac's approaching within range were requested to identify

ehemse;ves.: Speciflc ident1i1cat10n procedures for Iraqi

miiitary éircra‘t were worked out to prevent another “STARK
incidenz." = U.S. Navy and Congressional investigations
evaiuated the attack or the STARK.as the result of i{mprcper
dezferncive pro:eﬁures «.nd not faulty equipment. Admiral
Crowe. Cha:rman, JCS testified that, despite the necessity
cf carrying ..t the reflagging mission, “...there are no
absoiute guarantees that stch operation will be casualty
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£, or ths” iran will not escalate the sea war which will
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ent usz with further difficult choices.”

The enhanced readiness and expliczit ROE, as well as

the increased numbers and capabilities of forces assigned to

.
o
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reflagsing mission, were designed to limit the options

Fat Toweil, "Nature cf the Threat in the Persian
Guif y

The Weinberger Report

Adairal William J,. Crowe, Jr., U,S.MN., "Statement , "
V,8, Congress, House, Inves:igations Subcommittee and the
Defenice Pclicy Fanel of the Committee on Armed Services, The
Policy Impircations of U,S, Involvement in the Persian Gulf,
Jaint dearinge (Washingrrn S. Govt. Print. Off., 9 and
i1 June 18373, p., 21,
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cf a potential adversary, The range of possible options for
Ir&n to succéssfully engage U.S, forces was reduced by the
diversification of defensive systems and enhanced
Afurvivability provided by the new systems and procedures,

Of particular concern to many in Congress in the wake of thé
attack on the STARK was the provision of adequate air cover
for U.S. Navy ships.in the Persian Gulf.'® To provide for
ihis evarnt2ality, should it be needed, the protection of
shipping plar inciuded maintaining an aircraft carrier
battie group (CVB3 ) onstation continuously in the Gulf of
Oman and the North Arabian Sea.' Because of the
diffisculnies in trying to operate an alrcraft carrier in the
rectricted waters of the Persian Ghlf, the CVBG was to
remain cutside and provide Combat Air Patrol (CAF), air
surve:.llanze over shipping near the Strait of Hormuz, and a
réetaliatory capatility 1f neededfﬁ Vital early detection
aqd ~arningy of air threats was provided by U.S. and Saudi
Rirbcrne Warning and Control system (AWACS) aircraft flying

cver Saudi Arabia. - )

.
"y

Hill Challenges Keagan on Persian Gulf Policy,” The
ongressicnal Quarterly Almanac, 1237, pp. 252-253.

The Weinberger BRepert .,

“u.s. Congress, House, Defense Policy Panel and the

Investigations Subcommittee of the Committee on Armed
fzrvices, Natisnal Security Polizy Implications of United
Stat¢s Iperationg in the Persian Gulf. Report, (Washington:

Gevt, Frint, Off., July 13%87) p. 33,

: Caspar W. Weinberger, Eighting For Peace, p. 4Cf.
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Other United States military forces were incorporated
into Persian Gulf operations as the need for them arose.

Battleship battle groups (BBBG). deployed periodically.

- . contained the firepower in Tomahawk cruise missiles and

sixteen inch guns to strike Silkworm sites from over the

horizon.t The BBBG was usually accompanied by an Aegis

Cruiser, the Navy’s newest and mwost capable surface

combatant. .,

After the mining of the BRIDGETON revealed a mine
clearing deficiency in MIDEASTFOR. this situation was
remedied by the Aispatzh of an amphibious hellcopter carrier
carrying minesweeping helicopters.ﬂﬂ More slow to arrive,
But ultimately extremely useful to the location and
dectruction ¢f mine fields, were the U.S. Navy minesweeping
Loates (MSE: and ships (MSO), Two large barges, provided by
Kuwait, were stationed in the northern Gulf as mobile bases
st Army attack,helos. Marine and Navy speci#l forces
iSERLS; cperating minecsweeping and patrol boats. These
targes breught ts a virtual halt Iranian small boat and

rining aztivity in the northern Gulf." At the peak of

" Defence Exlicy Panel and Investigations Subcommi-tee
T the Hcouse Arned Services Committee Report, p. 33. !

L]

Novenber 197, pp. 39-4C,

Caspar W, Weinberger, Fighting for Peace. p. 409.
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opératians. counting both the CVBG and EBBG, approximately

15,0006 U.S. military personnel were involved in Persian Gulf

operations .

A characteristic of an effective force structure {s

“the fofﬁgﬁmuitipliéf éffect of interoperability with allijes,.

Cne of the first and most petsistent criticisms of the
refiagging policy was that the United States wasvbearing the
entire burden, that our allies were getting a free ride, and
that the moderate Arab Gulf states were not doing enough in
their own defense.’’ NATO allies were reluctant to endorse
the U.S. unilateral 1nitiat1ve to reflag, or serve under

United States command in the gdlff“ There was, however,

significant and persistent allied presence escorting and

preteciing their own national flag shipping which resulted

in & great deal of coopetration at the operational level .

.S, Cengress, Hcuse, Committee on Foréign Affairs,

‘the Middle East, September 1987, Hearing (Washington: U.S,

Govt, Print., Off., September 1967}, p. 58.

“‘Defense Poiicy Panel and rﬁ;estigations Subcommmittee
cf the House Armed Services Committee Report of July 1987,
Ep. 35, 52-60,

“1i.5. Congress, Senate, Committee on Armed Services,
Fesponse to_the Weinberger Report Concerning the
Rdministration s Security Artrangements in the Persian Gulf,
Washingten: U,8, Gevt, Print, Off,, 1987): as contained in
V51, 26 International Legal Materials, September 1987, pp.
14§74-147%. Hereafter referred to as the Nunn Report,

U.S. Cengress, House, Committee cn Foreign Affairs,
Subcommittees on Arme Contrel, Interenational Security and
Science, and on Europe and the Middle East, U,S. Policy in
the Persian Gulf, "Hearing," (Washington: U,S. Govt. Print.
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In his report to Congress in June, Defense Secretary
Weinberger reiterated that the reflagginé and protection of
U.S. flagged vescsels was an Aﬁérican initiative."’
'Sighificant heélp was'not requested or ekpécttd from our
-éliiéé. .Ey léte.sﬁﬁﬁér, ihis.piéihfe ok”cooéération-was ‘ _
changing for the better, As a result of Iranian attacks on
Italian aﬂd French: flag ships, both of those countries
'joined the British in the providing surface combatants to

accompany their ships in the Persian Gulf."”

_After discovery of Iranian-sown minefields near the
Strait of Hormuz and in Gulf international waters, the
Europsans sent minesweepers under the auspices of the
tweczerrn European Union. Nations providing forces for the
countermine effort included the United Kingdom, France,
Bélgiun‘ the Netherliands, and ILaly.?; Because of Iranian
mining and attacks on non-belligerent shipping, U.S. allies :
]

were drawn i1ncreasingly into the Persian Gulf to protect

their own 1nterests. When these interests coincided with -

Bmerican interests there was joint cooperation which

-

" Heuse Committee on Foreign Affairs, !1.S, Policy in the

Fersian Gulf, "Hear:ng.” 15 December 1987, p. 54,




increased the pressure on Iran to cease its shipping

artacks. ' 7

kL number of countries in the Gulf were providing new

leveis of support for U.S. forces, The Gongréssional charge -~

“that countries like Saudi Arabia and Kuwait should do more

for their own defense when they had recently been denied
.8, arms sales by Congress represented an interesting
veita-face, Even more than the Europeans, a number of Gulf
cauntries were providing important direct assistance in

suppcrt of the United States reflagging mission,

U.S. Air Force AWACS based in Riyadh provided

essential early air warning to U.S, Navy ships in the

-

ner

e d

hern Gulf, Saudi fighters flew cover for the Awibs, and

Y

Saudi AWACS provided air coverage of the southern Gulf and
Stralt ¢f Hormucz during EARNEST WILL convoyﬁ.w
Congrezsziosnal revelations to the press of this direct but
covert Saudi participation in reflagging with the socuthern
AWACS station caused a temporary lbss of this asset, but it
was later restored.” The Saudis’ also provided port visits

for U,S. shipe, emergency mecdical facilities for U.S.

perconnel, and some early minesweeping assistance before the

"Senate Committee on Foreign Relations Staff FRepasrt, p.
41,

Caspar W. Weinberger, Fighting for'Peggg. pp. 406-
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arrival of U,S. and European assets,

Other members of the GCC provided assistance based on
their capabilities, Bahrain provided por- facilities and

administrative support facilities, as well as being the

" iHoméport for MIDEASTFOR flagship LASALLE. Oman leased air

facilities for use by Navy P-3 surveillance aircraft, and a
logistice bacse for storage of defense material.” Oman and

UAE provided commercial refueling for'ships angd port visits,
Kuwait provided two converted tugs which functioned as

minecweepers and led the EARNEST WILL convoys, as well as

two iarge fioating barges used by U.S. special operations

forces. FKuwait also provided free refueling for all U.S.

137
Navy ships escorting reflagged tankers,”

. Senieor U.S. officials claimed that regional states
Frovided additional support, but the Gulf states were

rzluctant to make public their backing. They had seen the

$ie.
o
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red Sftates cut and run when the going got tough in Iran,
They were sensitive to the “fact that the United States had
never backed an Arab country agaiést another regional power.
Wher urged to be more forthcoming in suéport for the U.S,
reflaggina miscion, tﬁe answer was likely to be that "we

miet 1ive in the Gulf for a long time.*

“'The Weinberger Feport, p. 20.
Ikig,
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An examination of the composite U.S, maritime forces \
shows that they were particularly well-sujted to meet the
requirements fdr managing the crisis in the Persian Gulf.
Kaval forces were immediately available for deployment near
the crisis point. The mobility of naval forces meant that
they could be brought to bear at the desired point'and at
the desired force level. In a regién of particular

pciitical sensitivity, the flexibility of maritime forces

that require nc local permanent bases and can remain over

the herizon until needed was essential,

The naval forces deployed'to the Persian Gulf met the
criteria for intercperability with air and navai forces of [
allies and friendly Arab states, In additfion té |
interoperability with the AWACS, units from NATO countries
in the Guif conuld receive and provide information via LINK \
i, THe large .S, naval force in the Gulf was sustainable,.

It remained on station for over a year with resupply

primarily from logistic support ships from Diego Garcia and \
cther supplies delivered through Bahraih and the Masirah

airhead in Oman. The experience of the STARK and SAMUEL B.
RJBEETS notwithstanding, the ships of MIDEASTFOR proved

their survivakbility and lethality in combat with air and

naval un:its of Iran. Unlike some of the British ships in

the Faliklands, boeth the STARK and SAMUZL B, ROBERTS were

t¢aved through supericr damage control efforts by their crews

”m
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and subsequently cverhauled and restored to full operation,.

The use of naval forces in the Persian Gulf crisis
provided an instrument which was adaptable as the mission

changed. -Initially, a small presence provided escort

“protecticn for"U.ST flagged vessels in the Gulf. This’

presence was augmented as needed by naval forces in the CVBG
and BBEG ert outside the Gulf. With this ability to
dominate the air and sea, the United States controlled
escalation throughout the crisis, Each use of force by Iran
against U.$. flagged ships, whether through mining or
Siikwcrm artacks, was met by a proportionally escalated

anise tc deter further activity,

milicary res

o)

The protection of shipping mission was structured in
such a manner a: to reflect the national values and
strategic suiture of the United States, The naval forces
were akle to extend deterrence to the shippihg of a small
moderate Gulf state with the limited use of force while
stiil maintaining its official neutrality in the-Iran-Iraq
war, Thé forces used t;fachieve this limited polfitical
chieztive were appropriate‘to political realities and
sensitivities both in the Gulf and domestically in the U.S,
The f>recee were employed in an affordable manner, as the

Feajan adninistration did noet seek supplemental '

auth-rization: from Congrese to fund their deployment,
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The role of force in the Persian Gulf cfisis was to
deter Iran and defend the reflagged Kuwaiti vessels from
further §hipping attacks., Iran was prevented from

- - : continuing its attacks by aircraft;, éhips‘and small boats

"agaihst the Kuwaiti tankers, When Iran shifted instead to
mining and Silkworm missile attacks against vessels no
longer under U.S. escort but within Kuwaiti waters, a

measured use of force was applied.

- Whenever Iran used force, the United States responded
with supericr fofce going up the escalatory ladder. When
Iran sought tn escalate the crisis to combat, the United
( States used appropfiaté fbrce to defeat and prevail, While
}there were numerous reasons for Iran’s final acceptance of a
United Nations ceasefire, its 1nterﬁational isolation and
military impotence in the face of superior U.S, mill:aryv

force were necessary factors,
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s erisis. 'Crises force to the surface the values, power

¥. Escalation and Deescalation

Crisis management is, in large measure, the control a

state exercises over the escalation and deescalation of the

configurations, perceptions and risks that lie at the core
of the international system, As Lebow has observed, "short
cf war, crises are the most salient and visible points of

conflict between states,,.they are crucial moments in

-

nternatisnal relaticne when the purposes and proceedings of

¢« are revealed at their most fundamental level.'“” The

7]
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sctatiorn of a potential for war is central to

international crises.

The goals of crisis managem2nt can be seen as

three-fold: to maximize potential advantages, minimize

adverse consequences, and prevent the crisis from getting

cut of contrcl and leading to war. Teo achicve deterrence

-and prevent war depends on the state-s aﬁility to project -

credibility and stability of its policies. The deterrent

effect is based on the adversary’s perceptions of the

-

state ‘¢ estimated capability and estimated intent.” To

S

“Richard Ned Lebow, Between Peace and War: The Nature
cf International Crisis. (Raltimore: The Johns Hopkins
Iniversity Fress, 1981, p. 309.

‘Kailevi Holeti, Internaticnal Politics: A Framework
for_Analysis. (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall,
ine., 1977), p. 316.




successfully manage the crisis, the state seeks tc¢ maintain

maximum contrel and to hold the initiative in escalating the

conflice,

. " . The more sucééssfﬁr ﬁoliéy.fn-crisis management will

ceek to.maximi:e the avallable initiatives. In the
escalatory phaée. this will involve a combination of threats : -

tc use force, with promises of accommodation for compliant
behavior. The reflagging policy was a commiJZl move on th2

: A
part of the Reagan administration., The physical move of

dericvying naval forces to protect the reflagged Kuwait.i

[t

tankers minimized the possibility of yielding for the United

Stares,

The credibility and stability of this ccmmittal move
was called inte quecstion in the aftermath of the STARK
attack by the outzry in Congress, Public support is an
essentjal element of national power in a democracy,
according to Hans Morgenthau, “A government may have a
correct understanding of:;he’;equirements of foreign -

_pelicy,..but if it fails in marshaling public opinion behind
these policiee, ite labors will be in vain, and all the
otﬁer acsets of national power of which the nation can boast

will not be used to best advantage."  While Congress had

"Han:i J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations: The
Struggle for Power and Peace. {(New York: Alfred A. Knopf,

Inc,, 1372), p. 154,
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beer briefed on the reflagging policy, the STARK incident

brought intoc focus the Reagan administration’s policy.

Many judgments about values and interests in the
formulétion of deterrencé policy are polfitical, Ele@engs_
w{th;n tﬁé-government may disagree as to whether the
Eommitment meets Lhé criteria of national interest, which
means should be used to uphold the commitment, the ~osts and

.riskes to be acéepted tb maintain the commitment , what other
options shcould be examined. and how to ensure the policy is

€1

{01

naled in a Zredible fashion.'" The debate in Congress
cver the reflagging policy in the Persian Gulf reflected all

thece 1ssues,

The debate between the Reagan adminlétration and 1{ts
supporters in Cdﬁgress and those ‘oppecsed to reflagging
repréesented a test for AmericanAforeign policy. At {issue
vwas whether tﬁe United States could formulate and carry out
a long-term coherent policy in the Persian Gulf after the
failures of President’Carte{_and Irhngate. "The debate over
reflagging reflected a struggle between Congress and the
White House for control of foreign policy, The 1970°s and
128G°s had witnecsed efforts by Congress to enter into a

full and egual partnership with the Executive in the

e i mmiee mr be e e m e e+ —

"Ble<ander L. George and Richard Smoke, Deterrence in
American Foreign Policy: Theory and Practice. (New York:

Columbia University Press, 1974), p. 557.
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formuiation ¢of national securily policyfﬁ Many in Congress

saw opposition to reflagging as a way to prevent another

‘foreign pelicy disaster like the Beirut bombing or the

arms -for-hostages scandal, The Reagan administration was

..accused.of leading-the United States into a--poorly-conceived -

commitment without sufficient consultation with Corgress.

The-nature of legislative activity makes it inherently
mere difficult for Congress to exercise a level of
supervision equal to the Executive in the design and éonduct
cf national security policy.“z More often, it is cast in the
advefsarial role. Objectioﬁs to the reflagging policy in
Congrecs included concern over the ability of U,S, fprcés in
the Guif to defend themselves; the escalatory steps the
Reagar administration was prepared to take in the face of an
Iranian attack on reflagéed vessels; and the lack of
turden-sharing arrangements with those allies dependent on

oil fmpecrts from the Gulf, Additionally, there was great

displeacsure at the perception that U.S. forces were being

committed te signifféant risk without adequate Congressional

“mmos A. Jordan, William J. Taylor, Jr., and Lawren:2
J.Kork, American Naticnal Security: Policy and Process.
(Baitimcre: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1989), p.
116,

“Robert L. Ffaitzgraff, Jr.. “National Security
Decision-Making: Pelicy Impitcations,” in National Security

Pfaltzgraff, Jr., and Uri Ra’anan (Hamden, Conn: Archon
Books, 1984 pp. 298-300. '
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consultation,

Congressional opponents to the reflégging}policy

attehpted to invoke the War Powers Act, ‘which wiuld require

- ‘the -President to withdraw military forces sent without ~ .~ 777

‘Coéngreédsional ‘approval within ninety days unless a
Congressioﬁal authorization is obtained. Each escalation
point throuéhout the crisis produzed attempts in Congress'to
curtail or eliminate the reflagging mission. The
"unpfedictability of American responses inevitably raises
L. fundamenta} éuestirn of the compatikility

of...Congrescional involvement with the requirements of a

adversariec¢.”  Nevertheless, the result of continual
cenculitation between the Executive and Congress was an

im?ortani improvement in the conduct of U.S. foreiga policy.

n fa
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t. the rele played by Congress during the

Fercianm Gulf <risic was necessary and beneficial, The use
¢cf military force cver the long-term requires domestic

ronsensu

"

in a democracy. The attempts to invecke the War
Power ¢ Act, including a law suit in federal cdistrict court
fiiled by 110 membars of the House to.réquire the President
ts comply witn {te reauirements, and the Ho.se vote 222-184
(HR 2247, vc d:lay reflagging for three months provided for

L

a full and op¢.. debate on the merits of the policy. The

v

Jardan, Taylor and Korb, p. 127,




unwillingness of Republicans in the Senate to oppose the
President ‘s policy. and the doubtfulness of obtaining a
two-thirds majority to override a presidentijal veternsured
i:;; I ... the reflagglng“proceeded.on.schedu}eu The failure-of -
| . elecied répresentatives to reverse reflagging indicates"
there was na consensus in Congress or the public to do so.
The diversity of the attitudes in Congress ultimately
reflected an acceptance of, if not enthusiasm for,
reflagging. DJissent had been heard, the policy was carried

cut, the system worked, ™

I the escalavory phase uf a crisis, a committal move,
{ such a: the reflagcing of Kuwaiti tankers, gives the

eppenent the npticn wf e’ther ylelding to avoid violence or

making a circumventive move to achieve its political
purprses by inveating another option rather than responding
in kind, Rather than try to continue attacks on Kuwaiti
tanksre b7 ship, aircraft, or small boat, Iran shitted

tactics when confrorted with reflagging.

“Far an in-depth review of the fascinating debate in:

e S

927, pp. 25u-264. For detailed examination of
congrescicnal objections to the reflagging policy see the

Peport War in _the Persian Gulf the U,S, Takes Sides of

. hoverbar 1987, and the House Commictze on Armed Services

\ "Fepore of the Defense Policy Panel and the Investigations
Subcommittes National Security Implicatjons of United States

Cperaticnrs in the Persian Gulf of July 1987,
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The first convoy under U.S. protection hegén on July

21, 19€7. It consisting of the reflagged oil carrier

"BRIDGETON f{at 400,000-tons one of the largest ships in the

wor-1d } and-1iquefied~pe£roleum-gas-carrier'GASjPBINCE,f‘1n

sscort were the guided missilée ériiiser FOX, the guided

‘missile destroyer KIDD, and the guided missile frigate

CROMMELIN." They were joined on July 23 by the guided
rissile cruiser REEVES. As‘the convoy passed through the
Strait of Hormuz, past prepared Silkwofm missile sites,
Iranian F-4°s from Bandar Abbas flew within fifteen miles

¥ The aircraft were

but were still in Iranian airspace.
warned 13t t2 apprcach any c:oser; and they did rot. On the
morning of July 24, when the convoy was about eighteen miles
west of Fars: Island. the BRIDGETON hit a mine._i'J None of
the crewmen on the BRIDGETON was injured and the convoy
completed the veyage to Kuwait, A similar mine could do

much mcre damage to a 4,000-ton ship than a ship one hundred

times larger, therefore, the escorts completed the convoy

astern of th: BRIDGETON; it was a less than auspicious

teginning for the convcy escort mission,

“pat Towell; "Mine Incident in Gulf Stirs New Policy

1987, p. 1663,
“Ibid,
H1b14,
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No immediate military steps were taken against Iran {n
retaliation for the mining of the BRIDGETON. No one had

been injured and it could not yet be'tonclusively proven

~that Iran_had deliberately laid the mine that did the.

damagQ.n The..United States did respond on July--29 by ---
deploying eiéht minesweeping MH-53 helicopters via C-54
cargo planes to Diego Garcia, where they wefe picked up by
the‘helicopter carrier GUADACANAL enroute tc the Persian
Gulf.® The Sea Stallion helicopters tow long wires which
are used to cut ihe cakles of moored mines of the type the

BRIDGETON struck.

Crn September 20, armed helicopters from USS JARRETT l
FFG-53 - ucing sophisticated night curveillance equipment -
su. prised the Zl3-foot lranian landing craft, IRAN AJR, as
it was laying mines in international waters in the patﬁ_of
the convoysf; The heiicopters attacked, leaving the IRAN
RJP dead in the water, and special forces boarded the vessel
capturing priscners, unlaved mineé. and minelaying
equipment, After exploitation for intelligence-purposes.

the IPAN AJE was dgs:royed. and its crewmembers repatriated

" Pat Towell, “Pentagon Reported]ly Beefs Up Role in
" Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 1 August 1987,

“'pat Towell and Steve Pressman, "Gulf Coup Brings

Reagan No Political Payof[,” Congressional Quarterly Weekly
Repzrf , 26 September 1987, p, 2294,
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tz Iran through the good cffices of oman.¥ The result of

this escalation in the use of armed force enabled the United

States to preove beyend doubt that Iran was engaged in 1aying

mines - a hazard to all ships using the_Gulf. _Based on this

ircident. and.other .mining-incidents, as well as-continued -- -

shipring attacks, the goal of increased allied participation
was achieved. Several European nations decided to supply
escorts %o their merchant shipping in the Gulf and also

dispatched much needed minesweepers,

The increased ewphasie put on minesweeping by the

United States and alliés made the mining option less viable

Cfor Iran, especiaily after the cap;ure of IRAN AJR. On

Geeobker 2, U.S, speczal forces heilcopters conducting night
patvcl were fired upon by several IRGC small boat contacts
thev were investigaring. The helicopters returned fire,
capturih; twe whaler iype small boats and destroying a

4% foct Boghammer. The battery of a Stinger mi‘sile was

. ! 142
found irn the recovery of the wreckage.

-—

Iran countered “he escalation of United States and
aiited minesweeping and escort of shipping with another
circumventing move., This time, it used Silkw2rm missiles.

e e e
However, they were ndt launched at the convoys cf reflagged

:yCaspar W. Weirberger, Eighting for Peace, pr. 414-41¢,

“Ibid., p. 418.
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tankers while transiting the Strait of Hormuz as had been
feared. On 15 October, the American owned, Liberian-flagged

tanker, SUNGARI, was hit by a Silkworm at the Al Ahmadi sea

icland oil loading terminal off the coast of qua}t.%ﬁ The

S1lkworm had been fired from mobile launchers in the Al Faw
peninsula, territory cap;ured from Iraq by Iran. The
following.day{ another Silkworm missile hit the reflagged
Fuwaiti tanker, SEA ISLE CITY, while in Kuwaiti terfitorial

viaters enroute to the same location, Eighteen crewmémbers

-
sl

N o Y : ! . ‘
vere iniured, including the captain - a U.S. national.

While the SEA ISLE CITY was not under escort by the U.S. !

I

Navy in Kuwaiti terrtorial waters, this was the first open
attack on a reflagged tanker. Americans had been injured

and American property had been damagedlj To maintain the

credibliity of the reflagging policy, the United States

decided ¢ use force and ascend thes escalation ladder. /

The escalatory decision was to use a proportionate and
reasonable level of military force to attack Iran’s abjlity
to coenducteoshipping attacks in the Persian Guif. The

targets chosen, after some internal debate, were the

fashadat o0il platforms in the Rostam oii field in the

“lrid., p. 418,

"Pat Towell, “Senate Warms Up for New Test On Re-

flagging in Persian Gulf.,” Congressional Quarterly Weekly
Aepors, 17 October 1987, p. 2540,




'h;thcksioh”méféhhni shipping.'™ ~On October 19, the

central gulf.”' Rashadat was no longer used for producing
oil, but included a military radar and communications

platform used to stage and direct small-boat and helicopter

" destroyers KIDD, HOEL. JOHN YOUNG and LEFTWICH destroyed the

platforms with one thousand S-inch shells, after pérsonnel
6nboar§ had been allowed twenty minutes to evacuate,
Ancther platfofm nearby was boarded and radar and
communications equipment destroyed.ﬁ? A reminder of the _
attack was visible for many months and miles: the
"Ayatollah’ s eternal flame" resulted from the failure of the

safety cap of the oil well at Rashadat.”™ A clear signal had

been sent that the United States would not tolerate Iranian

"attacke on U8, flaggéd chipping., The rules of engagement

for U.S. forces were expanded to allow for the protection of

all American owned shipping.™

‘Caspar W, Weinberger, Fighting for Peace. pp. 419-

420, -

" ibid.

“'Fat Towell, "Senate Shows Its Ambivalenceyin Votes on
Gulf,” Congressional Quarterly Weekly Review, 24 October.
1957, pp. 2595-2598,

:3Caspar W. Weinberger , Eighting for Peace. p. 420,

“'Gary Sick, "The Evoiution of U.S, Policy in the
Fersiar Gulf," prepared for hearings of the Subcommittee on
Econemiz Stabilzation, 14 July 1988 in U.S., Congress, House,
Committes on Banking, Finance, and Urban Affairs, U,S,
Economic and Energy Securfty Interests in the Persian Gulf,
hHearing (Washington: U,S. Govt. Print, Off,, 1988), p. 21,
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Nevertheless,Iran continued to attack non-belligerent

shipping in the Gulf during the last two months of 1987. A

- merchant vessel was sunk for the fifgg E;pg_px;{Rgg fmall_

boats in December when the NORMAN ATLANTIC was attacked in

the Strait ¢f Hormuz with incendiary rounds.’” Iran°‘s

Silkworm attacks on the Kuwaiti oil terminal were'reﬁdered.

largely jneffective by the positioning of radar reflector

barges provided by the United States,

iy

With the

international minesweeping effort now in full operation,

ninetéen mines were located and neutralized in November

alone.,

The cocunterpart to the threat of force in a crisis is

the promise ¢f deescalation for behaving in the desired

marnzy, The war in the Gulf was quliescent during the first

several months of 1988, while the ground war and the war

bztvizen the cities flared with Scuds raining on Baghdad and

Tehran., During this period Iran had been unwilling or

-

unable to match the level of force to which the United

States had escalated in the Persian Gulf. Convoy operations

were praceeding routinely and Defense Secretary Carlucct

scaled down U.S. forces in the Gulf by withdrawing the BBRG

e e ———— T

raspar W, Welnbergér. Eighting for Peace, p. 421.

Cibid., p. 420.
“Ibid., p. 421,
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and the helicopter carrier.ﬁf By not 1n1tiating any actions

against U,S. flagged shipping, Iran achieved a reduced U.S.

naval presence in the Gulf,

e e wThe crisis.escélafed~again~when-the:gﬁided~missile-~
(Eigaie SAMUEL B. ROKERTS FFG-S8 struck a mine on April 14,
1988, Having completgd escort of the 47th convoy, the ship
was proceeding south about 55 NM northeast of Qatar when it
sighted three mines floating ahead.'™ As ﬁhe SAMUEL B.
ROBERfS tried to back out of the minefield, she struck a
mine, It exploded underneath the engine room, nearly
cutting the ship in half and injuring ten crewmen. The

t kee! had been broken and only emergency welding repairs with
stes¢l plates and heavy cables across ¢racks in the hull kept
the forward and aft sections of the ship togetherﬁa The
Commander cf the Joint Middie East Task Force (CJMETF)
concluded the mines had been newly layed - the convoy had
just recently passed throuqh{the same waters‘and the other
mines when recovered were completely-free of marine growth.ﬂi
This-act vepresented an escalation of the crisis by Iran,

"Pat Towell, "New Gulf Incident Rekindles an Old
Debate,” Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 23 April
1988, p. 10S8.

“Ibid.
" 1bid,

Sibid,

“‘Caspar W, Weinberger, Fighting for Peace, p. 425.
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which was now disregarding earlier warnings by the Urited
States not to do any more mining.
The United States responded by maintaining escalation [

T dominance. It used force to deprive Iran of a significant

portion of its naval assets, After consultation with

Congressional leaders, the Reagan administration decided to B

attack thfee oil platforms in the Sirri and Sassan fields

that were used to initiate small boat attacks on neutral

shipping.': !+ was alsc decided to destroy the guided -

missiie frigate SAEALAN because of the particular

viciousness of the attacks its captain conducted on unarmed

merchants. "

Ori the morning of 15 April, the oil platforms at Sirri

Q]

ant

f

asear: were destroyed by U,S. Navy ships using gunfire
and eyplesive charges after their crews had beer. warned and
ailowed o evacuate.  Unlike the destruction of the oil
platferm at Rashadat the previoﬁs October, Iran this time
used militar: force in response., While the U.S, attack was

in progress, IRGC small boats conducted attacks on a

U.S, owned oil rig in & UAE oil field, as well as a U.5.

"'Pat Towell, "New Gulf Incident Rekindles an 0l4d
Debate.,” p. 1058,

-

‘ Caspar W. Weinberger, Fighting for Peace, p. 425.

“pat Toweli, "New Gulf Incident Kindles an Old Debate,"”
n, 1053,
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fiagged tug and British tanker.” Two U.S., A-6 aircraft
flying cover from the aircraft carrier, USS ENTERPRISE,

attacked the IRGC small boats, sinking one, damaging two and

o= -ending-their -attack: " = -om o s fee s e T

Twa Iranian Air Force F-4's flew toward the ships at
Sirri, but returned to base when the cruiser WAINWRIGHT

fired twe surface-to-alr missiles at them.'” The 173-fcot

Iranian missile patrol boat JOSHAN fired a missile at the

three U.S., warshipe at Sirri but missed. In return, it was

sun¥ with harpoon missiles fired from WAINWRIGHT and USS
SIMPSGN EFG-56 and bombs from A-6 aircraft from ENTERPRISE.'™
Later in the day. the British built SAARM class guided
miscile frigate SAHAND (same type as SABALAN) fired upon
U.5. R-6 aircraft in the vicinity of Bandar Abbas, A-6°s

"and A-7'¢ attacked the ship with missiles and bombs. It was

'l

sunk with miscilec fired from USS JOSEPH STRAUSS.™ The
SRBALAN emerged from port and was severely damaged by bombs

from A-6 aircraft after it had fired upon an A;G.?: At this-

“Caspar W, Weinberger, Fighting for Peace, p. 425.

FPat, Towell, “New Gulf Incident Rekindles an 0ld
Delate."” : . :

- Yibid,
Tibid,

" 1bid.

Fighting for Peace.
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point, Secretary of Defense Carlucci, evaluating that Iran

had had enough, ordered the A-6 aircraft to break off the

engagement .”" Caspatr Weinberger states in his memoirs, "Thus

1.,

;."4-:;;-~u. on.a_ Slngle day_nearly_half the Iranian Navy -was- destroyed,_;--.__:L;
The other half never emerged to fight, “” The-only U.S; R
casual;ies of the day were two Marine pilots lost when their

"Cobra helicopter crashed in a flight over the gulf.”

The Persian Gulf crisis deescalated rapidly ag this
point, Iran was frustrated in its attempt to find a way to
‘circumvent the U.S. protection of reflagged tankers. Its
one-day attempt militarily/challenge the U.S. naval , ]
i forces had exacted a heavy price. The rules of erngagement ’

were again expanded on April 29, now allowing for U.S.

forces to extend protection to "friendly, innocent, neutral

vessels, flying a nonbelligerent filag, outside declared war

exclusion zones, that are not carrying contraband or
resicting legitimate visit and search by a Persian Gulf
belligerent. The Navy will respond to a request for

- _ assistance 1f,,.the unit was in the vicinity and {ts mission

"'Pat Towell, “"New Gulf Incident Rekindles an 0ld
Debate.”

‘ " ‘Caspar W, Weinberger, Fighting for Peace.

“Pat Towell, “New Gulf Incident Rekindles an 0ld
Debate." |
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permitted rendering assistance, " By mining international
waters and shifting its attacks to vessels of other

nationalities, Iran had greatly increased the presence of

- gtTier- navies- dn. the-Gulf.  ~Cotnéidentally at-this pofiit o2

Iraq-Tauncﬁed a successful attempt to-retakc the Al Faw
peninsula, eliminating for Iran the option of firing

Silkworm missiles into Kuwait.w The ground war bégan to go

badiy fer Iran,

The final use by the United States of military force
in the ?ersian-Gulf war was as tragic and accidental as the
attack on the STARK, which had precipitated the crisis err’
reflagging. On 3 July 1988, U.S, naval vessels came under
attack by IBGC gunbcats when they responded to a disiress
call from a Pakistani merchant vessel under attack.” During
this surface engageﬁent. an unidentified aircraft departed
frem the Iranian joint military/civilian airfield at Bandar
Abbas on a ccutse which would teke it directly over the USS
VINTENNES."  Ceptain Rogers, commanding the VINCENNES, knew

“*Gary Sick, "The Evolution of U.S. Policy in the
Persian Gulf.” prepared for Hearings of the Subcommittee on
Ecomomic Stabilizatizn, 14 July 1987, p. 21,

“Caspar W. Weinberger , Fighting for Feace.

“""Preliminary Objections,” submitted by the Unite:
States of Pmerica to the International Court of Justice 'in
the Case Concerning the Aerial Incident of 3 July 1988.
{1slamic Republic of Iran v. United States of America), 4§
Marci. 1991, p. 24,

“Ibid., p. 10,
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that Iranian £-ids had been moved to Bandar Abbas and had

" recéntly flown in the vicinity in which his ship was

located.

S e s e e At FiEd 'a.i'r."c'r:;fj:f.‘fahﬁ'e‘a‘zsf respond to four T LT
warninge ¢ fdrn away over the civilian International Air
Distress frequency and seven warnings over the Military Afr
Distress frequency.ﬁg When the aircraft closed to within ten
nautical miles of VINCENNES, Captain Rogers, believing it to
be an F-14, determined he could no longer ensure the safety
¢f his ship. He ordered two surface-to-air ﬁissiles fired,
shooting down the aircraft.’™ It was subsequently detéﬁmined
the aircraft was a commercial airliner, Iran Air 655, with‘
29C passenger¢ onboard. |

iran capitulated by ceasing its policy of attacking
nonfbelligereﬂt shipping in international waters; It
conducted no further attacks on any merchant shipping. On
Juiy 18, 1988, Iran annbunced it was willing to accept a
Unired Nations sponsored cease-:ire based on the terms of
U.N. Security Zouncil Resolutioen 598. The United Sfates -- -
gradually scaled down its naval presence in the Gulf to
approximately pre-ctisis levels, 1Iran had learned the
United Statesvcould move up the escalation ladder with

Clesa,

“ibid., p. 31.

“ib1d., p. 11.
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greater force and frustrate its policies of intimidation on
the Gulf waters. Along with the reverses Iran suffered on
the ground in the war with Iraq, the escalation dominance of

the Unjted States at sea and in the air caused it to accept

A

peace .,
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TABLE S

U.N. SECURITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION 598 OF 20 JULY 198 /*/kjfr

The Security Council, 07r

ggﬁjf_jjtﬁgg its resolution 582 (1986), é?’/- //9

Deeply concerned that. despite 1its calls for a cease fire

_the conflict betwééh Iran and Iraq continues unabated, with

further hsavy loss of human life and material destructicn,

Deploring the initiation and continuation of the conflict,

Deplering also the bombing of purely civilian population
centres, attacke on neutral shipping or.civilian aircraft,
the violation ¢f international humanitarian law and other
laws of armed confliect, and, {n particular, the use of

chemical weapone contrary to obligations under the 1925
Geneva Frcetoczol,

Deep!y congerned that further escalation and widening of the
cenfiict may take place,

Y

Cenvinced that a comprehencsive, just, honcurable and durable
settiemen® s¢hould be achieved between Iran and Iraq,

Fecaliing “he provisions of the Charter of the United
Ratione, and {n particular the obligation of all Member
Starcee 2 settie their international disputes by peaceful
meane 1nocuch 4 manner that international peace and security
and justi1ce are nct endangered,

lh

ere exists a breach of the peace as
:ict between [ran and Irag,

N
=
-
3

o

0ot

n >

N. -

Retiny under Articles 39 and 40 of the Charter of the United

1. Demsnds that, as a first step towards a negotiated
¢etilement, Iran and Irag observe an immediate cease-fire,
Jiscentinug all military actions on land, at sea and ir the
air, and wathdraw all forces to the internationally
rec..4nized boundaries without delay.

(. Fegueste the Secretary- Ceneral to Jispatch a team of
Unined Nation: Observers to verify, cznfirm and supervise
the cesce-fire and withdrawal and further requests the
Izrretary-General 1o make the necessary arrangements 1ih
cengaltation with the Parties and to submit a report therecn
'z *he Security Councily




EYS

3. Urges that prisoners-of-war be released and cepatriated
without delay after cessation of active hostilities in
accordance with the Third Geneva Convention of 12 August

184w

4, Calls upon Iran and Irag to co-operate with the
Secretary-General in implementing this resclution and in
mediaticn efforts to achieve a comprehensive, just and
honourable settlement, acceptable to both sides, of all
cutstanding issues, in accordance with the principles
contained in the Charter of the United Nations;

5. Calls upon all other States to exercise the utmost
restraint and te refrain from any act which may lead to
further escaiation and widening of the conflict, and thus to
facilitate the implementation of the present resclution;

€. Rggue te the Secretary-General to explore, in

o consultarticon tith Iran and Iraq. the question of entrustxng
an impartial bedy with inquiring into responsibility for the
conflict and to repert to the Security Council as soon as
possible;

7 Fecognizes the magnitude of the damage inflicted during
the conflict and the need for reconstruction efforts, with
appropriate internaticnal assistance, once the conflict is

ended and, i1 thic regard, requests the Secretary-General to
assign a team of experts to study the gquestion of
recznetrustizn and to report to the Security Council;

Fur
L
. m

egion:

e
[ g

fadite 2

o‘h -t
[ {'1

n
sy

P

reguests the Secreﬂary-General to examine, in
with Iran and Irag and with other States of the
$ to enhance the security ana stability of

"N
~ O
3

&

'3

fadiie B'n BN

bo 2 I % Y

n
g
e

CI equ»=ts the Sezretary-General tc keep the Security

1. [kzides 1o meet agsin as nhecessary to consider further
< re compliance with this resolutien.

STURIE: U, LCongress, Senate, Committee on Foreign
Felaticns, YWar ir the Fercian Gulf: The U.§, Takes Sides,
feaff Report, Nevember 1987 iWashingten: U.S, Govt. Print,
CEf L. 1657, ¢ 47




Xi. Corclusion: Evaluation of the Reflagging Policy

The Chinese ideogram for c¢risis represen;s both danger
and opportunityf: Despite the danéer. the reflagging of
Kuwajti tankers, and their escort by U.S, Navy warships, waé
seen by Kkeagan administration decision-makers as an
opportunity to regain the initjative for U.S5, foreign policy
in the Perc<ian Gulf. The successful execution of the
reflagging mission was essential in achieviﬁg the léng-term

U.5. gzal of restoring stability in the Persian Gulf,

The fear that reflagging would entangle the United
Star2e in another Vietnam or Lebanon never materialized.

-

‘Neither did the limited use of force cause the U,S. to
suffer any embarrassing military defeat, Quite simply, Iran
did not poesess the assets to contest control of the sea angd

skie

"

with the United States Navy, Iran’s strength in

gr >und forces was not a facter in the reflagging, which by
definitisan ook plé:e on the waters of the Gulf, The United
States maintained complete escalaticn dominancé in this

arena,

Froposals that a U,N, or multinational naval force
patrci the Gulf were also wide of the mark. Questicone of

commangd and control, communications, and rules of

(Xe]
[




engagement made a formal arrvangement infeasible. Only the
United-States had the AWACS and carrier air power in theater

to ensure the credibility of the surface escort force.

kdditicrally, it was in the long-term national interests of
the U.S§. to maintain the légltimacy of its naval presence in
the Guif. Disingenuzuc Scviet suggestions that both the
.superpowets.withdraw naQaiyforces from the Gulf to ease the
cricic belied the more vital interests of the United States

in the region,

Secme rritice of reflagging were unhappy over a
percelved "tilt" toward Irag. Neither Iran or Irag deserved
i suppert from the point of view of the morality of thetr

regimes, Nevertheless, the goals of the United States were

t2 kEring abkcout a cease?fTTe and maintain the stability of

the Gulf states, By 1987, iran was the belligerent refucsing

- ——cnm s sne

tz accept the Uiﬁf“proposed cease-fire restoring the status
gus ante., Its attacks on non-belligerent shipping in
internaticnal waters, and efforts 16 subvert the small Gulf
states..raised the very real fear cof Iranian;hegem;ﬁy in the
- Fersian Cuif. Eight years ot diplbmacy had failed to hait.

var, The ecscert of reflagjed ships

suczesnfully added w2 the pressure on Iran tco halt the

)

( Tre <havrze that crly a smal. percent of shipping was

affected ky Iramarn attacks and there was a giobal oil glut

34




implies that the United States should have waited for a
major-disas;er before acting. The political stability of
oil producirg states ultimately determines the stability of
prices in a world cil market, The "uncooperative" stance of
Gulf states aided by the reflagging'policy_was partially due
Tt the necescity of those states in maintaining the
perception of political independence from the United States,
Ir fact, their cooperation was extensive. Thét Kuwait asked
for outside éssistance demonstrated how seriously it viewed

the Iranian threat,

The lackk of "allied" support in the Gulf was

+ remedied thrcugh Iran’s actions 1n continued
¢ehirp:ing attacks and m:ning in international waters. The
decisicr. “¢ reflag was based on consideration of
raticnal interests independent of allies. Far from
expanding the war, the strong U.S, presence helped limit and

er;d v,

Rdrmirers cf American democracy since de Toqueville
have expre<ced doubt over the Republic’s ability to carry
23% & long-term consistent fereign policy. The United

Srates zxecuted the reflagging policy for over a year and a

—

1wif, until the termination ¢f the Gulf war, Reflagging was
zruitaloan preventing Iran from intimidating th? Guif states
and foroingy 1% to accept the UN, cease-fire. The spread of

Soviet :nfluenze in the region was restricted. United

3s




States credibility was restored and enhanced in thé Persian
GQIf. The groundwork was laid for future military
cooperation. It {s ne accident that Saudi Arabia and Kuwait
turned to the United Stateé help after Saddaam’s August 2

invasion, or that the United States was able to respond

quickly ir an effective manner.




TABLE 6 CHRONOLOGY

157«-8g0 Soviet Invasien of Afghanistan, Iranian
Revolution and seizure of U.S. hostages

Jan, 198G Carter Doctrine declares Persian Gulf
of vital interest to U.S., military
force may be used to defend interests,
RDF ectablished.

<2 Sept. 1980 Irag invades Iran after Jranians refuse
te withdraw from disputed border areas.

1T Rug. 1981 Irag declares a "maritime exclusion
zone" in northern Gulf and initiates
periodic attacks on Iranian shipping
and oil refineries. Iran responds in kind.

(=Y
w
(3]
o

USCENTCOM established as a force proiection
capability to deter outside pressure, arms
sales to moderate Gulf states,

Mav

a4

-

9
(b))
oL

The tanker war escalates after Iraqg

1ncreases attacks on Iranian shipping and
iran attacks ships-going to Arab ports in
the Gulf, ‘

m
o
T
QD
“on
Ty

iran launches first successful majer
cffencive, seizing the Iraq1 port city cf
Faw,

Shaméf 193¢ Iran intensifies attacks on Kuwaiti
shipping in order to pressure Kuwait 12
cease its support of Irag. -

1 Nev. 1986 Kuwait raises concern about shipping at GCC
Summit,

Py

L) .
. N
‘v

Fuwait 0il Tanker Co., (KOTC) requeste U S,
Cacaer Guard (USCG! to provide U.S, {flagging
requitements,

ro
.
—
S
-
o
B
b

EOTC informs U.S., Embacsy of interest in
reflagg..g.

't' 'J)
.L') f)

S infor KOTC of reflagging
: 3

m
irement

L'\ »n

R
U n

TI Faw, l4tT USCH cends KOTC refiagling i1nformatisn,
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1987

13 Jan. 1987  Kuwait asks U.S. Embassy if reflagging
Fuwait -owned vessels would receive U, S, Navy
protection; U.,S. learns Kuwait has similar
offer from Soviets,

mid-Jénuary Interagency policy meetings at White
’ Hecuse on lran-lrag war and Gulf.
<* January Presidential statement reiterates commitment
to free flow of oil through Strait, support
for GZC self-defense.

23 Zanuary U.5. Govt, reply to 13 Jan. inquiry
reiterates policy commitment to Gulf: Kuwait
can reflag/charter if it meets U.S.
requirements,

r. Fehruar - V.S§. affirms to Kuwait that U.S, Navy
mission is to protect all U.S, flag ships to
degree possible with available assets,

mid-February Interagency policy-level meetings at White
House on Middle East and Gulf issues,
specifically including issues of free flow
of o0il, SILKWORM threat and protection of
Ruwaiti tankers.

2¢ Fehruary Presidential statement reiterates U.S, Govt.
sonpmitment. to free flow cf oil, GCC states”
security,

iate-February Stccessful Iranian test-firing of SILKWORM
nicsile at Qeshm Island.

iate-Fekruary  'i.8. iearns of USSR agreement to
reflag/protecst five Kuwaiti tankers.- -

I March FOTO asks te put six vessels under U.S,
flag,
T Marz=h Fuwait informed of U.S, offer to protect ail

eleven vessels in question,

i% Mavat Fuwait 1ndicates 1t will accept U.S., cffer.

il March State Department Legicslative ARffairs
r-tifies Staff Directers of HFRZ/SFRC
Sukzommittees on Europe/Middle Fast of U.S,
offer to Kuwait, cffers detailed briefing.




S

1987

17 March

19 March

22 March

31 March

early April

Apr:i

: Apri:

C3CS, Admiral Crowe, reaffirms U.S. offer to
Kuwait, ' '

Classified rtalking points on U,S./Kuwait
offer delivered to HFAC/SFRC staffers. The
U.S. carrier KITTY HAWK and its accompanying
task force moved closer to the Arabian Sea
in response to Iran’'s emplacement of
SILKWORM missiles along the Strait of
Hormuz, '

KOTC/MIDEASTFOR begin talks on protection
modalaties.,

Classified talking points delivered'to
HASC /SASC staffers.

Assistant Secretary Murphy gives closed

~ joint briefing to HFAC Subcommittees on

Europe/Middle East and Arms
Control/International Security/Science.

Murphy briefs SFRC members in closed
session,

.8, learns Kuwait will charter three
long-haul Soviet tankers.

U.S. Navy increaszs its presence in the
Gulf,

Kuwait gives positive formal response to
U.S, offer of 3 March: decides tc reflag
eleven, limit Sovier role to charter,

Murphy open testimony to HFAC Subcommittee
on Europe/Middle East refers to reflagjing
arrangement . ;

KGTC,/U.S. Coast Guard talks on technicai
details of reflagging; first step U.S,
inspection,

Seviet charters begin.

USCG inspe<tion begins in Kuwait

Fuwait /MIDEASTFOR meeting on proposed system
cf protecrion,
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DOD authorizes National Defense Waiver
allowing vessels one year to comply with
certain U,5.-specific safety requirements
and two years to comply with drydocking
requirements.

Attack on USS STARK by Iraqx Mirage F-1
firing two ‘EXOCET missiles. Thirty-seven

U.S. Navy sailors are killed, and twenty-one
wounded,

The Administration znnounces its intention
te reflag eleven Fuwaiti tankers and to send
three additional warships to the Gulf. The
Administration concedes the reflagging could
result in a direct U.S,-Iranian
canfrontation.

The reflagging decision sparks a debate over

. the War Powers Act and allied participation,

Senate votes 91-5 to add to a fiscal 1987
supplemental appropriations bill (HR 1827)
an amendment requiring the Administration to
inform Congress about security in the Guif
before the U.S, protects Kuwa;tx oil
tankers,

ghter carrying U.S. arms was
e

i
eccorted by the U.S, Navy to Bahrain,

A Fuwaiti fre

Yy t
ki a meeting of NATO defense ministers,
Secretary of Defense Weinberger expresses
hope that U.S, allies will support American
policy in the Gulf., The Netherlands is the
anly NATO ally to respond positively,

offering to send ships if Gulf situation
WATSENS,

rn the face of growing criticism, the
2ninistration pestpones reflagging.
Frecident Reagan noted that U.S. presence in
he Zulf was vital to the freedom of ,
navigaticn and was esséential to preventing
further spread of the Iran-Irag War,

n\o [

1

The Heuse votes to require the Defence
Department te report to Congress within
ceven days of enactment of the bill on
szcurity arrangements 1n the Gulf,




S June Admiral Crowe, CJCS, declares that the
reflagging operation is a low risk operation
but that casualties cannot be ruled out . The
Speaker of the Iranian Parliament Rafsanjant,
threatens tc attack Arab bases or ports made
available to the United States and to
retaliate for U.S. actions against Iran by
attackirg U.S, targets around the world.

7 June The Administration confirms June § press
réports that it is considering preemptive
attacks on Iranian anti-ship SILKWORM
missiles if these missiles are deployed.

S June In a Venice meeting, U.S, allies offer no
help in protecting Gulf shipping,

June Defence Secretary Caspar Weinberger repmrted
to Congress on military steps taken to
protect Kuwaiti reflagged tankers,

{ i. June U.N. Security Council passes resolution
« demanding cease-fire in the Iran-Iraq War,
but a resolutjon to impose an arms embargc cr
belligerents unwilling to respect the cease-
fire fails. '

[N
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U.S. officials announce that the Saudis have
agree "“ip principal” te use their AWACS
aircraft te patrol the southern Gulf region,
The Saudis subseqguently offered to help
search for mines in the Gulf,

2% June Senator Nunn Proposes a resolutjon to delay
the reflagging plan in order to allow
alternatives to-the reflagging to be pursued. -

& June President Reagan indicates that he will
preceed with plans to provide naval escorts
for 11 Kuwaiti tankers. Kuwait agrees to
provide U.S. naval forces with cil .and AcLCess
for minesweeping helicopters, Oman agrees t
provide military access rights,

.
i

W U.S. and Scviet officials meer to discuse a
.8, injtiative to end the Irag-Iran War,

)
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In a clarification of a statement by White
House Chief of Staff Baker, the ‘
Administration announces that U.5, would not
withdraw its forces completely from the Gulf
and that reductions would only be considered
if the war Jdeescalated and the Gulf was safe
for commercial shipping.

House adopts, 222-184, an amendment tc the
Coast Guard authorization bill (HR 2342) that
would delay for 90 days the reflagging.

Serate fails, 34-44, to end a Rep:blican
frlibuster on an amendment to its omnibus
trade bill (S 1420) that would have blncred
reflagging fcr three months., The Senate
vered te allow the President to impose 2
total embargo egain:zt Iran if SILKWORM
missiles are used or U.S, vessels, personnel,
or facilities are attacked in the Persian
Gulf. The Senate also passed a measure
calling for the President tu pursue
aiternatives to reflagging Kuwaiti vessels,
The UK, Security Council passes a
resziution, Res. S98, calling for a cease-
fire in the lIran-Iragq War,

The reflagging operation commences. The
Senate adds te the trade bill by voice vote a
non-binding declaration that the President
instead shouid consider leasing U.S, -owned
tankers to Kuwai:. '

Thoee .S, Navy ships escorting two reflagged
Fuviai®! tankers entered the Persian Gulf,

L refiagged Kuwaiti tanker, the BRIDGFTON,
ki a mine 20 miles west of the Iranian
icland of Farsi.

Secretary Weinberger ordered U.S. Navy
minesweepers to the Persian Gulf. The
Secretary later said that mines cleared near
tuwais ‘¢ harbor were Iranian.

anian piigrims riot in Mecca, leading to

iram
the deathse of over 400 people and heightened
tercsions in the Sulf area,
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1 115 Members of Congress filed swit in U.S.
District Court of the District of Columbia to
invoke the War Powers Resolution., The suit
claimed that U,S, warships entering the
Persian Gulf on July 22 had introduced U.S,
Armed Forces into hostilities and asked the

. . Court to order the President to report under
e e e . - .the Resolution- - - .

ul

.uld

i Rugust An F-14 aircraft from the U.S, carrier
CCNSTELLATION fired air-to-air missiles at an
iranian F-4 which "was perceived to be
threatening" A U.S, P-3 surveillance
aircraft, A tanker under charter to the
United States hit a mine near Fujayrah,
cutside the Persian Gulf.

il Ruguet the LUnited Kingdom and France announced they
would send minesweepers and frigates to the

Suls
wuil.,

£f huguer he Defence Department announced it would pay
“imminen't danger” pay to military perscnnel
staticned 1 the Persian Gulf.

U.N, Secretary General Perez de Cuellar
traveis to Tehran and Baghdad, He is
unsuzscessful in urging the Iranians to abide
kv the U, N, cease-fire resolution.

2% September The Senate rejects, 50-41, an amendment tc
. the deferice authorization bill (S 1174) that
wouid invoke in the Guif certain time limits
estabiicshed by the 1973 War Powers
Recciution,

mber The Joint Middle East Task Force, established
an 21 August, §s activated with the mission
toe protect U.S. flagged shipe, provide
military presence ih the Gulf and northern
Arabiarn Sea and to conduct other operations
as directed.
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V.Z. special forcee helicopters fired at the
iranian ship, IE&N RJE. after witnessing it

laying mires, Navy SEALS bocarded the vecscel
capturing ¢€ iranian sailers and finding 10

mines,
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22 September - President Reagan defends U.S, attack on
Iranian minelaying ship. SJ Res 194

introduced that would trigger the War Powers

Act,

22 September President Reagan sent Congress a report on -
the self-defense actions taken by U.S.

- -- forcee, - T
g€ Octcker Four Iranian patrol boats fire at U,S, patro:l
heiicopters; U.S. forces sink at least one
. boat . ’
15 Octoker Iran fires SILKWORM missile hitting U.S.-

owned, Liberian-flagged tanker SUNGAR! in
- Kuwaiti waters,

1¢ Ccteker SEA ISLE CITY, a U.,S, flag tanker enrouteée tc
Kuwait, i¢ struck by Iranian SILKWORM missile
in Kuwaiti waters, injuring 18 crewmen. It
is the first direct attack on a reflagged

A - Kuwaiti ship.

1% Oztober in retaliation, U.S., naval vessels fire on
and destroy Iranian cil platforms in the
Rostam 611 field, Another platform is
, boarded and its communications equipment (s
destrcyed,

¢l Octsoker The Senate .adopts the Byrd-Warner amendment,

’ £4-44, that would require an Administration
veport on its Gulf policy and clear the road
for subseguent Senate action on & measute
relarting to the policy.

Iz October Ar Iranian SILKWORM missile strikés a Kuwaiti
offshore loading terminal for tankers,

1: Fovember The Arab League agre2s to support U.N,
' sanctions aginst Iran 1f Iran does not agree
tc a cease-fire,

(8]

4 D=

ember SJ Res 217, calling for an end to reflagging
¥y 20 December, {s shelved by voice vote
after Senate leaders agree ton new procedures

A tha* weould make it nearly impossible to

: filibuster legislation to {nvoke the War

! : Powers Act in 1988,
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SOURZES:

A federal court dismisses a lawsuit brought
by 110 House members trying to force the
President to initfate the War Powers
procedures,

U.S. scales back ‘naval-presence, leaving 29

‘ships stationed in the Gulf,

A mine blast off Qatar seriously damages the
frigate USS SAMUEL B. ROBERTS. Ten crewmen
are wounded, Reagan administration blames
Iran for laying new mines.

J.S. forces strike back, attacking two
Iraniar oil platforms. Two Iranian frigates
fire misciles at U,S. ajrcraft, and an
Iranian patrol boat fires on crujser USS
WAINWRIGHT. U.S, forces retaljate; Iranian

frigates suffer heavy damage and patrol boat
is sunk.

USS VINCENNES shonts down IRAN AIR 655,

Iran accepts U N, cponsored cease-fire, in
accordance with U,N, Security Council Res.
59¢&,

U.S. ceases escorting of reflagged Kuwaitt
tankers: miscion complete,

U.S. Zongress, Senate, Committee on Foreign
Felations, War _in the Fersian Guif:

The U.S. Takes Sides,

Eersrt, {Washington:. U.S. Govt, Print, Off.,1987) pp- 44-

e "0, S, Dept.,

of Defence, Report to the Congress on

—i g e o

Security Arrangements in the Pecsian Gulf, (Washington: U.S,
Gove, Print, Off., 1% June 1987), Table 1; Pat Towell,

“Senate Shows

Its Ambivalence in Votes on Gulf,"

Congrescional Quarterly Weekly Keview, 24 October 1987, p.
<457, FPat Towell, "New Incident Rekindles an Old Debate,"”
fongrecssicnal Quarterly Weekly Report, 23 April 1988, p.

LY -]

N -~ e, o
1767; "The Wa:

Powers Act and the Persian Gulf: Pro and

Con,” Congressicnal Digect, December 1987, p, 293.




BIBLIOGRAPHY

I. PRIMARY SOURCES
U.S. Gavernment Reports

. U.S., Congrecss. ilouse, Committee on Armed Services,.
: : Investigations Subcommittee and the Defense Policy
— e -~ -~ .- Panel,: The FPoiicy Implications of U,;S, Involvemént in
the Persian Gulf., Joint Hearings. Washington: U.S
Govt ., Print, Off., June 9 and 11, 1987,

. Committee on Armed Services. Report of the
Defznce Policy Panel and the Investigations
Subccmmittee: National Security Policy Implications
of U .S, Operations in the Persjan Gulf. Report.
Washington: U.S., Govt, Print. Off,, July 1987,

) Committes on Armed Services. Seapower and
rra'egic and Critical Materials Subcommittee. Mine
Warfare, Hearing. Washington: U.S. Govt Print, Off.,

17 September 1987, ' ‘

L Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban
Rffairs, Subcommittee on Economic Stabilization.

U.5. Econgmic and Energy Security Interests in the
Fersian Gulf, Hearing. Washington: U,S, Govt. Print.
Cff. . 14 July 1988,

K Committee on Foreign Affairs and its
Sukbccemmitrees on Arme Control, International Security
and Science, and on Europe and the Middle East.
Overview of the Situation in the Persian Gulf.
Hearinge and Markup., H.Res. 2533, K., Con, Res. 125,
H.”. Res, 216, H. Con, Res, 137, Washington: U.S.
Govt, Print, Off., May 19 and June 2, 9, 10,_11, and

23, 1957,

Committee on Foreign Affairs, Subcommittees on
krme Contrel, International Security and Science, and
on Europe and the Middle East, U,S, Policy in the
Fercian Guif, Hearing. Washington: U.S. Govt. Print.
2ff,, December 15, 1937,

Committee on Foreign Affairs, Subcommittee cn
furepe and the Middle East, Developments in the

Middle East, April 1987, Hearing and Markup. K.FRes.
1c: and H.J. ERes, 216, Washington; U.S, Govt. PFrint,
Off., RApril. 21, 19&7,




Cbiioo. Committee on Foreign Affajrs, Subcommittee on
Europe and the Middle East.  Developments in the
Middle East, July 1987. Hearing and Markup. H.Res.

192. Washington: U.S, Govt, Print. Off., July 28,
L1987,

————eoo. Committee on Foreign Affairs. Subcommittee on
Europe and the Middle East, Developments in the
Middle East, September 1987. Hearing. Washington:
U.S. Gov:. Print, Off., September 15,-1987, -

. Committee on Foreign Affairs, Subcommittee on
Euvrcpe and the Middle East. Dave! ‘nmments in the
Middle East, July 1988. Heari.:, Jashington: U.S,
Govt, Print, Off,, July 27, 19%.

[REPYUS PR

.S, Congress. Sénate Committee on Armed Services,
Eesponse to the Wegnbe_ger Report Concerning the
RAdministration’s Security Arrangements in the Persian

Gulif, Feport, Wash:ngton U.S, Govt, Print, Off.
19587, '

v s Committee on Foreign Relations. U,S, Policy in
the Fersian Gulf. Hearing. Washington: U.S, Govt,

Fvint, Cff., May 29, 1987,

L

Comm:ttee on Foreign Relations. u.s.

ithqumgp' ir. Hestilities in the Persian Gulf.

Hearing. Washingten: U.S. Govt, Print., Off., June 16,
1957,

Committee on Faoreign Relations, The Situation

in the Fersian Gulf. Hearing. Washington: U.,S,
Govt, Praint, Gff,, October 23, 1967, '

L Comrmittee an Foreign Relations. T he United
Natisns Role in the Persian Gulf.- Hearlng
Washongron: U.S5, Govt, Print. Off,, October 28, 1987,

. . Committes on Foreign Relations. War in the
Ferc<ian Gulf: the U,S, Takes Sides. A Staff Report

Washington: .5, Govt., Print, Off., November 1987

.5, Dept. cf Defence. Report (Weinberger Report) to the
Cangrese on Security Arrangements in the Persian Gulf,
Washington: 1% June 1937,

1’.S. Dept. of the Navy. "Interview,” with RADM Joseph C.
Srracser, USN, Precident, Naval War College, Newport,
Ehude Island, 18 December 1990,

107




U.S. Dept. cf State. USS Stark Hit by Iraqi Missiles,
Eulletin. Vol, 87, No.2124. Washington: U,S. Govt,
Print. Off., July 1987,

o .+ U,S, Interests in the Persian Gulf. Current
Policy Document No., 911. Washington: U.S. Govt,
Print, Off,, February 1987,

-+ U,S, Policy in the Persian Gulf. Special
Report No. 166. Washington:  U.S. Govt. Print. Off,,
July 1987, : .

U.S. Govt. Case Concerning the Aerial Incident of 3 July .
1988. "Preliminary Objections," submitted by the
United States of America to the International Court of

- Justice, (Islamic Republic of Iran v, United States
of Americai, 4 March 1991. '

Py

108




11. SECONDARY SOURCES

Eonks

Ert, Kobert J., and Waltz, Kenneth N., eds. The Use of
Force, Military Power and International Poljtics. New
York: University Press of America, 1988,

Axelgard, Frederick-W., ed Irag in Transition: A Polijtical,

EQQQQELQA and Strategic Perspective. Boulder, Céfz
Westview Press, 1986, ‘

Brodie, Bernard. War and Politics., New York: MacMillan
Publishing Co., 1973,

fordesman, Anthony, The Gulf and the West: Strateqic
Relaticrs and Military Realities, odoulder, Co.:
Westview Press, 1988,

Craig, Gorder. A., and George, Alexander L. Force and
Statecrvaft: Diplomatic Problems of our Time. New
York: Oxferd University Press, 1990,

Epstein, Joshua M. Strategy and Ferce Planning: The Case of
the Fersian oulf Wachington, D.C.* The Brookings
Institution, 1987,

3¢, Rlexander L., and Smoke, Richard. Deteq;ggce in
Anerican Eoreign Policy: Theory and Practice. New
York: Columbia University Press, 1974,

Gray, in S. Maritime Strategy, Geopolitigcs, and the

Toll
Defense of the West , New York: Ramapo Press, 19386,

Holeti, K. J. International Pcliitics: A Framework for
Arstlsgs. Englewocod Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall,

Jordan, Aros A., Tavlcr, William J., Jr., and Korb, Lawrence

J. Ameracan National Security: Policy and Prccess.
Balrrrmotre: The Johns Hopkins Universfty Press, 1989,

Fhadduri, Majid. The Gulf War: The Origins and Implications
~f the Ilran-Irag Conflict. New York: Oxford University
Fress, 1988,

Lebow, Richard Ned, Between

ny
2

2a

I

!
|

e and War: T
imore: The Jo

D_ Ratut
hn

International Crisis. Bal
University Press, 1981,

(a4
(1]




Martin, Lenore G, The Unstable Gulf: Threats from Within.
Lexington, Mass.: D.C., Heath and Co., 1984,

Maull, Hanns W. and Pick, Otto, eds, The Gulf War: Regional
and International Dimensions. New York: St, Martin’s
Press, 1989, '

Neumann, Robert G., Hunter, Shireen T., and Axelgard,

Frederick W, Reviralizing U,S, Leadership in the
Middle East. Washington D.C,: The Center for

Strategic and International Studies, 1986,

J., ed, U S, Strateqgic Interes.s in the Gulf
Region, Boulder, Co.: Westview Press, 1987, .
!

reterczn, Erik B, The Gulf Cooreration Counc11 Search for

Unity in & Dynamic Region. Boulder, (u: Westview
Fress, 1962, o

Efa.tzgoraff, Robert L,, Jr.. and Ra;anan. Uri, eds. National

Security Policy: The Decision-making Process. Hamden,
orn: Archen Books, 1984,

t’l

Satvers, Carol F. The Soviet Unisr and the Gulf in the

Unio Gu
1980¢. Bouider, Cn,: Vestviéw’ r,ess. 1989,

Seapury., Paul «-.3 ~.~3¢vjiv]la, Angelo. War:.Ends and Mea
' New Yark: !'-.:r Eecoks, Inc., 1989,

latisns: Bargaining, Decision Makjing, ard System
Structure in Intesnational Crises. Princeton, New
Jersey: Frinceten University Press, 1977,

Snyder . Glenn H., and Z.esing, Paul, Confllc; Among

Snyder, Jed T, Defending the Eringe: NATO, the
. Mediterrencean, and the Persian __Lg Boulder. Co.:
Westview “Frece, &987

Tucker, Fabert w. The Inzquality of Nations, New York: Basic

-

Roske, Inc., 1977,

r, Caspar W, FEighting Fcr Feace: Seven Critical
Years in the Pentagon. New York: Warner Rooks, 1390,

wWwirham, Giibert FE,, ed. New Issues in International Crisis
Management . Bouider, Co.: Westview Press, 1988,

110




Feriodicals

Acharya, Amitav, "NATO and "Out-of-Area’ Contingencies: The
Gulf Experience International Defense Review, Vol.
20, No.S, 1987, pp. 569-576, :

Felton, John, *“Conflicts oi Prerogative: Over War
Powers...” Congressional Quarterly Weekl eport, 12
December 1987, p. 3060. '

felton, John and Towell, Pat. "Plane Incident Raises
Questione on Gulf Policy," Congressional Quarterly
Weeklv keport, 9 July 1988, pPk. 1905-1908.

Eanks. Robert J:. “The Gulf War and U.S. Staying Power ."
Strategic Review, Vol, 15, Fall 1987, pp. 36-43,

Jehnson, Fcbert H. “The Persian Gulf in U.S. Strategy.”
;nggggggj93§1_§ggggl;y. Vol. 14, No. 1, Summer 1989,

-Feddie, Nikk: L. "Iranian Imbroglios: Who’s Irrational?"
Woerld folicy Journal, Vel S, No. 1, Winter 1987/88,
i 29-54 '
’ . .

Khalaf.bﬁbd al-Hadi, “The Elusive Quest for Gulf Security. "
MERIFP Midas: East Report. Vol. 17, No. 5, Sept /0ct
26

a A A-

-€
1827, pp. 12-

Leciocs, Ross, "The Iran-Iraq Conflict ir the Gulf: The Law
s International and Comparative Law
Quarteriy, Vel, 37, part 3, July 1988, pp. 629-644.

Lut:. William J. "Ends vs, Means: A Critical Analysis of
the Fersian Gulf Crisis (1987-1988)," Unpublished
Fhid. Dizcertation. The Fletcher School of Law and
Ciplomacy, Tufts University, Rugust 1990.

Mauii, Hanne W, "Contarnmeng. Competition, and Cooperation:
Superpower Strategies in the Persian Gulf, " SAIS
Review, Vol. &, Summer/Fall 1988, pp. 1063-119,

Molres

»

2. "The Superpowers and the Iran-Iraq War."

Lauri
rican-Arab Affaire. Summer 1987, pp, 15-26.

*
me

12 "

Noyes, James H. "Through the Gulf Labyrinth: Naval Escor®
and II.S. Policy.” Arerican-Arab Affairs. Summer 1989,
PE. 1-19,

"Persian /Arabian Gulf Tanker War: Internatioral Law or

International Chaos." Qcean Development and
Internaticnal Law, Vel, 19, No. 4, 1988, PP. 299-321.

111




Stein, Janice Gros¢. "The Wrong Strategy in the Right
Flace: The United States in the Gulf." International
Security, wWinter 1988/89,

)

Towell, Pat. “Reagan to Report to Congress On Plan to Guard

0il Tankers. Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report,
?C May 1987, pp 1127-1128,

etee_.. “"Hil]l Demonstrates Its Unease Over Policy in
the Persian Gulf." Congréssional Quarterly Weekly
Report, 6 June 1987, pp. 1169-1170,

. "Hill Continues Barrage on Reagan’s Gulf
Felicy." Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 13
June 1987, pp. 1253-12S5,

.. “House Democrats to Chalienge Reagan’s Persian
Gulf Strategy.” Congressional Quarterly Weekly
Fepart, 20 June 1687, pp., 1311-1314,

"Hill Weighing Options on Persian Gulf Policy.”

Congrecsicnal Quarterly Weeklv Report, 27 June 1987,

. 1389,

o “Republicans Hold Off Critics of “Reflagging’.”
Toprgrescional Quarterly Weekly Report, 4 July 1987,
PE. 142%-1 12¢ .

e . ... . "House Votes to Delay Oil-Tanker "Reflagging’.”

Congre< ional Quarterly Weekly Report. 11 July 1987,
. 18% §-1516,

"““MM_,-» “"Moves to Block Ship 'Reflagging” Rejected in
" Senate." ﬁgngre%s‘onal Quarterly Weekly Report, 18
J!"'”

o “Mine Incident in Gulf Stirs New Policy
Derate.” Conqressional Quarterly Week17 Report , 25
July 1987, p. 1669, -

"Pen tagur Reﬁortedly Beefs Up Rols in Gulf.

e, *1739-1740

L "N> Request Yot te¢ Fund Gulf Convoy."
Congrescional Quarterly Weekly Report, 12 Septem!sr,

‘e ‘\ 4"
iveT, p. 2217, '

. "Snwaru Warrms Up for New Test On Re-flagging in
n Gulf. Congressicnal Quarterly Weeklw Report,
.cber 1%87, p. 2540,

Laidie U
~3 b

Y
Y e
) s
“&D




[
LY

. n"senate Shows Its Ambivalence in Votes on

Guif." Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 24
October 1987, pp. 2595-2598. T

e+ "New Gulf Incident Rekindles an 0l1d Debate."
Congressional Quarterly Weekl ort, 23 April 1988,
Pp. 1051-1058. : -

— . "Clock Set for Senate Vote on Gulf, War

" Powers.” Congressional Quarterly Weekly Réport, 30
" April 1988, p. 1148.

it "House Quiet on Wider Role in Persian
Gulf,..But Not on Diverting Coast Guard Boats."

1214-1215,

Towell, Pat and Pressman, Steven, "Gulf Coup Brings
Reagan No Political Payoff.,” Congressional Quarterly

Weekly Report, 26 September 1987, p. 2294,

e . "Senate Shows New Frustration With Policy in

the Persian Gulf." Congressional Quarterly Weekly
Repert, 10 October 1987, p. 2465,

Twinam, Joseph Wright. *“U.S. Interests in the Arabian
Gulf." American-Arab Affairs, Summer 1987, pp. 1-14,

*The War Powers Act and the Persian Gulf: Pro and Con.*

Congressional Digest, Vol. 66, December 1987, pp.
289-314, '

113




