Clark and Subic;
Projecting US Power into the Gulf

Stephen R. Shalom

he United States military bases in the

Philippines are a grotesque symbol of
the latter's dependency more than  lour
decades after it achleved formal inde-
pendence. Foreign bases anywhere are
undesirable, bul when these are operated
by former colonial powers, the insult to
sovereign nationhood s greater  The
operations of all military bases involve con-
siderable social costs: prostitution and the
diversion of resources from productive use
When these bases support troops from
ane of the world's richest countries and
are stationed in the territory of an extreme-
ly poor country, the social impact is all the
more destructive.

Some countries choose 1o accept
foreign military bases because they con-
sider this the only way to ensure their
own security In a dangerous world. But as
an archipelagoe, the Philippines faces no
adversary on its border nor any credible
external threa! by ssa ar air.

Despite the high cost and meager
benefits of the bases to the Philippines.
some argue that the facilities should
remain. According to this view, the bases
may nat be necessary to protect the
Philippines, but they do enable the US to
protect peace and freedom in other lands
Thus; Filipinos should be wiling 1o host
the US hases for the greater good.

There are a number of problems with
this argument, First, if the bases are so
viluable to nations around the world, why

are they not willing to accept foreign
bases In thelr own soll?  Aside lrom Sin-
gapore, no country in Southeast Asia, 1he
Indian Ocean, or the Persian Gull is
eager to welcome US bases. Second, i
Clark Air Base and Subic Naval Bay serve
the common good, then why has
Washington so vehemently refused to give
Manila veto powers over their operations?
And third, if they enable the US to pratect
peace and freedom in other lands, then
why have they been used precisely against
those movements fighting for these prin-
ciples? The sorry story of US Intervention
in Indochina -- with the logistic suppor of
the bases in the Philippines — is too well-
known o repeal here. Likewise, the less
widely known U3 intervention in the Per-
sian Gulf, again supported by its bases in
the Philippines, was no more beneficial to
the cause of peace and freedom. In fact,
US officials are hoping that the Intervention
in the Persian Gulif will dispel allegations, of
America's ‘reluctance o interpose [its]
military forces in Third World conflicts
when important issues are at stake'. [1]
According to the standard US view, these
issues were 1) the threat to the oil supply
aessential to the US and its alfies; and 2)
the threal to peace caused by lran's in-
stransigence in its war with Irag

Some Crude History

Much of the world's proven ol reservos
are located in the limited area of the Per-
stan Gulf (called the “Aratnan Gull' by Arab
nations, and "the Gulf " by those who try
to keep thelr gazetteers palitically neutral)



Less than four percent of US oil con-
sumption comes from the Gulf, but, ac-
cording to the official argument, Western
Europe antl Japan are extremely depend-
ent on Gulif oil. Hence, if the region falls
into the hands of a hostile power, US allies
could be brought o their knees, and
freedom would suffer a decisive  blow.
Protecting  the oil interests of Westemn
Eurcpe and Japan, however, was never
one of Washington's foremost goals.

As far back as the 1920s, the State
Department sought to force Great Britain
to gwve US companies a share of the
lucrative Middle Eastern il concessions.
The US Ambassador in London — who just
happened to be Andrew Mellon, the head
of the Gulif Qil Corporation (named after
the Mexican, not the Persian/Arabian, Gulf)
- was instructed to pressure the British

inte giving Gulf Qi -a stake in the Middle

East. (2] At the end of World Warll, when
the immense petroleum deposils in Saudi
Arabia became known, Secretary of the
Mawvy James Forrestal told Secretary of
State Brynes, "l don't care which American
company or companies develop the
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Arabian reserves, but | think most em-

phaticallly that it should be American." (3]
It was not Soviet Union that Forrestal was
waorried about. The US' main rival for the
control of the area’s oil was Britain. [4]

In 1828, Standard Qil of MNew Jersey
and Mobil had joined British and French
oil interests in signing the Red Line Agree-
ment, under which each pledged not 1o
develop Middle Eastern oil without the par-
ticipation of the others. Nevertheless, after
World War 1, these two US firms (together
with Texaco and Standard OQil of Califarnia)
grabbed the Saudi concessions for them-
selves, freezing out the British and French
companies. When the latter sued on the
grounds that the Red Line Agreement had
been violated, Mobil and Jersey told the
court that the agreement was null and vaid
because it was monopalistic, [5]

In the early 1950s, oil was used as a
political weapon for the first time — by the
US and Britain against lran. Iran had
nationalized tha British-owned ofl company
which had refused to share its astronomi-
cal profits with the host government. In
respanse, Washington and London  or-
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ganized a boycoll of lranfan oil which
brought lran’s economy to the brink of
collapse. The ClA then instigated a coup,
entrenching the Shah In powerand offec-
tively de-nationalizing the all company, with
U3 firms getting 40 percent of the formerly
100 percent British-owned company. This
was, in the view of the New York Times,
an "object lesson in the heavy cost that
must be paid" when an cil-rich Third World
nation "goes berserk with fanatical
nationalism". [6]

In 1956, the ol weapon was used again,
this time by the US against Britain and
France. Alter the latter, along with lsragl,
invaded Egypt, Washington made  cleal
that US ol would not be sent to Western
Europe untl Britaln and Francé agreed 1o
a rapid withdrawal schedule. [7] The US
was not adverse to overthrowing Masser,

but  the clumsy Anglo-French military
operation threatened US interests in the
region.

In October 1969, the Shah of lran asked
the US to purchase maore lranian oll as a
way to boost his revenues, Bul the Shab's
request was rejected because, as an assis-
tant to then President Mixon explained, "a
substantial portion of the profits from these
purchases would go to non-American com-
panies i lranian oil were sought', while if
Saudl oil were purchased, the US' share
would be larger. [8]

By the end of the sidiegs, the interna-
tional oil market was far different from
what it had been two decades earlier. Oil
supplies were tight, the nurmber of oil firms
had grown, and the oi-rich countries,
joined  together in the Organization of
Petroleum  Exporting Countries  {OPEC),
were secking fto improve their financial
position,

Crucial talks on oil prices began In 1970
between US companies and the govern-
ment of Libya. Significantly, Washingtan
did not weigh in on the side of the com-
panies, and, in fact, the companies them-
selves did not put up much resistance Lo
the price increase. Far them, higher prices
would be beneficial, making their growing
investments in the developed nations (for
ekample, in Alaska and the North Sea)
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profitable, [9] And higher prices could be
passed on to consumers. From 1972 1o
1973 the companies raised their prices to
an unwarranted level. even if one is to
consider the crude costs alone. [10]

In 1972, the Mixon administration was
advocating higher oil prices, [11] Accord-
ing to a study by V.H. Oppenheim, based
on interviews with US officials: "The weight
of the evidence suggests that the principal
consideration behind  the indulgent US
government attitude (sic) towards higher oll
prices was the belief that these would
produce economic benefits for the US vis-
a-vis its  industrial competitors, Western
Europe and Japan, and the key Middle
Eastern states, Saudl Arabia, and lrap.”
[12] And Henry Kissinger has confirmed
this: "The rise in the price of energy would
affect primarity Europe and  Japan, and
probably  Improve America’s competitive
position.” [13)

Amid growing warnings about a possible
oil embargo, the industrialized Western
gountries met ta decide their response.
The US proposed thal resources be
shared, but on the basis of each country’s
sea-barne imports, rather than on the basis
‘of total energy requirements. Since the US
was much less dependent on imports than
the other countries, lhis formuls meant
that, in the svent of an embargo, US ener-
oy supplies would be cut by far less than
those of its "allies". [14]

After the October 1973 Middle East War
broke out, US oll compaty aofficials wrote
to Mixon, warning that the "whole position
of the U3 in the Middle East is on the way
to being seriousty impaired, with Japanese,
European, and perhaps Soviet interesls lar-
gely supplanting US presence in the area,
to the detriment of both our ecanomy and
security". [15] Note that Soviet threat was
considered only a possibility, the allied
threat a certainly,

From fate 1973 urtl 1974, Arab ol
producers cut their production and  im-
posed an embargo against the US and the
Metherands for their pro-lsrael  position
The US public has memaories of long lines
at the gas pump, rationing, and a crisis
atmosphere. But, in fact in Kissinger's
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words, "the Arab embargo was a symbalic
gesture of limited practical impact”. [16]
The international oll companies, which to-
tally monopolized petroleum  distributian
and marketing, pooled their o, so the
shortfall of Saudl supplies to the US was
made up for from other sources. Overall,
the cil companies spread out produc-
ion cutbacks to minimize suffering,
and the country most supportive of lsrael
-~ the US - suffered the least. From
January to March 1974, oil consumption
went down by only five percent in the US,
and by 15 percent in France and West
Germany. [17]

Even these figures, however, overstate
the hardship because, in fact, “there was
at no time a real shortage of petroleun
on (slc) the European market Consump-
tion simply responded to the increase in
prices... Between October 1973 and April
1974, the reserves of oil products in the
countries of the European Community
never descended below the 80-day
equivalent of consumption; and in ltaly, the
reserves, in fact, ingreased by 23 percent.”
[18] In Japan, there were aboul two million
barrels of ol more than the government
admitted, ‘as the bureaucracy, the ol in-
dustry, and Industral oil users sought to
exploit the crisis for thelr own advantage.
[19]

In the aftermath of the embargo, US
allies tried to negotiate their own bilateral
petroleum purchase deals with the produc-
ing countries without going through  the
major international oil companies.
Washington opposed these eflorts, [20] In
short, the well-being of US allies has never
been the Key consideration of US policy-
makears.

Nor, for that matter, has the well-baing
of the average US citizen been their ¢rucial
concern. One former Delense Departmen
official  has  estimated  that  Guif-related
milliary  expendiiures cast US laxpayers
about 47 billion dollars in 1985 alona, [21]
Former Zecretary of the Mavy John Leh
man put the annual figure at 44 billion
dollars. [22] What could be waorth thasa
staggering sums?
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These expenditures have nol  been
necessary for the survival of the West In
extremis, according to former ClA analyst
Maj. Gen. Edward B. Atkeson, if all Gulf oil
were cut off the elimination of recreational
driving (which in the US accounts for 10
percent of total ol consumption) would
reduce Western petroleum needs to a level
easily replaceable from non-Gulf sources.
Even in wartime, Atkeson concluded, Gulf
oil is not essential to Western needs. [23]
And in a protracted global conflict, one
can be sure that ol fields would not last
very long in the face ol missile attacks.

The expenditures, however, are a
good investment for the ol companies,
given that they are nol the ones who pay
the tab. To be sure, the multinationals no
longer directly own majority of crude oil
production in the Gulf. But they have buy-
back deals with the producers, whereby
they purchase, at bargain prices, oi from
the fields they formerly owned For ex-
ample, according to former Senator Frank
Church, US firms "have a ‘sweetheari' ar-
rangament with Saudi Arabia, notwithstand-
ng the nominal nationalization of  their
properties.,." [24] Radical regimes want to
sall ol as much as comservative anes do,
but a change of government in any Gulf
state might eliminate the privileged position
of the oil companies,

The interhal sscurity of regimes ke
Saudi Arabia depends heavily on outside,
particulardy  US, support Many  Saudis
believe that, in return, their country has
hean overproducing oil to please the US,
ia the detriment of their nation's long-term
interests. Selling. oil beyond  the point at
which the proceeds can be productively
invested is economically irrational, par-
ticulary  given the fact that oll In the
aground  appreciates In value, [25] More
democralic  or nationalistic  governments
will also be less willing to accommodatels
military presence or o sarve as US
proxies far malntaining the regional status
Quo.

Thus, for mare than 40 years, through
many changed circumstances, there has
baen one constant feature of US policy in
the Gulf: support for the most conservative
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local forces in order lo keep radical and
popular movements from coming o power,
no matter what the human cost, no matter
how great the necessary manipulation or
intervention. The US has not been invariab-
ly successful in achieving its objectives --
in 1979, it lost one of its major props with
the overthrow of the Shah of lran, who
had policed the Gulf on Washington's be-
half. But the basic pattern of US policy
has not changed, and is well ilustrated by
its behavior during the war between lran
and Irag,

The Gulf War

The US did not have diplomatic rela-
tions with either belligerent in 1980, and
announced its neutrality in the conflicL
One typically humanitarian State Deparl-
ment official explained in 1983 “we dorl
gve a damn as long as the lran-rag
carnage does not affect owr alies in the
region or alter the balance of power" [25]
In fact, the US was not indifferent to the
war, but saw a number of positive oppor-
tunities opened by its prolongation,

The need for arms and money would
make Baghdad more dependent on the
conservative Gulf states and Egypl, thereby
moderating Iraq's policies and helping to
repair ties between Cairo and the ather
Arab states. The war would make lran --
whose weapons had all been US-supplisd
in the past — desperate to obtain US
equipment and spare parts. The exigen-
cies of war might make both nations mare
willing to restore their relations  with
Washinglon.  Alternativaly, the dislooations
of war might give the US greater ability to
carry oul covert operations in lran or lrag,
And turmoil in the Guif might make other
states in the area more suscepiible to US
pressure for military  cooperation,

Washington tried to carry out all these
policies at once, |n late 1986, however, the
Reagan administration was caught secretly
selling arms to Iran, and funneling the
proceeds to aid the Contras, The Reagan
administration was In the unenviable posi-
tion of having alienated the lranians and
panicked all the Arabs who concludad
that the US valued Iran's friendship over
theirs. To salvage US relations with at least
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one side, Washington now had to tilt -
and tit heavily -- towards Iraq.

The American Armada

The opportunity to demonstrate the tilt
pame soon. Kuwait had watched  with
growing nervousness lran’s battlefield suc-
cesses, perhaps made possible by US
arms sales and intelligence reports. Iran
was now also attacking ships  calling at
Kuwaitl potts, and to protect itself, Kuwait
lried to draw in the US. In September
1986 (before the ran-Contra scandal broke
out), it asked both Washington and Maos-
cow if they would be interested in reflag-
ging some Kuwaiti vessels -- that is, flying
their own flags on Kuwaili ships and then
protecting them.  The initial US reaction
was lackadaisical, Bul when the US
learned in March 1987 that the Sovia
Union offered to reflag 11 tankers, it
promptly offered o reflag the same 11
ships — which would both keep Sovigt in-
fluence out of the Guif and give the US
the opportunity to demonstrate its support
for lrag. [27]

The Kuwaitis acceptad the US* offer and
declined  Moscow's, byt charterad
three Soviet vessals in order o provide
some balance between the US and the
USSR (as the Kuwaitis are less afraid of
Soviet contamination than their American
saviars are). [28] Undersecretary of Polili-
cal Affairs Michael H. Armacost explained
in June 1887 that if the USSR were per-
mitted a larger role in protecting Guif oil,
the Gulf stales would be under great pres
sure to make additional facilities available
to Moscow, [29] The US view was that
onily one superpower was allowed to have
facilities in the region, and that was the
United States. Thus, when in December
1980 the Saoviet Union proposed the
neutralization of the Gull, with no alliances,
no bases, no intervention in the region,
and no obstacles to free trade and the sea
lanes, Washington showed no interest,
[30] By August 1987, the WS had an
aircralt carrier, a battleship, six cruisers,
three destroyers, seven frigates, and
numerous supporting naval vessels in or
near the Gulf, [31} in what a Congressional
study lermed "the fargest single naval ar-
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mada deployed since the height of the
Vietnam war', [32)

The Reagan administration claimed that
the reflagging was merely intended lo
protect the flow of ol It warned that “any
significant disruption in gulf oil supply
would cause world oil prices for all to
'skyrocket”, grimly recalling how  events
from 1973 to 1974, and from 1978 to 1979
demonstrated that “a small disruption — of
lgss than five percent — can trigger a sharp
escalation in oil prices”. [33]

In fact, oil and, for that matter, oil
prices were never threatened. There has
been a worldwide ol glut since the early
19805, with much underused production
capacity In non-Gulf natlons. Despite the
horrendous human costs of the lran-rag
war, oil prices had actually fallen by 50
percent during the course of the conflict.
[34] By the end of 1987, two-thirds of all
the ol produced in the Gulf was carred
by pipeline. The Congressional study noted
that even in the unlikely event of an actual
shutdown of the Gull, the impact on oil
supplies and prices would be minimal. [35]
In no sense then could the Strait of Hor-
muz be viewed as the “jugular® of the
Western economies. [36]
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Fewer than two percent of the ships
that did transit the Stralt came under at-
tack, and even this figure is misleading
because many of the attacks inflicted rela-
tively minor damage. [37] Only one Iranian
attack In 10 caused serious damage. [38)

Significantly, Iran became maore aggres-
sive in attacking shipping because of US
naval presence. [39] Between 1981 and
Aprll 1987, when U3 reflagging was an-
nounced, Iran struck 90 ships; in little over
a year thereafter, Iran struck 126 ships.
[40] As the Congressional study noted,
*shipping in the Gulf now appears less
safe than before the US naval buid-up
began'. [41]

if the US were concerned with free
navigation, it might have given some con-
sideration to a Soviet proposal that the US
Navy and all national navies withdraw from
the Gulf, to be replaced by a United Na-
tions force, [42) But Washington rejected
this proposal. '

It was lsag that started the tanker war
in the Guif proper in 1981, and continued
these attacks into 1984 without a parallel
Iranlan response at sea. In March 1984,
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two months after Iraq stepped up the pace
and scope of its attack, lran finally began
to respond. [43] Iragi abttacks, however,
outnumbered those by lran until after the
US announced its reflagging. [44] The US
Mavy protected the reflagged vessels and,
in April 1988, extended Iits protection to
any neutral vessel coming under lranian
attack. [45] In practice, this meant that Irag
could strike at lranian vessels with im-
punity, with the US Navy preventing ratalia-
tion by Teheran.

Washington justified its policy by noting
that lrag only attacked Iranian ships, while
Iran targeted the ships of neutrals, par-
ticulady Kuwait. This was a dubious legal
argumert on two counts: First, Kuwait was
a neutral engaged in a rather unneutral
behavior . Among other things, it opened
its ports to deliveries of war material that
were then transported over land to lrag.
[46] Second, Irag also hit neutral ships,
even Saudi Arablan ships, when they
called on Iran. [47] Irag declared certain
lranian waters a "war exclusion zone', but
as an international law expert has noted,
Irag's "method of enforcement has closely
resembled German methods" In World War
ll, and “under any analysis, the lragl ex-
clusion zone cannol be justified”. The "at

|*r
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tacks on neutral merchant vessels by both
sides must be condemned as violations of
international law”. [48] There was, thus, no
legal justification for the US to take Irag's
side in the tanker war.

There was still less sense in referring 1o
the US MNavy as a "peacekeeping” force.
Gary Sick, a former Mational Security
Council officer in charge of Iranian affairs,
asserted that Ametican naval units "have
been deployed aggressively and provoca-
tively in the hotlest parts of the Persian
Guif', "Our aggressive patrolling  strategy,”
he observed, "lends 1o start fights, not end
thern. We behave at times as if our objec-
tive was to goad Iran into a war with us.”
[49] According 1o a Congressicnal repott,
officials In every Gulf country were critical
of "the highly provocative way In which US
forces are being deploved". [50] In Apt
1988, when the US turned a mining attack
an a US ship into the biggest US MNawvy
sea battle since Wordd War I, [51] Al
fttihad, a newspaper often reflective of
government thinking in the United Arab
Emirates, erticized the US altacks, noting

‘that they added "fuel to the Gulf tension”.

[52]

THE |MPOSED WAR
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The aggressive posture of the US was
in marked contrast to that of the Sovietl
Urion. The Soviet Union, too, was escor-
ing shipsin the Gull, particularty those carry-
ing weapons to Kuwait for Irag. On 6 May
1987, Iranian gunboals attacked a Soviet

merchanl vessel, [53] and !wo weeks fater,

ona of the Soviet ships chartered by
Kuwait was the first victim of a mine aliack
since 1984, [54] These facts are nol widely
khown because the Soviel response was
extremely  mild

Provocative US deployments took a
heavy toll on Innocent chvilians. One night
in Movember 18987, a US ship fired its
machine guns with hostile inlent at what
was belleved to be an lranian speedboat,
bul which was, In fact, a fishing boat from
the Unlted Arab Emirates. One person was
killed and three ware wounded. [55] The
most serious Incident was the shooting
down by the US cruiser Vincennes of an
lranian civll ailiner, killing all 290 people
aboard. The commander of ancther US
ship in the Gulf noted thal while “the con-
duct of lranian millary forces in the month
preceding the incident was pointedly non-
threatening”, the aclions of the Vincennes
"appeared to be consistenlly agaressive”,
leading some Mavy heads to refer to the
shipp as "Rebo Cruiser”, [56]

Indifference und Diplomacy

The common view on the Gulil War,
widely promoled by Washington, was that
Iran was the sole obstacle 1o peace. A
review of the handling of the war, however,
shows thal whie the lale lranian leader
Ayatollah Khomeini cenainly bore tremen-
dous responsibility for the bloodshed, the
blame should not be entirely on  him

It was Irag which began the war with an
attack on lran on 22 September 1980. The
United Mations Security Councll  waited
four days before convening, and It was not
unti 28 September 1980 thal # passed
Resolution 478 caling for an end o the
fighting. Significantly, however, the resclu-
tion did nol condemn { or even mantion)
the Iragl aggression nor call for a retumn Lo
Internationally recognized boundaries. As
Ralph King, who has studied the UN
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response in detail, concluded, "the Councll
has more or less deliberately ignored
Iraq's actions In September 1980° It did so
because the Counci, as a whole, had a
negative view of Iran and was not con-
cerned enough about Iran's predicament to
come to its aid. The US delegate noted
that Iran, which had itsell viclated Security
Councl resolutions on the US embassy
hostages, could hardly complain about the
Council’s lackiuster response.

Iran rejected Resolution 479 because it
was one-sided. When Norway called for an
intarnationally supervised withdrawal of for-
ces, Iraq replied, accurately, that this vio-
lates Resolution 479, lran refused 1o
engage in any discussion as long as lragl
forces remained in its soll [67] In tha
meantime, State Department officials
proposed "a joint US-Soviet effot 1o
promote a settlement’, but Natlonal
Security Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinskl ar-
gued that this “would legitimize the Soviet
position in the Gulf, and this objectively
undercut our vital interests”. [68] Mo US
initiative was forthcoming, A few marg un-
fruitiul Security Council meetings were held
in October. Finally, no further formal meet-
ings were held on the subject of the war,
despite the carnage, until July 1982. [59]

There were a number of efforts 1o
mediate by third parties. The first was
under Olof Palme, representing the UN
Secretary General, Palme proposed that,
as an Initial step, the two sides agree 10
have the disputed Shatt al-Arab waterway
cleared. Irag, however, would only agree if
it could pay the full costs (thus legitimizing
its claim to the entire river). No agreement
could be reached. [B0] Then, the Non-
aligned Ministerial Committee proposed a
cease-fire, subsequent withdrawal, and the
creation of demilitarized zones in both
sides. lran accepted this and, for a while,
lrag did as wel. But Baghdad soon
changed its mind, hoping to win In the
battlefield. In neither of these Instances
was lrag pressured to enter a settlement,
[61]

In early 1982, the government of Al
geria, which had helped Iran and Irag
reach a border agreement in 1975, and had
also served as a go-between for the
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release of the US embassy hostages, of-
fered to help. On 3 May 1982, however, an
aircraft carrying the Algerian foreign mini-
ster and his team of experts was shot
down in Iranfan airspace hy an fragi fighter
plane. Five years later, a captured Iraqgi
pilot was said to have admitted that the
attack was aimed at having Iran blamed
for the action, [62] Whether this is true or
not, the shootdown did eliminate fram the
scene the most experienced mediators.

By the end of May 1982, iran had
recovered nearly all its territory, and Iraq
was looking for a way out of the war. The
lslamic Conference Organization and the
Gulf Cooperation Council tried to mediate
a setttement. On 3 June, thres men, led
by an lragi Intelligence officer, attempted
to assassinate the fsraeli ambassador to
Britain, with the hope, according to one
report, of provoking an Israeli invasion of
Lebanon that would create the conditions
for the Gulf combatants to end their fight-
ing so they might face their common
enemy -- lsrael. [63] Israel needed no en-
couragement to march into Lebanon; it
knew the provocation had nothing to do
with the PLO or Lebanon, but it invaded,
anyway. The Lebanon war, however, did
not dissuade Iran from continuing the Guif
War, and might even have derailed the
mediation efforts, [64]

Iraq offered to stop firing and withdraw
s remaining forces from Iran. In Teheran,
a vigorous debate ensued over whether to
accept the offer or to continue with the
war. The militant mullahs had seen their
power grow during the war; though the
Shah had originally been ousted by a
wide range of political forces, the crusade
against lraq had enabled the right-wing
clerics to mobilize the population and
prevall over their domestic opponents, In
addition, just as lrag had erronecusly as-
sumed that |ran was on the verge of col-
lapse In September 1880, so now I
seemed to Iran as though lragl leader Sad-
dam Hussein was about to fall, Khomeini
declded to go on with the war, declaring
that Iran would not stop fighting untll Sad-
dam Hussein was overthrown, gult for the
war assigned to Irag, and reparations paid.
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The government of Iran, thus, bears
major responsibiity for the death and
destruclion that fellowed, But, significantly,
no industrial country gave sirong support
to a peace settlement this time. [65] Within
the United States, Secretary of State
Alexander Haig proposed an international
peace conference (though without US and,
of course, Soviet participation). The
proposal, Haig recalls, ailed 1o win the
atiention -of the White House". Haig notes
that the "war was then at a critical slage,
an Iranian offensive having recovered near-
Iy all of lran's lost territory, and it is pos-
sible that a properly designed initiative
could have succeeded in ending the hos-
tilities". [66]

For the first time since 1980, the
Security Council met on the issue of the
war on 12 July 1982 and called for a
withdrawal to the pre-war boundaries. Iran
considered this further proof of the bias
af the United Nations, since the call for
withdrawal came when lranian forces first
held any lraqi territory, [67]

Irag responded to lranian victory on the
ground by making use of its technalogical
advantage: it escalated the tanker war,
employed chemical weapons, and
launched attacks on civilian targets. [ran
retaliated by striking Gulf shipping in 1984
and launching its own attacks on civilians,
though on a lesser scale than Irag's. Iran
charged that the ‘Security Council's han-
diing of these issues reflected animosity
against it

In 1974, the Security Council passed a
resolution on  the tanker war that was
directed primarily against lran's actiohs
and made no reference to lragl conduct,
except to call tor all states to respect the
right to free navigation. [68]

The Security Council passed no resolu-
tion on chemical weapons. The United
States condemned the use of chemical
weapons, but declined to support any
Council action against Iraq. [69] The Coun-
cil did issue a much less significant
"statement” in 1985, condemning the use
of chemical weapaons. but without naming
Irag. Then in March 1986, a Councll state-
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mentl explicilly denounced lrag for the first
time. This came, however, lwo years alter
lrag’s conduct of chemical wartare had
been confirmed by a UN team. [70]

In 1283, another UN team found that
both sides had attacked civilian areas, but
that lran had suffered mare extensive
damage than lrag. Teheran wanted the
Securlty Counci to pass a resclution that
indicated lrag's greater respansibility, but
the Council refused tc do so, and no
statement wasg issued. |71] In June 1984,
the Secretary General was able to get the
two sides to agree to cease their attacks
an civilans. Both sides soon charged each
other of committing viclations, but UN in-
spection teams found that while lrag violated
the agreement, lrandid not. By March 1985,
the moratorium was over. [72]

At the same time, maintaining US
presence In the 'Gulf vis-a-vis Moscow's
low profile, was still crucial for the US.
In a section of a dralt National Security
daocument that ellcited no dissent, WS long-
term goals were said to Include "an early
end to the lran-lraq war without Soviet
mediation”. [73]

lran remained commited to its maxi-
mum war aims,in  spite of the fact that
Oliver MNorth, apparently withouwt authoriza-
tion, told lranian officlals that Reagan
wanted the war ended on lerms favorable
to Iran, and that Saddam Hussein had to
go. [74] But it was not just Morth's un-
authorized information that encouraged
Iranian intransigence; the authorized but
clandestine dealings between Washington
?nd Teheran. no doubt. had the same ef-
ect.

In late 1886, the Iran-Contra scandal
broke out, forcing the US to go all-out in
its support for Irag in order to preserve
some influence among the Arab states
jolted by the evidence of Washington's
doubledealing, In May 1987, US Assistant
Secretary of State Richard Murphy met
with Saddam Hussein and promised him
that the US would lead efforts at the UN
for a mandatory arms embargo against
lrar.. A resolution, drafted by the US,
called for acease-fire and withdrawal by
both skdes, and Imposed an embargo on
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whoever did not comply, presumably lran.
The non-permanent members of the
Security Councll also called for the forma-
tion of an impartial commission o inves-
tigate the otigins of the war. and for the
elimination of the mandatory sanctions. On
20 July 1987, the documenl was passed
unanimously as Security Council Resolu-
tion 508. [75]

lrag promptly accepted Resolution 598,
while Iran said it would accept the
provisions on the ceasedfire and the
withdrawal of forces if an impartial com-
mission was set upfirst. US and lraq both
rejected Iran's position, asserting that lran
had no right to select one provision out of
many in the resolution and impose that
as a pre-condition.  |76]

The Secretary General then travelled to
Teheran and Baghdad to work out a
compromise. According to the leaked text
of the SBecretary General's private reparl to
the Security Council, lran agreed to accepl
an "undeclared cease-fire" while an inde-
pendent commission was Investigating the
responsibility for the conflict; the cessation
would become formal on the date that the
commission Issued its findings. lrag, how-
ever, Insisted that "under no clrcumstan-
ces” would it accept an undeclared
cease-fira, [77]

Instead of seizing lran’s position as part
of a first step towards a compromise, the
US, in the words of Gary Sick, “pressed
single-mindedly for an embargo an
Iran, while resisting efforts by Secretary
General Javier Perez de Cuellar to fashion
a compromise cease-fire". [78]

"Could the war have been ended by a
compromise in eady 1988?" Sick has
asked. "The answar will never ba known,
primarily because the US was unwilling to
explore Iran's offer. The US position - and
sensitivities about even the perception of
any sympathy (sic) towards lran -- was a
direct legacy of the Irarn-Contra flasco.
They have contributed to prolonging the
war for six unnecessary months." [79]

Finally, in the face of widespread anth
war sentiments In Iran, Ayatollah Khomeini
decided to bring the fighting to an end.
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On 18 July 1988, Iran declared its full
acceptance of Resoclution 598. By this time,
however, Irag had turned the tide of the
battle on land, having regained virtually all
of its own teritory. Saddam Hussein,
therefore, refused to accept the cease-fire.
Baghdad continued Its offensive, using
chemical weapons against both lran and
its (Irag's) own Kurdish population. It was
not untll 6 August that International pres-
sure got lraq to agree to a ceasefire,
which went Into effect two weeks later.
[80]

The underlying causes of the war have
not been resolved, and both regimes have
continued to kil their own citizens - Kurds
in Iraq, and dissidents, especially leftists, in
lran, Bul the Gulf War, with its staggering
human costs, was finally over
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