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Introduction:

      The role of the U.S.A in the Iran-Iraq war was an essential element in the continuity of war for almost a decade. From the very beginning of the war, the Unites States started its contacts with both Iraq and Iran.

      The American intervention in this Middle-East conflict is not 
a surprise. The United States has strategical goals in the region, especially the oil and the security of Israel. Iraq and Iran are key countries in producing oil. The first is the second largest reserve for oil in the world.

      While the U.S. Policy toward Iran during the early phase of the war had been completely supporting Iraq, the U.S. later shifted its focus and began to support Iran in order to weaken both parties and grantees that the war would continue longer.

The Beginning of the War:
      In September 22, 1980, Iraq launched a massive strike against Iranian territories in all directions. The guns fell silent one month before the war’s eight year anniversary on August 20, 1988, after Iran accepted a United Nations ceases fire proposal; an act which the Ayatollah Khomeini characterized as more deadly than taking poison.

      The eight years war between Iran and Iraq which brought enormous human, economic, and material losses to both sides, today stands more or less as it was at the start of the conflict in 1980, except for some changes on the borderline which is still occupied by one another. Prior to its acceptance of UN Resolution 595 in July 1988, Iran had insisted that the removal of Saddam Hussein from authority was the first condition to end the war with Iraq.

      The Iranian revolution which started in 1979 and brought an end to the monarchial regime in Iran, was welcomed in the beginning by all Muslim countries since it was Islamic in nature, and even the government of Iraq sent a cable of congratulations to Khomeini after his return from Paris to Iran, but this cable was never answered.

      From the beginning of the
revolution, Iran initiated fundamental changes in her foreign policy, especially with the regional states, particularly Iraq. A propaganda war between Iran and Iraq erupted shortly after the revolution. In February 1980, Ayatollah Khomeini stated: “We will export our revolution to the four continents of the world, because our revolution is Islamic...”.
      On another occasion, Khomeini stated: “We should try to export our revolution to the world. We should set aside the thought that we do not export our revolution, because Islam does not regard various Islamic countries differently and is the supporter of all oppressed people of the world if we remain in an enclosed environment we shall definitely face defeat” (
).

      From this statement, it appeared that Khomeini and his followers believed that their revolution was not only an Iranian revolution, but rather a global one, and Iran was just the starting point. They believed that their revolution must spread to neighboring countries and Iraq because of its religious make-up must be the logical place to start. As Khomeini's interpretation of Islam continued to unfold, they began to itch as they began to observe what amounted to insults in the name of Islam. The Arab countries, particularly the Gulf states, began to notice that Khomeini's export of the Islamic revolution was not simply a mere slogan, but rather a cardinal principle of the Islamic republic of Iran's new Islamic “world order” which is the world order within the "Imami" or "twelve" Shiite cultural tradition. Khomeini thought that Iran should lead the way toward the establishment of the “government of the disinherited”, of the oppressed in all other states of the world. In Khomeini's word's, “Islam is a sacred trust from God to ourselves and the Iranian nation must grow in power and resolution until it has fed Islam to the rest of the world”(
).

      On the contrary, Saddam Hussein believed “the Ba'ath idea opposes the use of religion for political purposes. While we respect our Islamic religion, which our people believe in”.
      Obviously, the sensitivity of these two issues of religion and nationalism lead to the conflict between the two regimes. A bomb was thrown in a crowded student gathering at Al-Mustanesiriyah University in Baghdad, and Iraq accused Iran and in retaliation, expelled large numbers
of Shiites of Iranian origin.

The Escalation of the War:
      Throughout 1980, a series of border clashes occurred between the two countries. Iraq accused Iran 
of having violated the Algiers Agreement of 1975 more than 189 times between the period of June and September 1980 by military actions. On September 17, 1980 President Saddam Hussein renounced the Algiers treaty which had defined the thalweg line in the Shatt Al-Arab waterway between Iraq and Iran.

      After the renunciation of the Algiers treaty on September 27, 1980, by Iraq, Iran began to attack some residential and economic areas on the other side of the Shatt Al-Arab. Some important merchant ships were hit in the waterway. On September 22, 1980, Iraqi forces crossed the Iranian border, and advanced into Iranian territory for several hundred miles. Some observes described the Iraqi’s offensive as a quick answer to the Iranian decision of exporting revolution to Iraq and possibly will lead to a replacement of Khomeini’s regime by a more moderate one. Others believe that Iraq wanted to control the whole Shatt Al-Arab and hoped to negotiate in a position of strength with Iran. Some writers have also suggested that the Camp David Accords were a positive factor for Iraq to strike. As one observer put it, “when Egypt signed the accords with Israel, it forfeited its leadership role in the Arab world. Saddam Hussein who eagerly sought to fill the leadership vacuum left by the Egyptian defection seized the initiative by sponsoring the Baghdad Summits”(
). Saddam also was convinced that the US preoccupation with the hostage crisis and the Soviet’s involvement in Afghanistan would eliminate their support of Iran. Whatever the Iraq aim or ambition, one thing was absent from the mind of Iraqi foreign policy makers, which is their overestimation of Iranian internal weaknesses and underestimation of the degree to which Khomeini would be strengthened by the Iraqi invasion. After the Iraqi invasion of September 22, 1980 until July 1988, the war went through several phases.

      President Bani Sadr claimed in an interview published in Le Monde that he had prior knowledge of the Iraqi attack from documents and minutes of talks held in Paris between “Iranian counter revolutionaries, Iraqi representatives and the US and Israeli experts”. Mr. Nassirol Sadat Salami, the Iranian Ambassador 
to Italy, alleged direct American involvement in the war(
).

      Referring to the repeated raids by the Iraqi Air Force deep into Iranian airspace as far as Teheran he claimed that “the only country in the world that knew where the blind points of our radar located was the United States. It was (they) who installed all these radar systems in Iran. And how could Iraq penetrate Iran and arrive all the way to the Capital without being detected by Iranian radar or by the Iranian Air Force?” (
)Further indications of the American role came with the swiftness with which Israel accepted Jordanian explanation, which were transmitted through the United States, that the basing of some aircraft of the Iraqi Air Force in Jordan should not be construed as a move against Israel(
).

      Israel’s isolation in the international community was a well established fact. Specifically, the seizure of the US Embassy in Teheran on November 4, 1970, was followed on November 5 by the Government of Iran abrogating the 1959 Defense Agreement between Iran and the United States. In the rapid downhill slide towards the eventual breaking off of diplomatic relation between the two countries, the United States Government on November 8 ordered halt to the shipment of $300, mill. worth of military spares which Iran had air ady paid for. This was followed by the prohibition of oil imports to the United States from Iran. On November 5, 1979, the day Iranian Government abrogated the treaty with the United States, it also announced that Article 5 and 6 of the 1921 treaty between Iran and the Soviet Union were abrogated. These articles provided for the Soviet occupation of Iran, if the country were to become a launching ground for anti-Soviet forces. In Baghdad’s view Iran’s apparently isolated international position is coupled with the domestic turmoil.

      In 1972, Iraq and the Soviet Union had signed a treaty of friendship and cooperation which included clauses obligating the 
two parties to enter into mutual consultations in the event of an external attack by a third power.

      In 22 September 1980, Baghdad announced that Tariq Aziz, Iraqi Deputy Prime Minister was to pay an unscheduled visit to Moscow. While in Moscow Aziz met Bonis Ponomayov and Victor Malsten and other soviet officials and discussed what a brief Tass report said “topical questions(
), on the Middle East and international situation. The Baathist regime in Baghdad intended to use Aziz’s visit to demonstrate to Iran and to rub in its isolated position, diplomatic support. It could muster mainly with the Soviet Union. It is doubtful if Iraq expected more out of Aziz’s visit.

      Ever since the Islamic Revolution in Iran, the Soviet Union recognised extreme anti American character, interpreted of course as a strong anti-imperialist trait, the Soviet Union welcomed if only cautiously, the happenings in Iran and moved ahead for closer links with Tehran. But the fact that it was just the other superpower, next door and a godless one at that, imposed limits for 
a close Soviet Iranian relationship.

      The Soviet intervention in Afghanistan was condemned by Iran as a hostile action against Iran and all Muslims of the world” (
).

      However, the Soviets did not foreclose the ‘Iranian opinion’.

United States reaction to the war came on September 23 when President Carter stated a position of ‘strict neutrality’.

       “We are not taking position either
for Iraq or Iran except to encourage them through UN and other means to end the conflict and bloodshed”(
). President Carter’s suggestion of United Nations mediation could hardly conceal the fact that the United States at that moment had no (locus standi) to mediate in the conflict and feared that the Soviet Union would step in. United Nations mediation would be a partial face-saver allowing at least American participation. Significantly, there was no appeal to the belligerent states to cease hostilities and withdraw to their borders.

      In the run up to a meeting between Secretary of State Edmund Muskie and Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko on September 25 1980, the US State Department in an effort to show something ‘concrete’ for its professed neutral stand, announced that the embargo on military spares to Iran imposed after the seizure of the American embassy would be “strictly enforced and that six gas turbines engines for Italian made frigates for Iraq had been suspended(
). At that point of time, as the war was not expected to be a war of attrition, these Italian made frigates could not have in any case arrived for another four to six months.

      For its part in the run up to the New York meeting between the two foreign Ministers, the Soviet Union blamed the United States for instigating the fighting and stated “no one has the right to interfere in the bilateral relations between Iran and Iraq even less to incite them 
to further escalation of the tension on their borders”. It continued, “International experience show that by goodwill, quarrels can be settled by name of peaceful negotiations which take into account the just interests of both sides” (
).

      In Iran’s view the war, launched by Saddam Hussein in September 1980, could only be explained by US complicity and encouragement. The crisis over the seizure of American hostages served, in this view, to encourage an attempt by the US and its regional ‘agent’ Saddam Hussein to strangle the young revolution. In support of this argument, Iranian point to the absurdity and inherent improbability of Saddam Hussein ‘daring’ to embark on such an adventure against a foe three times the size of Iraq, and to the low-key US reaction to the attack and its obvious interest in reversing the blow to its fortunes in the region represented by the revolution. Iranian statements since the outbreak of war emphasize the United States’ complicity in the Iraqi attack, ‘the US hand emerging from Saddam’s sleeve’, and less prominently the superpowers’ equally objectionable policies on the war both bilaterally and in the United Nations(
).

The US Contacts with Iran

      US policy towards Iran throughout the first phase of war had been one of barely canceled satisfaction at the Iraqi attack combined with the hope that the hostages would be quickly released, the limited offer of the supply of arms which had been paid for, and consultations with the USSR at the United Nations(
). Doubts as to Iran’s ability to continue the war were mixed with aweat its willingness to accept casualties, but while neither adversary had much of a popular constituency in its favour within the US, after he trauma of the hostage crisis, Iran was the more unpopular of the two. Kissinger’s aphorism, ‘too bad they can’t both lose’, reflected both official and popular feeling, but not policy. This was simply confined to making sure that the conflict did not spread, that allies in the Gulf were reassured by means of a multilateral naval presence, 
the deployment of early warnings (AWACS) aircraft, and warnings about the need to ensure the flow of oil and the freedom of navigation.

      As Iran’s military position improved, the US fonud its interests more directly threatened. While an expansionist, Iran threatened the stability of the Gulf, a policy of confronting Iran would risk pushing that country - ‘the strategic centerpiece of the region’ - towards the Soviet Union(
). The problem of containing
and cultivating revolutionary Iran posed itself in acute from and still remains the central dilemma of US policy in the region. the US response in this period was to become more involved warning Iran that its neutrality should not be construed as ‘indifference’ to the outcome of the war, and making plain that its tolerance of Iran’s actions in the Gulf was limited(
). Defense Secretary Weinberger underlined US interest in an end to the war but not to any end: “We want to see the war end in a way that doesn’t destabilize the area... An Iranian victory is certainly not in our national interest(
). To give substance to these statements, the US authorized the sale of cargo planes to Iraq(
). Reiterated US calls for an end to the war seemed to Iran to be due only to its battlefield successes; Washington had been mute during its travails in 1980-81(
).
      Yet the US presented some semblance of evenhandedness, calling for negotiations, affirming its support for the territorial integrity of both belligerents, and reproaching Jordan for its decision to dispatch volunteers to Iraq, as a widening of the war(
). At the same time, it maintained 
a naval presence and continued to exercise its forces (e.g. with Oman in the autumn of 1982) in order to be able to project power into the region quickly if called upon.

      Iran continued to reject both the idea and the need to seek any sort of relationship with the United States, confident of its ability to win the war on its own terms. At the same time, its alliance with Syria had given the Islamic republic access to Lebanon and to the largest constituency of that country, the dispossessed Shi’aa. Its support for radical groupings such as Islamic Amal, Hezbollah, and the Islamic Jihad, served not so much as a diversion from the war as ancillary to it, testifying to Iran’s regional constituency and demonstrating the continuing vitality and reach of the revolution. As a result of its insistence on the right to attack US interests anywhere(
), it clashed with the US on the issue of terrorism, which in turn influenced the tenor of relations in the Gulf war. At the same time, by the end of this period, the problems of arms resupply had become more acute as existing stocks were used up and replacements became harder to obtain as a result of the US policy of tightening up on its own leakages and arresting thirty-party supplies in what was known as “Operation Staunch”.

The second phase in relation started predictably enough with US calls for negotiations to end the war(
). US Nervousness about the expansion 
of the war increased as Iraq took possession of French Exocets and Super Etemdards and threatened Kharg island.

      Tehran’s position was that if its exports were threatened by Iraqi air attacks, it was in a position to make sure that no oil exported through the Gulf by closing the Strait of Hormuz.
      Putting aside the question of its technical feasibility, this threat was clearly intended to exert pressure on the Gulf states and the US to act to restrain Iraq from such attacks(
). The three was a ‘reasonable’ one only if it was accepted that Iran had the right to deprive Iraq of the use of the Gulf for its oil exports, thinking that Baghdad did not have an equal right. The US position was that this was a threat to the freedom of navigation and that it would not stand for ‘blackmail’ or allow the closure of the straits by anyone. US naval patrols were stepped up accordingly(
).

      The hardening of respective positions continued in 1984. As 
a result of its apparent involvement in the Beirut bombing of a US marine barracks, Iran was designated a terrorist state, thus further restricting its access to military technology from the US(
). By 1984 US policy had shifted to one of preventing an Iranian victory in the war, implying a definite tilt towards Iraq(
). Iraq now received access to US intelligence data gathered by the AWACS in Saudi Arabia. The official US position was that it was Iran that was refusing to end the war not Iraq, which had accepted UN Security Council resolution 540 of October 1983. Also it was argued that while Iraq confined its air attacks on Gulf shipping to a defined war zone, 
Iran attacked non-belligerents in international waters(
). The tilt towards Iraq was also evident in the use of US good offices in the search for assurances concerning the security of a new pipeline to be built by Bechtel and intended to bypass the Gulf.

      The United States in an effort to share up Iraqi strength opened sale of defense related material to Iraq. Diplomatic contacts which began with the US Deputy Assistant Secretary of State Morris Draper’s visit to Baghdad in April 1981, culminated in May 1982 with the agreement to sell to Iraq six lockheed L-100 civil and transport aircraft(
). Observers were quick to point out that the above planes which could easily be converted into military transport could easily be converted into military transport could substantially help Iraq strengthen its logistics.

      Nevertheless, limits to American involvement on the side of Iraq were apparent, primarily with the little chance of a change in American attitudes to the Arab - Israeli conflict.
      As the war progressed the United States made attempts to make some rules of the game, draw the lines as it were. Apparently conciliatory remarks to woo Iran were balanced with threats of dire consequences if “vital American interests” were threatened.

      The Secretary of State Muskie in
a conciliatory toen said “we believe cohesion and stability of Iran is 
in the interest of the region as a whole”(
). At the same time Under Secretary of State Warren Christopher was talking of American “vital interests” and said it would prevent interference with free transit in the Strait of Hormuz and the Gulf and would respond to requests for assistance from nonbelligerent friends in the area”. American naval buildup in the region was swift, facilitated by an already exiting presence and structurally centering around the Rapid Deployment Force. Since then there has been a continuous presence of at least 60 ships in the Gulf / North west Indian Ocean area-mostly American, but also British, French and Australian vessels.
      The most serious incident to date involving American ships in the area occurred on February 27th 1984, when a US destroyer USS Lawrence fired warning shots against a Iranian plane and a frigate in the Strait of Hormuz(
). This incident assumes importance as it occurs against a background of fierce Iranian onslaught on Iraq and the Iraqi threat to bomb Iranian oil exports to a cripping halt with their French supplied Super Etendsrd bombers with the Exocet missiles.

      While President Reagan called upon Iran to stop this terrible bloodletting(
), the US had moved to tighten up on arms transfers to Iran. In the first instance, this meant stopping leaks of spare parts from the US itself and secondly raising the issue seriously with more complaisant allies such as the British(
). Ambassador Richard Fairbanks was assigned to this job and seems to have made the embargo on Iran effective (Iraq continued to enjoy access to the armories of other states, especially the USSR and France). Reflecting their desperation, reports of Iranian efforts to buy arms from US sources in 1985 were matched by the number of arrests and interceptions within the US(
).

      The US continued its calls on Iran for a negotiated end to the war. It continued to admonish ‘terrorist states’ about the risks they ran, 
and to warn Iran explicitly of its responsibility and accountability for the lives of US citizens kidnapped by Islamic Jihad in Lebanon(
). But the tone had changed. The US now put pressure on Iraq not to indulge in unlimited air attacks on Iran’s economic infrastructure during the ‘war of the cities’(
).

      The State Department made
efforts to appease Iran by criticizing Iraq’s use of chemical weapons in the war in the United Nations.

      Iran, for its part, also made an effort. It opened up a dialogue with the Gulf states - including the dispatch of its Foreign Minister to Saudi Arabia for the first time - and sought to reassure them for its pacific intentions. In the form of Hashemi Rafsanjani, Iran played a helpful role in the resolution of the TWA hijacking in Beirut in June 1987. Later that month, Rafsanjani sent 
a signal to the US when he mentioned the possibility of eventually restoring ‘normal’ relations, under certain rather vague conditions.

      The US decision to become directly involved in the Gulf stemmed from several overlapping and not wholly compatible considerations; a desire, as the war intensified, to reassure the Gulf states (especially Kuwait), to pre-empt any Soviet role in the Gulf, and to serve notice of concern about the safety of navigation. The immediate catalyst for US involvement was the request by Kuwait that the US reflag twelve of its tankers and assign them the appropriate naval protection. The US decision was influenced and speeded up by the threat of Soviet acceptance of a comparable offer. Ironically, it was only reinforced by the apparently accidental bombing of the frigate USS Stark (with attendant loss of life) by an Iraqi warplane, in May 1987. President Reagan justified the need for an expanded US naval presence in the Gulf thus: “The use of the vital sea lanes of the Persian Gulf will not be dictated by the Iranians. These lanes will not be allowed to come under the control of the Soviet Union. The Persian Gulf will remain open to navigation by the nations of the world”(
).

      The Economist observed in early September 1987: “The Americans are now getting uncomfortably close to fighting Iraq’s war for it’(
). As the inevitable clashes with Iran occurred, the question for the US became clearer: Did it want to become a party to the neutral in trying to achieve a settlement through the UN? Could it afford to alienate Iran which still remained of critical strategic importance?

      The aims outlined in public by President Reagan in May 1987 had merged by October imperceptibly into another, that of stopping the war, or at least an Iranian victory. One British newspaper believed that this was both desirable and feasible but undermined its own case by stipulating requirements that are inherently in short supply, if not beyond the scope of the US political system(
). “If the real American aim is to prevent Iran from winning the war, this should be stated. It is 
a respectable goal and it is also achievable, but only so long as American will and consistency remain strong”.

Covert US arms sales to Iran:

      In order to understand the events involved, it is necessary to mention two key developments that occurred during 1985 and early 1986. The covert US arms sales to the Khomeini regime in Iran, and the impact of Iran’s seizure of Iraq’s Faw Peninsula. The convert US arms sales created a crisis in US relations with other Gulf states that was key factor in leading the US to rush into an arrangement to reflag and convoy Kuwaiti's tankers through the Gulf. Iraq’s conquest of Faw suddenly gave it renewed credibility as a real threat to both Iraq and Kuwait, and helped trigger a major expansion of the tanker war that increasingly involved Iranian strikes against neutral shipping and the Southern Gulf states.

      The arms deals began in 1985,
when the Reagan Administration made a series of decisions that eventually led to a massive scandal in 1987. In a series of exchanges which have still not been fully explained, several Israeli officials and US consultants outside the government helped persuade the senior officials of the US, and the Director of the General Intelligence Agency, that it might be possible to rebuild US political ties with “moderates” in the Iranian government, and to free Americans held hostages by pro-Iranian Shiite factions in Lebanon(
).

      Several Israeli officials continued to push the US towards opening contacts with Iran. David Kimche, Director General of Israel’s Foreign Ministry, had indirectly been pushing the idea of a US initiative towards Iran since at least the early fall of 1984, and in July 3, 1985. He the visited the White House, and asked National Security Advisor McFarlane to take up the proposal again, stating that his request was on the instructions of Shimon Peres, who used to be Israel's Prime Minister at that time.

      Another “private emissary” from Israel, visited, McFarlane on July 13. The next day, McFarlane sent Shultz, the U.S. Secretary of State a cable supporting the Iran initiative, and indicating that it might help the seven US hostages in Lebanon. This led Shultz to reply that the US should show interest without formally supporting any action and that McFarlane should take the initiative.

      While there are conflicts in the testimony as to what happened next McFarlane visited President Reagan who had just had an operation in the hospital at some point during July
13-17, 1987.

      McFarlane interpreted this conversation as giving him the President’s approval of covert contacts with Iran. In initiating these contacts, he used two private arms dealers, 
a Saudi, named Adnan hashoggi, and an Iranian named, Manucher Ghorbanifar, sometimes described as an advisor to iran’s Prime Minister.

      Further, Ledeen introduced an Israeli arms dealer, Al Schwimmer, to McFarlane at the suggestion of David Kimche.

      Ledeen met in Israel in late July with Kimche, Ghorbanifar, Schwimmer, and another Israeli arms dealer, Yaacov Nimrodian ex-Israeli military attache to Iran. The outcome was a proposal for new contacts with Iran and for trading the sale of U.S. Two anti-tank and Hawk anti-air missiles for the U.S., hostage. This led to 
a meeting in the White House on August 6, 1985, where President Reagan presided. Although the details of the meeting are unclear, it is clear that the key issue was whether to trade arms for hostages, that CIA Director William Casey, Regan, and Vice President Bush supported the arms initiative and that secretaries Shultz and Weinberger opposed it(
).

      The meeting does not seem to have had a formal outcome, but the practical result was that Israel felt it obtained authority from the NSC on August 30 to sell 508 TOW missiles to Iran, which the US would replace. The first 100 missiles arrived in Iran on August 30, 1985, and the remaining 400 arrived on September 14, 1985(
).
      The Arms transfer helped lead 
to the release of one US hostage - Reverend Benjamin Weir - on September 14, but the sale did not lead to the broader release of US hostages that the While House officials had expected. In fact, Iran established a pattern that it was to repeat in 1986, when the US shipped arms directly to Iran. Iran released one hostage, but kept the others to retain its leverage over the United States. Iran repeated this pattern when it released Reverend Lawrence Jenco on July 26, 986, and David P. Jaconsen on November 2, 1986.

      On each of these subsequent occasions, the pro-Iranian groups in Lebanon carried out only one-third to one-half the releases that the US had expected, and Iran seems to have encouraged such groups to take new hostages in compensation. By the time the covert US arms deals became public in early November 1986, pro-Iranian groups had as many US hostages as they did before the arms deal(
).

      Even so, the hostage problem led to President Reagan’s decision to initiate covet contacts with Iran, and these contacts were aided by Khashoggi and Ghorbanifar. Further, an Israeli arms dealer, Al Schwimmer, was introduced to McFarlane by Leoeen at the suggestion of David Kimche.

      To covet US sales to Iran and also to reduce the impact of “Operation Stauch”, the US made effort to restrict arms deliveries to Iran which the US had begun in 1983. They also gave Iran good reason to believe that US policy was uncertain and opportunistic. Iran found it could improve its access to other suppliers as they gradually became aware that US controls were weakening. While the exact pattern in arms flows is uncertain, it is clear that Israel stepped up its other arms sales to Iran to the point where they totaled around $500 million in value by mid-1986. It is also possible that other Western nations such as Greece, Spain and Portugal became more willing to expand their arms shipment(
).

Iran Attack on Faw:

      In early 1986, Iran built up a massive concentration of forces in the southern part of its border area with Iraq. The Iranian forces were then divided into two major concentrations. One smaller concentration was to the north of Basra, opposite the flooded Hawizah marshes. The main concentration was to the south opposite the Faw Peninsula and on he night of February 9, 1986, Iran carried out a major amphibious landing near Iraq’s largely abandoned oil port of Faw.

      It is doubtful that the covert US arms shipments to Iran before the attack had a critical impact on the fighting, but it is important to note that the US was attempting to trade some 4,000 TWO anti-tank guided missiles for release of hostages and better relations with Iran(
). The first 500 TOWS were shipped to Bandar Abbas in Iran on February 18, 1986. Another 500 TOW missiles, and possibly Hawk and F-4 parts as well, were shipped to Bandar Abbas on February 27, 1986.

      Iraq was not able to halt Iran’s invasion of Faw. By February 16, Iran occupied over 300 square miles of the Faw Peninsula, although much of this was marsh land. At the height of Iran’s success, it threatened to break out of the Faw Peninsula. Iranian troops reached the Khaur Abdallah waterway opposite Kuwait, and there were even reports that Iranian forces had surrounded the Iraqi Navy base at Umm Qasr. Iran also captured Iraq’s main air control and warning center covering the Gulf, which was located north of Faw(
).

      The Conquest of Faw gave Iran 
a new and important strategic position. While Faw was on a long marsh-ringed peninsula, and was relatively isolated from Basra and the main roads between Iraq and Kuwait, it was still of special strategic importance because of its impact on the Southern Gulf. The Faw Peninsula juts out between the Shatt al-Arab and the Island of Bubiyan in Kuwait. The successful Iranian thrust thus offered Iran three major benefits: (a) It cut Iraq off even more firmly from the Gulf; (b) It positioned Iran to attack Basra from the South, and (c) It positioned iran to cut off Iraq’s main lines of communication to Kuwait or even to launch amphibious attacks on Kuwait. Equally important, it created conditions that encouraged Iran to put pressure on all the southern Gulf states and to threaten western oil supplies(
).

      Iran responded to the halt of its Faw offensive by launching occasional raids against tankers in Saudi and UAB waters, and pressured the GCC states to end their ties to Iraq and the US. It also, however, expanded the scope of its talks with France the USSR - both of which were impressed by Iran’s victory and Faw - and carried on with its secret contacts with the US. The Iranian talks with the US were now conducted directly by Iran’s prime minister, Ali Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani, and he used 
a relative as a “second channel” to deal with the US government.

      Iran made steadily more ambitious demands. It was unsuccessful in demands for Harpoon anti-ship missiles, reconditioned Hawk radars, and 200 advanced Phoenix air-to-air missiles for its F-14As. It did, however, obtain US agreement to provide more TOWs and to provide critically needed Hawk parts - partly in compensation for the defective parts Israel and shipped in November 1985.
      Two more southern Air Boeing 707s flew from Texas to Tel Aviv in May, 1986, carrying the Hawk parts and TOWs. Then, on may 28, McFarlane, Lt. Colonel North, George Cave, a CIA official, and Amiran Nir Flew to Iran in a plane carrying an initial load of spare parts ofor the Hawk missiles Iran needed to help protect its oil facilities. The rest of the Hawk parts and the 500 more TWO missiles were kept back in Israel awaiting the release of the US hostages.

      The US officials were supposed to see President Khomenei, Prime Minister Mousavi, and Majlis Speaker Rafsanjani, but McFarlane and the rest of his party got few results from their arrival in Teheran. They spent several days waiting in the Teheran Hilton, and talking to low level officials, before being asked to leave.
      Although the circumstances are still unclear, Rafsanjani may have faced a major problem in dealing with the Americans because Montazeri - and/or one of his most senior Assistants and Chief of staff, Mehdi Hashemi - found out about the US visit and strongly opposed it. Rumors surfaced later that more radical factions within the Iranian government threatened to arrest the Americans, and it became all too clear in the fall that the Iranian government was as divided about the wisdom of covet dealings with the US as American officials were divided about the merits of dealing with Iran.

      Rafsanjani, however, did make 
a guarded speech on June 10, 1986 discussing improved Iranian relations with the US and one hostage - Father Jenco - was released on July 26, 1986. Although this hostage release fell far short of US expectations, the US sent Iran more Haw parts on August 3.

      Iran then pressed the US for more Hawk missiles, Hawk radars Hawk electron tubes, 1,000 more TOWs, and intelligence on Iraq.

      By late August, after discussions of returning the body of William Buckley for burial, the US began preparation for the shipment of 500 more TOWs. After some complex delays, the 500 TOWs were delivered to Iran on October 28. Another hostage - Peter Jacobsen - was released
on November 2, 1986(
).

      These events led the US to establish a “two track” policy towards Iran. The first track was to use the UN to force a general cease-fire in the war than would lead to a peace settlement based on the 1974 Algiers Accord, and a return to pre-war borders.

      This led the US to conduct a series of unannounced meetings with the USSR, PRC, Britain, and France at the United Nations regarding a new peace settlement initiative(
).
Conclusion:

      This study concludes that the U.S. engagement in the Iran-Iraq conflict was very clear. From the early days of the war, the U.S. policy was to make sure that both parties of the conflict would loose.

      While the United States was satisfied with the Iraqi victory in the early phase of the war, the U.S. policy was never in favor of Iraq, in a later stage, the U.S. shifted its support in favour of Iran.

      Another conclusion of this study is the hypocrisy of the Iranian Regime, while the Revolution condemned the Americans and consider U.S. as the great satan, the Iranians did not hesitate to cooperate with the greater Satan when it comes to serve their interests.

      Finally, the Iran-Iraq relations were not independent from the influence of the super power, namely, the U.S. and this fact stands the test of time.
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ملخص


      تهدف هذه الدراسة إلى تفحص سياسة الولايات المتحدة الأمريكية ودورها في الحرب العراقية الإيرانية (1980-1988). وتبين هذه الدراسة أسباب الحرب بين البلدين وتداعياتها. ولقد أوضحت الدراسة وجود رغبة لدى قائد الثورة الإسلامية آية الله الخميني في تصدير الثورة الإسلامية إلى دول أخرى بما فيها جنوب العراق الذي تقطنه نسبة كبيرة من الشيعة وهذا ضد مصالح الولايات المتحدة الأمريكية.


      وتوضح هذه الدراسة الدور الأمريكي الفعّال خلال فترة الحرب وذلك من أجل استنزاف قوة وطاقة البلدين وتأمين مصالحها الاستراتيجية في المنطقة والحفاظ على أمن إسرائيل.


      وتوصلت إلى نتيجة مفادها أن التدخل الأمريكي في النزاع لعب دوراً حاسماً في تصاعد الصراع واستمراره لما يقرب من عقد من الزمن. وعلاوة على ذلك فإن الدراسة بينت عدم جدّية ما يسمى بالثورة الإسلامية الإيرانية حيث تعاونت مع الولايات المتحدة الأمريكية في سبيل تحقيق مصالحها على الرغم من أَنَّ ذلك يتناقض مع مبادئ الثورة الإسلامية الإيرانية. 


Abstract


      The study aims at investigating the American policy and its role during the 1980-1988 war between Iran and Iraq. The study reveals the reasons of war and the desires of Iran's leadership (Ayatollah Khomeini) to spread Islamic Revolution to other countries especially to the south of Iraq, which is inhibited by a large proportion of Shiite people. This was against American interest.


      This study also shows the vital role of the USA during the war in order to attrite the energy and power of the two countries and to protect its interests in the region and to ensure Israel's security.


      This study reaches the result that the American interference played an important role in the continuity and escalation of the conflict for almost �





a decade. In addition, the study illustrates the Iranian's hypocrisy when Iran cooperates with USA to serve its interests, which was against the principles of Iranian Islamic Revolution.
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