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October 28, 1983 

NOTE FOR BOB KIMMITT 

SYSTEM II 
91314 

As I said at the staff meeting this morning, we need to reach 
decisions on contingency plans for an escalation of the Iran-Iraq 
War. Concrete guidance can then be provided to the Armitage team 
which will be in the region and in a position to begin active 
planning with Saudi Arabia, Bahrain and Oman. If you believe we 
can locate a satisfactory time for the meeting (we arbitrarily 
chose Monday morning), I will discuss the issue with John 
Poindexter this afternoon so that we can get the agenda out later 
today. 

Attachment (Agenda) 
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I. 

II. 

AGENDA 

NATIONAL SECURITY PLANNING GROUP MEETING 
White House Situation Room 

Monday, October 31, 1983 
11:00 a.m. - 12:00 noon 

U.S. Policy Toward the Iran-Iraq War 

INTRODUCTION 

INTELLIGENCE ASSESSMENT .. 

.• Robert c. McFarlane 

.. William J. Casey 

A. Current development in the latest Iranian offensive 
B. Likelihood of Iraqi air strikes on critical Iranian 

economic targets 
C. Adequacy of U.S. intelligence assets to monitor Iranian 

counteractions 
D. Likely Soviet response in the event U.S. intervenes to 

defend shipping 

III. DIPLOMATIC STRATEGY. .. George P. Shultz 

A. Efforts to obtain a ceasefire in the Gulf 
B. Promoting U.S. policy toward the protection of civil 

aviation and freedom of navigation 
C. U.S. policy toward efforts to reopen the Iraq-Syria 

pipeline 
D. Consulta~ions with moderate Arabs and key Allies 

1. Freedom of navigation 
2. Defense of critical Gulf oil facilities and 

transhipment points 

IV. MILITARY PLANNING AND FORCE 
DEPLOYMENTS . ...... . ...• Caspar Weinberger 

GEN John Vessey 

A. Status of current contingency plans 
B. Cooperation/collaboration with Gulf Arabs and key Allies 

1. Planni,ng 
2. On-Scene coordination 

C. Force readiness 

1. Deterring/countering Iranian mining threat 
2. Protection of shipping 
3. Defense of critical oil facilities 
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v. 

D. Measures to improve U.S. military posture in the region 

1. Improving force closure times with likely warning 
indicators 

2. Precautionary deployments 

a. Tactical air deployments 
b. Mine countermeasures 
c. Counter-sapper defense 

ISSUES FOR DECISION .. .•. Robert C. McFarlane 

A. Consultations with Gulf Arab states 
B. Consultations with key Allies 
c. Guidance for contingency planning 

1. 
2. 
3. 

Mining threats 
Attacks on civil aviation and shippinq 
Attacks on Gulf oil facilities 
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SYSTEM II i 
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11/2/83 

MEETING: Lunch with National Security Planning Group 

Di.TE: November 7, 1983 

TIME: 12:00 noon 

DUR:-.'f ICN: 60 minutes 

LCC.;.TIO~T: Roosevelt Room 

REMARKS REQUIRED: No 
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FIRST LADY 
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SCHEDULE PROPOSAL 

TO: 

FROM: 

REQUEST: 

PURPOSE: 

BACKGROUND: 

PREVIOUS 
PARTICIPATION: 

DATE AND TIME: 

LOCATION: 

PARTICIPANTS: 

OUTLINE OF EVENTS: 

REMARKS REQUIRED: 

MEDIA COVERAGE: 

RECOMMENDED BY: 

OPPOSED BY: 

PROJECT OFFICERS: 

THE WHIT~ HOUSE 

WAS H I N GT ON 

October 31, 1983 

FREDERICK J. RYAN, Director 

SYSTEM II 
91315 

Presidential Appointments and Scheduling 

ROBERT M. KIMMITT~ 

National Security Planning Group Meeting 

To discuss US policy and objectives in 
the Iran-Iraq war. 

In light of the impending transfer of 
French Strike Aircraft to Iraq and the 
potential this has for widening the Gulf 
war, we need to review our policy and 
objectives. The meeting will discuss 
the findings of a recent SIG paper and 
consider issues which require decisions • 

.l\t the October 18, 19 8_3 , NSPG on Lebanon 
and the Middle East, it was agreed that 
this should be the subject of a separate 
NSPG. 

Early this week (October 31 - November 4) 

White House Situation Roo 1. 

The President, Vice President, 
Secretary Shultz, Secretary Weinberger, 
Secretary Hodel, William Casey, Jeane 
Kirkpatrick, Robert C. McFarlane 

See agenda 

None. 

Not applicable. 

National Security Council. 

None. 

Geoffrey Kemp, Donald Fortier, 
Philip Dur. 

DECLASSIFIED 

NLRR 

CJ 
F,112 Fl3~3'}J 
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MEMORANDUM 

s~ NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

October 31, 1983 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT M. KIMMITT 

FROM: GEOFFREY KEMP~ 
PHILIP DUR /.1_: p 

' . ·• 

SYSTEM II 
91315 

SUBJECT: Schedule Proposal for NSPG on Iran-Iraq 

Attached is a Schedule Proposal for an NSPG on Iran-Iraq as 
discussed at the Senior Staff meeting today. The date and time 
have been left for you to fill in. 

Attachment 
as stated 

DECLP.SSIREO 

By Whlt8J!L G~~lino~ .il~ f 
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MEMORANDUM 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

,~EGHB~ WITH~ SECRE!'"/UMBRA ATTACHMENT 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFARLANE 

FROM: DONALD R. FORTt E~ W° 
PHILIP A. DUR' l;V-

SYSTEM II 
91295 

SENSITIVE 

November 4, 1983 

.. 

SUBJECT: NSPG on U.S. Policy Toward the Iran-Iraq War 
Monday, November 7, 1983, 12:00 noon - 1:00 p.m. 

Attached is a memorandum on the Iran-Iraq War NSPG, which we 
recommend you transmit to the President. We need to be ahead of 
the curve on this one, both to look serious in the eyes of 
affected regional states and to be concretely prepared to respond 
to attacks on critical facilities. We will keep you posted on 
events on the ground in the time remaining between now and the 
NSPG. 

At Tabs II through IV are additional papers you may wish to 
review before the meeting. Talking points for your use are at 
Tab V. 

1 
_ _ 

:-\\·ct.,),: y 
Geof f Kemp concurs. 

Recommendation 

That you sign the mem/ndum to the President at Tab I. 

Approve __lL_ Dis_approve 

That you approve a Kimmitt memo 
agenda to the invited ~gencies. 

Approve L__ 
at Tab VI forwarding the meeting 

Disapprove 

Attachments 

Tab I 

Tab II 
Tab III 
Tab IV 
Tab V 
Tab VI 
Tab VII 

McFarlane/President 
Tab A List of Participants 
Tab B Agenda, NSPG Meeting 
SIG Paper 
Memo prepared by Intelligence Community 
Intelligence memo in Iraqi CW capabilities 
McFarlane Talking Points 
Kimmitt memo forwarding NSPG meeting agenda 
Cl earance roster for NSPG attendees 

&EERE-'f'- WITH ~OP SECRETJUMBRA ATTACHMENT 
Declassify OADR D .. CLA 
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October 27, 1983 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROBERT C. MCFARLANE 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

Subject: Iran-Iraq War 

· - 1 '"' ' C i ,~ /·; . J -. 

The attached discussion paper, forwarded by the SIG, 
addresses a number of issues regarding US policy to deter, pre­
pare for, or counter an escalation of the Iran-Iraq War. It also 
examines but makes no recommendation on the issue of possible 
changes in US policy toward Iraq. 

The SIG approved a number of near-term diplomatic, energy 
and politico-military measures the US should take to deal with 
the problem of escalation. The SIG is forwarding for considera­
tion at an upcoming NSC meeting several issues regarding what US 
policy should be in response to an escalation of the war. Th~ se 
issues are identified on pages 1 and 2 of the attached paper. · 
Finally, the SIG is providing for NSC discussion a list of 
illustrative measures for restoring a balance between Iran and 
Iraq. 

The DOE" does not concur with this paper. 

Attachment: As stated. 

DECLASSIFIED 

NLRR f 1112- 7¢--'3 1 Zt, 

~v ____ C ___ , NARAQATE 3 /z<b f 

Charles Hill 
Executive Secretary 

.... ... 
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DISCUSSION PAPER 

Summary/Recommendations 

At the SIG meeting held on October 24, 1983, SIG principals 
agreed that the following near-term diplomatic, energy, and 
politico-military measures should be taken to deter escalation of 
the war, reassure the Gulf states, and prepare for possible US 
military involvement to preserve freedom of navigation in the 
Persian Gulf and Strait of Hormuz and to defend the Gulf states 
against Iranian attack: 

Implement or continue the near-term diplomatic and 
energy measures aimed at deterring or preparing 
for escalation (Section III). 

Begin consultations with the Gulf states and our 
Allies on near-term politico-military measures 
(Section III). 

Begin contingency planning and pre-escalation 
military activity with our Allies and the Gulf 
states following NSC decisions regarding US policy 
for military action and for protecting shipping. 

The relevant Departments (DOE, Treasury, State) 
should review possible domestic energy and 
economic measures and implement recommendations 
(Section VI) to minimize the impact of a possible 
oil cutoff. 

The following issues are forwarded by the SIG to the NSC 
for decision at an upcoming NSC meeting: 

Should the US intervene militar i ly (with our 
Allies) to prevent minelaying or conduct mine­
clearing operations in the international and 
non-belligerent territorial waters? 

.. 

\ 

~SENSITIVE/NOFORN 
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Should the US respond militarily (with our Allies), 
at the request of a non-belligerent state, to 
prevent or defend against an attack on the non­
belligerent's territory or oil facilities? 

Should the US respond militarily with our Allies to 
protect shipping in the Gulf? An NSC decision is 
required on what ships we would protect and where. 

Should the US, under certain circumstances, initi­
ate military action prior to an overt Iranian mili­
tary move? 

Should the US respond unilaterally in the above 
situations if our Allies declined to participate? 

What are the limits on US military involvement in 
the event of escalation (i.e., what targets will be 
attacked)? 

Should the US continue to pursue diplomatic action 
to reopen the Iraqi pipeline through Syria? 

The Department of Energy non-concurs with this paper and 
recommends deletion of Section VI, International Energy Contin­
gency Planning and Section VII, Measures to Improve Relations 
with Iraq. It is DOE's understanding that the White House will 
be establishing an interagency group to examine the energy impli­
cations of a disruption of Persian Gulf oil and they believe that 
addressing the issue in this paper would be premature. DOE also 
feels that the issue of US policy toward Iraq requires more 
analysis; specifically, they are concerned about possible Israeli 
reactions and the US ability to repair/restore damaged Iraqi oil 
facilities to allow the export of oil. 

I. Introduction 

The threat of escalation of the Iran-Iraq war to the Persian 
Gulf poses a serious danger to Gulf oil supplies, which are 
essential to the security and well being of the noncommunist 
world. In order to deter, or, if necessary deal with a stoppage 
or curtailment of Gulf oil exports, we need to agree on: 1) 
measures to deter escalation, reassure our friends in the Gulf 
and prepare for military involvement, if necessary; 2) how and 
under what circumstances we would intervene with military force, 
and what the military mission would be; and 3) energy policy 
actions and contingency plans, which are integrated into an over­
all strategy. Some of the near-term and longer-term military 

J;SCflE~/SENSITIVE/NOFORN 
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measures discussed in this paper would require action under the 
War Powers Resolution and close consuitations with the Congress. 

II. Background and Setting 

Iraq, threatened with a foreign exchange crisis because the 
war has curtailed its oil exports and fearing defeat by Iran in a 
war of attrition, is seeking to change the strategic situation to 
its advantage. 

It is doing so by threatening to use the French supplied 
Super Etendard aircraft and Exocet missiles against Iranian oil 
targets and shipping in the Gulf, either to: 1) cutoff Iranian 
access to oil markets and foreign exchange earnings~ or 2) deter 
Iran from further attacks on Iraq's Gulf oil facilities so that 
Iraq can repair these and resume oil exports through the Gulf, to 
ease its economic crisis. 

Iran has responded by threatening to close the Gulf to all 
oil exports if Iraq uses the new weapons to cutoff Iran's oil 
exports. Iraq is also exploiting the new weapons, even before 
delivery, to "internationalize" the conflict. It hopes that 
fears of escalation will force the West to intervene diplomati­
cally to Iraq's advantage. Alternatively, Iraq foresees that if 
Iran resumes attacks on Iraqi oil shipments, Iraq uses the 
Etendard/Exocets, and Iran moves to close the Gulf, the West will 
intervene militarily against Iran, somehow bringing an end to the 
war. 

It is not clear that Iran would actually close the Gulf if 
Iraq uses the new weapons. But Iran has the military capability 
to attack Gulf Arab oil installations and to limit or prevent 
neutral shipping in the Gulf, at least for a while. We must, 
therefore, take Iran's threats seriously. 

III. Near Term Measures 

The SIG agreed that the US should take certain near-term 
diplomatic and politico-military measures prior to an expansion_ 
of the war as deterrents and to be prepared for a crisis. Pre­
liminary discussion of some of those measures and a US offer to 
consult in more detail will be made during the Armitage-Raphel 
trip to Oman and Bahrain next week. Other near-term measures 
will require fundamental policy decisions before they can be 
undertaken. The near-term diplomatic and politico-military 
actions are described as follows: 
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Diplomatic Strategy: 

-- 'Encourage a de facto ceasefire in the Gulf. Our broad 
strategy is to achieve a strategic balance between the bellige­
rents that would reduce the threat of escalation in the Gulf and 
ultimately lead the two sides to negotiate. 

Our immediate objective is a de facto ceasefire in the Gulf, 
whereby neither side would attack the other's Gulf oil facilities 
or exports. This would benefit both sides: Iran would be pro­
tected from Iraqi attacks on its oil exports or terminals; Iraqi 
and third country oil targets in the Gulf would be protected from 
retaliation and closure of the Gulf, which Iran has threatened; 
Iraq could thus ensure exports of oil through the Gulf, thereby 
reducing the strategic disadvantage which is now driving it 
toward escalation. 

We should pursue such a de facto ceasefire in the UN 
Security Council, where discussion on a balanced resolution with 
incentives for both belligerents is underway. We should also 
pursue bilaterally efforts to obtain cooperation by both Iran and 
Iraq in a de facto ceasefire, whether or not the Security Council 
acts. 

Reopening of Iraq's pipeline through Syria. There was 
no SIG agreement on further action to open Iraq's pipeline 
through Syria. In light of the lack of Saudi and GCC success 
in gaining Syrian agreement and the inherent risks in giving 
Syria more leverage over the moderate Arab states, the issue of 
whether to continue this effort requires further interagency 
study. However, reopening the pipeline is another means of 
reducing pressure on Iraq to attack Iranian oil targets in the 
Gulf by increasing Iraq's oil revenues and alleviating its 
debilitating financial situation. It would also significantly 
lessen the financial burden of the Gulf states which provide 
considerable funds to Iraq and export their own oil on Iraq's 
account. 

Persuading Damascus to reopen the pipeline is a long range 
prospect and the Saudis have indicated that their efforts with 
Syria have so far met with failure. If Syria were to acquiesce 
however, it might extract a price or undue leverage over Saudi . 
Arabia and the moderate Arab states at a time when we are hop­
ing to reduce Syrian influence in Lebanon. 

-- Continue to stress our commitment to freedom of naviga­
tion in the Gulf. However, we should avoid statements that 
might raise tensions unnecessarily or provoke unwarranted con­
cern in the international oil markets, thus adversely affecting 
oil prices. 
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-- Deter Iran's threat against civil aviation. We should 
continue our current diplomatic efforts with the Secretary 
General of the ICAO and with states friendly to Iran to dis­
courage Iran from carrying out this threat. 

Encourage renewed mediation attempts in the Iran-Iraq 
war by the UN Secretary General. The SYG has the respect of 
both belligerents and a new mission by his envoy Olaf Palme 
could be useful at the appropriate time. In connection with 
renewed UN involvement, we should explore prospects for inter­
national action on war damages as a means of establishing 
greater Iranian confidence in international efforts to end the 
war. 

-- If there is a crisis, pursue diplomatic efforts to 
obtain a ceasefire to avoid the need for intervention. We 
would carry out 1ntens1ve bilateral and multilateral ef f orts to 
obtain a ceasefire in order to avoid, if possible, the last 
resort of military involvement. Such measures would include 
engaging the UN Secretary General and organizations such as the 
Gulf Cooperation Council in public and diplomatic efforts to 
achieve a ceasefire. We would examine the option of persuading 
Allied and other states who are major weapons suppliers to both 
belligerents to suspend all sales as a means of · leverage. We 
would also explore the possibility of action in the UN Security 
Council to accomplish a ceasefire, although we would not 
encourage involvement by the Secretary General or the UNSC in a 
way that might make it more difficult for us and our Allies to 
act militarily, if this becomes necessary, or which would 
provide a basis for Soviet intervention. 

Energy Considerations: 

To minimize the disruptive effects of a severe reduction 
in oil exports from the Gulf, we should estimate now the prob­
able effects on supply and distribution of various levels of 
curtailment, and the potential economic consequences for the US 
and world economy. This should lead to interagency agreement on 
appropriate responses and actions. Moreover, interagency public 
affairs guidance should be developed and consultations should 
begin with our Allies and with major oil companies on pre- and 
post-disruption actions which could be taken to minimize the · 
disruptive effects of an oil cutoff. Additionally, Congress 
could be briefed. Cabinet-level state ments could be is s ue d to 
dampen or dispel unwarranted public fears over another energy 
crisis. 
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The Department of Treasury will be providing a preliminary 
assessment of the economic and financial implications of a 
disruption of Persian Gulf oil supplies. 

Politico-Military Actions: 

-- Multilaterally, discuss within NATO the broad guide­
lines of US policy and plans. Such discussions will be 
consistent with our pledge to consult on out-of-area issues/ 
deployments and would set the stage for bilateral discussions. 

-- Intensify contingency planning consultations with the UK 
and France to determine Allied attitudes toward military coopera­
tion, and consider approaching Italy. Detailed planning such as 
agreement on a multinational plan for preserving freedom of navi­
gation in the Strait of Hormuz and the Gulf and a concept for a 
division of responsibility in the event that one or more of the 
Gulf states is attacked by Iran will require NSC decisions 
regarding US policy for military intervention before commitments 
can be made. 

-- Seek agreement for combined naval exercises with the US 
from the UK, France, New Zealand, Australia, and Italy. 

-- Launch a new round of consultations with appropriate GCC 
states on combined military cooperation. These consultations 
would seek to determine Gulf state attitudes towards military 
cooperation with us in various escalation contingencies. Once 
NSC decisions are made on US policy regarding the limits onUS 
military involvement in the event of escalation, we should also 
seek to make progress in the following areas: combined contin­
gency planning; combined exercises and US/Allied deployments 
(e.g., combined air defense/TACAIR exercises in Saudi Arabia and 
Oman); US use of facilities and host nation support; increased 
naval cooperation between USCINCCENT and the Saudi and Omani 
Navies; upgrading GCC air defense and air/sea surveillance 
capabilities. · 

-- In response to heightened indications that the Iraq-Iran 
war may escalate or spread within the Gulf regions: be prepared 
to agree to Gulf state requests for an increased US military 
presence (e.g., TACAIR, naval and AWACS deployments); offer 
expanded intelligence sharing with selected Gulf states, 
including provision of near-real time data on warning indica­
tors; begin planning and preparations for multinational protec­
tion of shipping; and recommend to the Gulf states that they 
increase their air defense readiness and ask what assistance they 
may need. Discussions with Gulf states on these issues 
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will also require NSC decisions on US policy for military 
intervention. 

IV. Escalation Issues 

General Policy for Military Intervention 

The SIG agreed that the US should respond militarily to 
belligerent attempts to mine international or non-belligerent 
territorial waters, belligerent attacks on shipping and belli­
gerent attacks on the oil facilities or territory of a 
non-belligerent asking for US support. It was not determined 
whose shipping we would protect or where we would protect them, 
i.e., only in international waters, territorial water of belli­
gerents, etc. The SIG recommends that the NSC review and 
decide on which option we should adopt to protect shipping. 

Military intervention, if necessary, should be carried out 
to the maximum extent possible in concert with our Allies and 
regional friends, under international sanction, and in 
accordance with US domestic legal requirements. The use of 
military force should be considered under the following circum­
stances: 

If there are firm indications of imminent actions by 
either belligerent that would cutoff or signifi­
cantly curtail Gulf oil exports, or that would 
threaten the security of friendly Gulf producer 
states. (Preemptive military action.) 

If military threats or acts by either belligerent 
result in a cutoff or major curtailment of Gulf oil 
exports, or, in the event of military threats or 
acts against friendly Gulf producer states, and 
they request our assistance. (Responsive military 
action.) 

The type of military action and when it is to be initiated is a 
fundamental decision to be made by the National Command Author­
ity. Decisions on responsive military action should take into 
account: 1) outcome of diplomatic efforts to restore the flow 
of oil; 2) the potential impact on the US and the international 
economy; and 3) the political reaction of area states and US 
Allies, in light of our pledge to keep the Gulf open. 
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Given the possibility that escalation of the war could be 
gradual, rather than bolt-out-of-the-blue, the SIG discussed the 
issue of waiting until Iran makes an overt military move before 
responding militarily. The SIG agreed that increased US mili­
tary presence in the region (deterrent deployments) could deter 
hostile Iranian actions. If, however, deterrence fails, the US 
should be prepared to use forces as prescribed in the military 
mission. 

Given the possibility that escalation of the war may occur 
incrementally and that diplomatic measures may fail to control 
that escalation, the SIG determined that preemptive military · 
measures merit consideration. The SIG concluded that there are 
certain circumstances in which the US might consider preemptive 
military action to defend shipping or Gulf state territory prior 
to overt Iranian attacks. The SIG agreed that upon receipt of 
reliable strategic warning, we might initiate passive military 
measures (e.g., convoying of shipping or increased naval 
patrols). The SIG further agreed that if there were tactical 
warning of Iranian attacks, preemptive use of military force to 
engage those Iranian aircraft or ships about to initiate hostile 
activity might be · warranted. 

In considering the merits of US military action, the SIG 
recognized that the US might not receive reliable strategic or 
tactical intelligence. Given Allied concern about precipitous 
military action and the ability of the international community 
to withstand a short-term closure of the Gulf, US Allies--and 
possibly even some Gulf states--may not support US action prior 
to overt Iranian military moves. Lack of Allied/Gulf state 
support for US measures would undercut the political legitimacy 
of US military· intervention and could make it more difficult for 
the US to conduct sustained military operations in the Gulf 
should this prove necessary to maintain freedom of navigation. 

Escalatory actions by the belligerents which would warrant 
a military response include: 

1) Iranian Mining 

If Iran mines the Strait of Hormuz and this significantly 
affects shipping, the US would conduct mineclearing operations 
with the contributions of others (e.g., the Saudis, Omanis, 
French and British) in both international and non-belligerent 
waters to neutralize the threat. The US does not possess 
adequate military capability to conduct mineclearing operations 
unilaterally in a timely fashion. At a minimum, we must work 
with either the French, the Saudis, or the Ornanis. We may also 
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want to consider pre-crisis deployment of mine-countermeasure 
(MCM) assets. 

The US would conduct such operations in international 
waters (which, for purposes of this paper, includes the Omani 
portion of the Strait of Hormuz) with or without others (to the 
extent the latter is possible and if efforts to engage our 
Allies or regional states failed) and with or without the 
request of Gulf states or other shipping nations. We would not 
conduct mineclearing operations in the territorial waters of a 
non-belligerent state without a request by that state. 

2) Iranian Threats or Attacks on the Territory or Oil 
Facilities of Non-Belligerent Gulf States 

In either event, the US should cooperate with any Gulf 
state that requests our assistance or facilitate assistance 
provided by others. We should, under most circumstances, pro­
vide only defensive forces in order that our response appear 
measured and, therefore, less likely to draw in the Soviets. To 
the extent possible we would want to involve other friendly or 
allied states outside the Gulf. 

If Iran attacks Saudi Arabian oil facilities, we could, in 
the first instance, offer to assist, if necessary, in the repair 
and restoration of damaged installations. The objective would 
be to reestablish exports rapidly. While this could involve 
replacement of equipment with long manufacturing leadtimes, 
which would necessarily require oil industry participation, the 
US government could provide assistance by assessing the damage 
and advising the Saudis on containment of further damage. The 
latter might involve assistance -with active defenses (i.e. 
deploy air defense assets) to deter further attacks. We also 
would need to determine the extent to which we would support 
Saudi military actions against Iran, if the Saudis chose to 
retaliate. 

If Iran attacks Kuwait, we should be prepared to assist in 
response to a Kuwaiti request. Kuwait did not request our 
support after the previous Iranian attack on its territory at 
the outset of the war, and probably would not do so again. We 
should encourage the UK to defend Kuwait, perhaps with US logis­
tics and lift support. 

3) Interdiction of Neutral Comme rcia l Shipping 

The Iranians also have some capability of using air and 
naval assets to interdict commercial shipping either in interna­
tional or non-belligerent territorial waters. It is important 
to note that both belligerents have declared maritime · 
exclusionary zones and warned that they would fire in 
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these zones. Portions of Iran's exclusionary zone extend close 
to Kuwait, but permit unrestricted entry into Kuwait port and 
oil terminals. With regard to protection of shipping, we would 
remain outside the exclusion'zones. (This was the concept of 
operations in the 1980 plan for protection of shipping.) We 
would not recognize, however, any further extension of exclu­
sionary zones into the international waters of the Persian Gulf 
or Strait of Hormuz. 

Prior to an unlawful threat or attack by Iran against 
neutral shipping, the US would not respond militarily to appro­
priate Iranian naval stop and search actions against neutral 
vessels in international waters, except in the unlikely event 
that this seriously (and impermissibly) curtailed neutral ship­
ping in the Gulf and, thus, oil exports. 

The options for protecting shipping are: 

A. Protect all commercial shipping in international waters, 
regardless of its port of origin or destination. 

This option would require protecting both Iranian and Iraqi 
commercial shipping as well as protecting non-belligerent 
(including Soviet) shipping bound to and from belligerent ports. 
It is not elear that any of our Allies would participate in such 
an operation, which might encounter permissible use of force by 
the belligerents. 

Implementation of this option could, however, help alle­
viate Iraq's short-term financial problem if it were able to 
reopen oil export facilities in the Gulf, which could dampen 
Iraqi incentive to continue attacks on Iranian oil exports. It 
should be recognized that US/Allied protection of all commer­
cial shipping, if done in conjunction with an Iraqi effort to 
reopen its Gulf oil export terminals, could be perceived by Iran 
as a move to improve US relations with Iraq,. This perception 
would be heightened if France participated in this operation, 
although Iran would benefit as well. It might also make the US 
a belligerent, by protecting belligerent shipping or escorting 
vessels in belligerent waters or vessels carrying contraband. 
It could also require the US to protect arms shipments by the 
Soviets. 

B. Protect neutral shipping (in international and, if 
requested, non-belligerent territorial waters) regardless of 
port of origin or dest1nat1on. 

This option would also involve a high risk of compromising 
US neutrality and of direct us/ Allied involvement in the con­
flict because it would require protection of ships bound to or 

GB€~Kfi¥SENSITIVE/NOFORN 



MCRETfSENSITIVE/NOFORN 
- 11 -

from belligerent ports. Non-belligerent ships would be handed 
off by us to belligerent naval units near their territorial 
waters. It is unlikely that US Allies would participate in this 
operation. As with option one, however, protection of commer­
cial shipping destined for Iraq could help Iraq export oil. 

C. Protect neutral shipping bound to or from neutral ports 
(in international or, if requested, non-belligerent territorial 
waters). 

This option avoids the problem of ship hand-offs to belli­
gerents and poses the least risk to a multinational force. It 
would present the strongest case for U.S. use of defensive force 
and would be the most attractive option for Allied cooperation. 
It would lessen the likelihood of inadvertent US/Allied involve­
ment in the hostilities, while fulfilling our commitment to 
freedom of navigation throughout the international waters of the 
Persian Gulf. A US/Allied guarantee of safe transit to Gulf 
Arab ports would demonstrate concern for the security and 
well-being of the Gulf states. Protecting only non-belligerent 
shipping bound to or from neutral ports (in international and 
non-belligerent waters) would not assist Iraqi oil exports. 
Consequently, it runs the least risk of hostilities with Iran. 
In implementing this option we would have to consider which 
non-belligerent vessels to protect (e.g. Soviet ships) and how 
to ensure they are not carrying contraband destined for a 
belligerent. 

A policy that protects only neutral ships going to non­
belligerents' ports would still likely be perceived by Iran as 
evidence that the US is siding with Iraq. However, the Iranians 
already regard all the GCC states as Iraqi allies, because they 
provide financial assistance to Iraq (e.g., direct cash trans­
fers or sale of oil on Iraqi account) and, in the case of Kuwait 
and Saudi Arabia, allow their ports to be used for the trans­
shipment of arms to Iraq. In addition, Iran has repeatedly 
denounced the US and the Saudis as being its principal enemi~s. 
Thus, although our ensuring safe transit of neutral ships going 
to Gulf state ports, while doing nothing to protect ships carry­
ing on trade with Iraq would probably be construed by the 
Iranians as a unfriendly act, it would not qualitatively change 
Tehran's perceptions of US intentions. 

US Military Intervention Without a Request from Other 
States or Without Participation by Our Allies. 

US naval intervention to protect neutral shipping in the 
Gulf without a request from regional states or from shipping 
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nations would be more difficult to sustain domestically and 
internationally. It is likely that at least one Gulf state, 
such as Oman, would request our intervention or that Gulf states 
or shipping nations could be prompted to make such a request. 
However, if there is no such request and there is a stoppage or 
curtailment of shipping and oil exports that would meet our 
other criteria for intervention, the SIG agreed that we should 
be prepared unilaterally to deploy and use naval force in inter­
national waters of the Gulf, to the extent that this would be 
useful to deter further attacks or threats and to bring about a 
resumption of shipping and oil exports. 

The smaller Gulf states--notably Kuwait, UAE and Qatar-­
might find multinational Allied support more politically accept­
able than unilateral US military deployments. Allied military 
involvement would provide an international framework within 
which the US could act militarily to guarantee oil supplies. 
This show of western resolve would lessen the risk of provoking 
an escalatory Soviet response and turning US military involve­
ment in the Gulf into a US-Iranian confrontation. In addition, 
Allied participation in a military response would obtain far 
greater domestic and international support than unilateral 
action by the US. 

We expect from recent consultation with the UK that, so 
long as our military actions are modest in extent, founded on 
such principles as freedom of navigation and Gulf state requests 
for assistance, and are accompanied or preceded by political 
initiatives, the British may participate with us. Regarding the 
French, we are less sure. If none of our Allies agree to join 
us, we should be prepared to act alone to fulfill our commit­
ments to freedom of navigation in the Strait of Hormuz and the 
Gulf and the security of the Gulf states. A failure to do so 
would not only have serious consequences for the international 
economy, but also shatter Gulf state confidence in US 
reliability and the credibility of our security assurances. 

V. Mission Considerations 

Fundamental policy decisions are required regarding what 
the militar forces deployed to the area are expected to 
accomplish i.e., whether to deter, preempt, and or defend 
against attack). These decisions must be determined prior to 
any US deployment, inasmuch as the presence of military forces 
in an area implies a willingness to use those forces to attain 
stated objectives. Should the NSC decide to defend the Gulf 
states and freedom of navigation, the SIG recommends that any 

-66€~/SENSITIVE/NOFORN 

; 



..s-BCftM7SENSITIVE/NOFORN 
- 13 -

forces deployed as a deterrent to escalatory actions should have 
a mission which allows a response to attacks on shipping or 
non-belligerent territory. Otherwise, we could have US forces 
in the area watching while non-belligerents or neutral shipping 
come under attack. Con$ideration must also be given to matters 
of hot pursuit, attacks on hostile forces inside claimed 
territorial waters or national airspace, and attacks on hostile 
forces which have returned to their home bases. Such decisions 
should take into account the War Powers Resolution and 
Congressional views. 

The escalatory implications of such acts, the possibility 
that they could make the US a belligerent or provoke Soviet 
involvement, and the potential effects on the multilateral 
character of our military approach to escalation in the Gulf, 
require the mission assigned to be carefully crafted. The CIA 
has concluded (Tab 1) that the Soviet reaction to US military 
action in the Gulf -- and to limited US strikes against Iranian 
territory -- is likely to be limited. 

The SIG recommends that forces deployed to the region 
(pre- or post-escalation), be empowered to defend non­
belligerent shipping or territory, should escalation occur. 
Decisions to attack hostile forces at their bases or in the 
belligerent's territorial waters or national airspace should be 
reserved for the NCA. 

VI. International Energy Contingency Planning 

In the face of a real or threatened major interruption of 
world oil supplies, such as that which could result from an 
escalation of the Iran-Iraq war,· a number of energy policy 
measures can be taken which offer the potential to alleviate 
immediate pressures on world oil supplies, and thus provide 
major oil consuming countries flexibility in the use and timing 
of other possible measures, including military actions. These 
energy policy actions would be directed at maximizing oil 
supplies from other sources, minimizing unwarranted consumer 
reactions that could aggravate the oil market situation, and 
coordinating these efforts with other major oil consuming 
countries. 

Specific interna tional energy continge ncy planning actions 
that could be taken include: 

-- Encourage immediate production increases by oil produ­
cers and increase efforts to expand overland exports by Persian 
Gulf producers. 
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-- Convene an emergency meeting of the International 
Energy Agency Governing Board to review the potential for 
supply interruption and possible response measures, including 
but not limited to drawdowns of government controlled oil 
stocks. 

Work with private oil market participants, in particu­
lar major oil companies, to mitigate potential speculative 
price increases, and to avoid hoarding. 

-- Promote better public understanding of energy supply 
issues and the mechanisms already in place to deal with emer­
gencies. 

These together with other possible domestic energy and 
economic measures should be reviewed as quickly as possible so 
that they can be integrated with contingency planning underway 
for diplomatic and military action. 

VII. Measures to Restore the Iran-Iraq Equilibrium 

In addition to considering policy issues bearing on main­
taining freedom of navigation in the Strait of Hormuz and the 
Persian Gulf and defending friendly Gulf states from Iranian 
attack, the SIG considered the question of restoring the balance 
between Iraq and Iran by providing political and military 
support for Iraq in its war with Iran and means of helping Iraq 
avoid defeat. A list of measures was analyzed by an interagency 
working group and reviewed by SIG principals, but the SIG made 
no recommendations. 

The prime U.S. objective in the Iran-Iraq War has been to 
prevent either side from achieving a clear military victory in 
the war and political domination of the Gulf. In the past a 
policy of strict neutrality served our purpose; but circum­
stances have changed, and Iraq may now be losing a war of attri­
tion. For that reason a series of measures have been examined 
which could shore up Iraq both militarily and politically. 

These measures were considered in terms of: 

• how beneficial they were to Iraq, did they help mili­
tarily or politically; 

• how likely they were to exacerbate current and future 
relations with Iran, whether they would make Iran more or less 
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likely to move toward a negotiated settlement, and their impact 
on our efforts to obtain Iranian acquiescence in a de facto 
ceasefire in the Gulf. 

• what Gulf state, Allied, Soviet, Syrian, and Israeli 
reactions might be; and 

• how Congress and the American public might react. 

The focus of discussion was on measures which:l) provided 
tangible but measured and discrete support for Iraq; 2) would 
reduce Iraq's perceived sense of isolation and remove Iraq's 
ipcentive to escalate, which would provoke Iranian reaction and 
draw the West into the conflict to maintain access to Persian 
Gulf oil; and 3) would not substantially increase Iranian incen­
tives to escalate in the Gulf. 

The likelihood of the Soviets gaining an advantage with 
Iran as a result of such measures was judged to be minimal. 
Gulf states would support such measures so long as these steps 
_assisted Iraq without generating threats to the Gulf states. 
French support was also assumed for measures assisting Iraq, 
though the support of other Allies would likely be inversely 

·, proportional to the degree of assistance afforded Iraq. The 
Israeli reaction would be negative in most cases, but could be 
manageable if consultations were undertaken in advance. 
Congressional and U.S. public attitudes would be affected by the 
Israeli reaction, but were judged to be manageable, although 
most of the recommended measures would not require Congressional 
approval. Moreover, while support for Iraq is quite limited in 
the U.S., Iran enjoys an even less favorable image. 

Significant measures on behalf of Iraq which were discussed 
are set forth below. It was accepted that possible steps to 
assist Iraq should be taken within the framework of a continued 
declaratory policy of neutrality between Iran and Iraq. 
Measures 1-6 would not publicly reveal any shift in US neutral­
ity. Subsequent measures considered in this paper either repre­
sented an overt shift in our neutrality policy (e.g., arms sales 
to Iraq) or were ambiguous. 

1. Promote a de facto cease fire in the Gulf by diplomatic 
measures, includingaction in the UN Security Council. 

2. Encourage France to provide Iraq with technical assis­
tance and military advice, such as on the use of the Iraqi Air 
Force in close air support tactics • 
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3 Improve intelligence support in a low-key, non-visible 
manner including closer-to-real-time tactical intelligence and 
general intelligence on Iranian weapons systems, operational 
techniques, logistics practices, vulnerabilities, and tactical/ 
strategic countermeasures to Iranian activities; 

4. Cooperate covertly with France to provide military 
equipment so that Iraq could better protect its oil export 
facilities, e.g. land and seaborne air and anti-ship defense 
systems; 

5. Commence consultations with the Allies regarding 
measures such as these to ensure that Iraq does not succumb to 
Iran; 

6. Urge continued Arab subvention of the Iraqi war effort, 
including especially weapons purchases (the US might offer to 
sell US weapons to the moderate Arab to offset their transfers 
to Iraq of non-US arms); 

7. Promote the restoration of Iraqi oil exports through 
technical assistance and provision of necessary parts and equip­
ment to reopen Iraq's Gulf oil terminals as rapidly as possible; 

8. Offer Iraq a visit by one or more senior u~s. officials, 
commencing with a State Department official; 

9. Consider adding Iran to the terrorist list; and 

10. Urge allies and friends to take similar anti-terrorist 
measures, the net result of which would be to further curtail 
arms sales to Iran. 

Two other options were also considered by the SIG, which 
were determined to have significant advantages and disadvantages: 

• Consideration was given to permitting third countries to 
sell Iraq US-controlled military items (licensed production, 
resale of US-origin arms, etc.). This step would respond to the 
requests of a number of our friends, including Egypt, Jordan, 
and Saudi Arabia. It would allow us to provide real military 
capability to Iraq without our being directly involved our­
selves. Any such transfer, however, would require us permission 
and Congress would have to be informed. The disadvantages of 
this step are that this would be seen as a significant departure 
from our declaratory policy of neutrality. This could undercut 
efforts to achieve a defacto ceasefire and to avoid escalation 
in the Gulf, by indicating U.S. partnership. Also, reactioris 
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from Israel and the Congress are likely to be no less negative 
toward third party sale to Iraq of U.S.-controlled items than to 
direct U.S. sales. 

• Consideration was also given to allowing Jordan and/or 
Egypt to send combat units to Iraq with their US origin equip­
ment. Jordan asked for permission to deploy Jordanians equipped 
with US origin arms in 1982. We responded negatively, but our 
analysis of the law is that it would permit the use of US-origin 
arms if they remain in Egyptian or Jordanian hands and were used 
only as part of collective defense. The deployment of Egyptian 
or Jordanian units would demonstrate Arab solidarity, give a 
morale boost to Iraqi forces, and could deter Iran from continu­
ing the war. On the other hand, Jordan and Egypt probably would 
not be in a position to offer large forces that could make a 
military difference~ If we were to encourage this, we might be 
expected to pay. Also, Israel's reaction would be very nega­
tive, as in the case of the Jordanian "strike force". F i nally, 
Egypt might not wish to strain its relations with Israel in this 
way. 

The SIG believed it would be necessary to consult with 
Israel before carrying out any such measures on behalf of Iraq, 
to gain Israeli understanding and minimize a negative Israeli 
reaction. 

. . 
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CHEMICAL WARFARE IN IRAQ 

.: ... Jraq -began-&n--~gre,sive program to produce CW weapons after the Iraqi 
invasion of Iran in 1980. Iraq first used chemical weapons against Iran in 
mid-1983. Suffi~unit ions are currently being produced to al low only -
per1_odic use. -

BACKGROUND : 

Iraq started a·chem1ca1 warfare program 1n the 1960 1s. Early emphasis 
was on CW protective measures and protective equipment was obtained primarily 
from the Soviet Union. Additionally. the senior ~ officer received 
traih:ing 1n the United States and Soviet Un1on. -- z 

-lraq made a decision to develop and produce chemical warfare 
muni~mical agent precursors, munitions for filling. pi]ot plant and 
full scale roduction lant equipment and technical expertise were purchased 
fran f1nns 

In the Sllfffter of 1982, the Iraqis used tear gas to help repulse a major 
Iranian of fens 1 ve in the south~rn border sector. Th is use apparently was 
effective. 

Iraq 1n1t1ated chem1cel warfare against Iran1an_and Kurdish forces in the 
Northern Iraq-Iran border region in late July and continued pP.riodic use 
through late August. The decision to. use mustard munitions was made by the 
Iraqi President, possibly .to avert an Iranian battlefield success. Iraq's 
total mustard stockpile was expended. The Iranian response to this use 
included renewed efforts to provide standard CW protective t"!Quipment to its 
forces and public accusations of Iraqi CW use in several news n~leases. -

' b ~ i· ': .f.L-;: '.~ :., 'i~~ -~,;· f·: 
------·-- . i-nn Piemorandurn was prepared by the Office of Sc icnt i fi C and ~eapons 

Research of the Centra 1 Inte 11 igeoce Agency. It was coord in~ t.P.ri with ()ther 
. _members of the Intelligence Conmunity. 

DEC!ASSIFiED IN PART 
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By_ t It( , NARA, Date ¥y si\eET 

Cl DY 
UICl OADR 
[lff{!V~D FM 

\ .. 
. .. ... 



i.: 

'" Since August Iran has claimed two additional CW lttockr; . On ?1 October, 
Iraqi artillery reportedly fired upon Iranian combatants. On 24 Or toher Iraqi 
aircraft bombed an Iranian village causing civili,Jn casualtie•;. Both occurred 
1n the norther·n border reg 1on. .. 

Iranian press releases reported only a few casualties dntl did not address 
the military impact. The continued Iraqi use of r.w and the Iranian effort to 
provide protective equipnen~ to tts troops indicate at lP.a s t limited 

- Iraqis liere disappointed that the effect was not greater, 

"' .... ,,' 

FUTURE PROSPECTS 

We ex~ect Iraq to continue to employ chemical weapons. Since they have 
no significant stockpile, the rate at which they can use them will be governed 
by their production capacfty. When they solve their technical difficu-lties • 
we anticipate that they will use nerve agents in addition to mustard. 

Iran will continue to emphasize measures. 

Iran probably will accuse Iraq of using CW weapons in an international 
·· diplomatic forum scxnet1me 1n ttle next few month~ • . However. lriln ~ving 

d1ff1culty in providing convincing proof that ; Ir·aq has used cw~ . - .· 

The US does not have sufficient unclassified 
th1s t1ine to make a com rehensive ub11c report. 

, / · ' . 
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SUGGESTED TALKING POINTS FOR R.C. MCFARLANE 

NSPG: U.S. POLICY TOWARD THE IRAN-IRAQ WAR 

Mr. President, the purpose of our meeting this afternoon is 

to review the latest intelligence we have on developments in 

the Gulf War. Second, we seek your approval for near term 

diplomatic steps to try to guarantee the freedom of shipping 

in the Gulf and to build support for steps we may have to 

take to protect shipping and key facilities in the Gulf. 

Finally, we want to ensure that our military posture is up 

to the serious challenges we may be facing shortly. 

We cannot ignore of course the energy implications of 

successful attacks on oil production facilities and Gulf 

shipping. We have agreed, however, to defer that important 

subject to another meeting. Our most immediate issue is 

that of deterrence. 

While we may not be able to reach decisions on all these 

points at this meeting, we will hopefully frame the issues 

for subsequent decisions. 

Bill (Casey), would you bring us up to date on the status of 

the current Iranian offensive and Iraqi counteractions. 

&EC~ 
Declassify OADR 

- William J. Casey -
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Secretary Shultz, could you review for us the outline of our 

proposed diplomatic strategy to contain this war or, in the 

worst case, coping with threats it might pose to the world 

community. 

- Secretary Shultz -

Secretary Weinberger, could you and General Vessey briefly 

review the status of our contingency planning and the issues 

on which we may want to get the President's decisions. 

- Secretary Weinberger, General Vessey -

Now, Mr. President, I would propose to summarize by simply 

listing the policy issues which have been tabled thus far: 

How can we improve our intelligence coverage of this 

war and the next moves? 

How do we respond to Iraqi use of CW munitions against 

Iranian forces and countervalue attacks on Iranian 

population centers? 

Should we formally approach the Gulf Arabs to determine 

their views on whether and how the USG _might deter 

Iranian attacks on their interests and the extent of 

SE6RE1 
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U.S. assistance they may be looking for--on short 

notice--if Iran makes good on their threats? 

Should we approach our key allies to propose 

coordinated actions and supporting plans if the 

Iranians impede international commerce to the Gulf? 

Do we need to improve or expand our force presence in 

the area? 

Do we need to predeploy key units such as mine 

countermeasures helicopters to forward positions or can 

we live with current force closure times? 

SE6REI 
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November 4, 1983 

SUBJECT: NSPG Follow-on: Reprisals for October 23 Beirut 
Bombing 

Attached at Tab I is a memorandum which you could send to the 
President to introduce the discussion of this subject which will 
follow Monday's NSPG on Iran-Iraq. 

It provides a description of the intelligence developed by CIA. 
It discusses the current status of JCS planning and the 
parameters which have governed possible target selection. 
Finally it outlines some of the positive factors which might 
follow from successful reprisals as well as some of the risks. 

Talking points for you to use in introducing the subject are at 
Tab II. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the memo~dum at Tab I to the President. 

Approve_/__ Disapprove 

Attachments 
Tab I - McFarlane Memo to the President 
Tab II - Talking Points 

'fif SEC'RE'!' 
De classify on: OADR -TOP SECREl · 
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TALKING POINTS FOR ROBERT C. MCFARLANE 

Mr. President, the next subject we need to consider is 
the intelligence we have on the groups responsible for 
the October 23 attacks on the MNF and our response. 

Bill Casey has already forwarded the intelligence 
assessment and the Community's judgement on verifiable 
targets which you have seen. 

Bill, are there any late intelligence reports? 

BILL CASEY 

Now Secretary Weinberger and GEN Vessey would you brief 
us on the planning which has been done. 

SECRETARY WEINBERGER AND GEN VESSEY 

Now we need to consider carefully the political 
opportunities and the risks. Of special concer n is the 
impact on the internal Lebanese situation. 

SECRETARY SHULTZ 

Bill Casey, does the Community have any estimates about 
likely Syrian reaction~ •.. Soviet reactions? 

BILL CASEY 

The timing ·for this operation seems especially 
critical with the President leaving tomorrow. 

GEN Vessey, when could we execute the reprisals? 

WP SEe~ 
Declassify on: OADR 
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THE WHITE HOUSE CHRON FILE 

(l~ 
WASHINGTON 

November 5, 1983 

NATIONAL SECURITY PLANNING GROUP MEETING 

DATE: 
LOCATION: 
TIME: 

FROM: 

I. PURPOSE 

Monday, November 7, 1983 
The Roosevelt Room, The White House 
12:00 noon - 1:00 p.m. 

ROBERT C. MCFARLANEf l >; 

To review our diplomatic strategy for trying to limit the 
scope of the Iraq-Iran conflict. To review our policy 
toward consultaH.ons with Gulf Arab states and key allies on 
potential developments in the war. To review the adequacy 
of our military plans and force readiness for dealing with a 
widening of the war; and to consider precautionary 
deployments to help us better protect Gulf moderates and 
deter strikes against shipping and oil facilities. 

' II. BACKGROUND 

Since the beginning of the Administration, we have placed 
great emphasis on the need to be able to deal effectively 
with a wide range of threats to the strategically vital area 
of the Persian Gulf. To this end, we struggled to win Hill 
acceptance for Saudi Arabia's AWACS; deepened our assistance 
to threatened states in the region; worked to reduce the 
influence of Libya and other radicals; initiated the special 
security program with Jordan; and commissioned a major 
policy review (NSDD 99) that sets in motion a new strategic 
dialogue with Israel. All of these concrete measures will 
count for little, however, if the states in the region lose 
confidence in us or see that we are manifestly unable to 
protect them against the threat they worry most about, 
namely attacks on their internal security and on the oil 
resources that help to supply, not only wealth, but also 
legitimacy to many of the current regimes. It is precisely 
this threat that they and we confront at this moment. 

The current threat has its origins in Iraq's growing 
financial weakness vis-a-vis Iran. Iraq's oil revenues have 
suffered since the closing of the Iraq-Syria pipeline, while 
Iran's have not. Iraq's financial weakness is sure to be 
translated over time into growing weakness on the 

,' 
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battlefield. Therefore, in part out of desperation, and in 
part to try to coerce Iran into quickly settling the 
conflict, Iraq is acquiring new sophisticated aircraft and 
weaponry to increase its ability to strike at the heart of 
Iran's oil production and distribution system. Should this 
happen it is quite plausible that Iran will itself lash out 
against not only Iraq but other Gulf states as well. 

A Senior Interagency Group has outlined several near term 
diplomatic measures for trying to contain the conflict as 
well as a series of broader political-military choices. 

The diplomatic strategy is not contentious. It would have 
us supporting a U.N. Security Council effort to secure a de 
facto ceasefire in the Persian Gulf proper. The SIG also­
recommends that we continue to stress our commitment to 
freedom of navigation in the Gulf. Another option discussed 
is that of supporting Arab efforts to reopen the 
Iraqi-Syrian pipeline. This would ease Iraq's financial 
crisis, but it would also put Saudi Arabia further in 
Syria's debt. This would work against our efforts in 
Lebanon. 

The SIG also discussed various military options at our 
disposal and recommends a series of consultations with Gulf 
countries and NATO allies about steps we might want to take 
to prevent or contain a crisis. The SIG did not, however, 
deal with the crucial question of how much warning time we 
are likely to have prior to Iranian attacks, nor did it 
specify what additional forces we may now need to send to 
the regiori to better deter ahd repel attacks. Some, though 
not all, of these questions have been addressed by the 
intelligence community. Finally, we have intelligence 
information which suggests that Iraq--which has already used 
mustard gas against Iranian forces--may be about to employ 
indigenously developed nerve agents as well. We need to 
consider how we should deal with this issue. 

The purpose of the NSPG therefore is: to review the 
situation on the ground; to assess warning time and the 
adequacy of our military assets in and near the region at 
this moment; to decide upon possible additional 
precautionary deployments; to authorize consultations with 
allies and Gulf states; and, ultimately, to reach a policy 
judgment regarding the actual military step~ we are prepare~ 
to take should escalation occur. 
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III. PARTICIPANTS 

See list provided at Tab A. 

IV. PRESS PLAN 

White House photo opportunity. 

V. SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 

Robert McFarlane will begin the meeting by defining the 
basic issues we confront. 
Director Casey will then review the situation on the 
ground and discuss our ability to rapidly monitor 
developments in the event of a widening war. 
Secretary Shultz will speak next by discussing 
diplomatic steps to prevent further escalation. 
Secretary Weinberger will then conclude by outlining 
our current capabilities and continuing plans as well 
as the possible need for further precautionary 
deployments. 
A fifteen-minute discussion among Principals will 
follow. 
Robert McFarlane will summarize the conversation and 
outline those issues requiring further discussion. 

Attachments 

Tab A 
Tab B 

List of Participants 
Agenda, NSPG Meeting 

-SE:GRE=r 

Prepared by: 

Donald R. Fortier 
Philip A. Dur 
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NSPG Meeting - Monday, November 7, 1983 

List of Participants 

The Vice President 
The Honorable George P. Shultz 
The Honorable Caspar W. Weinberger 
The Honorable Donald P. Hodel 
The Honorable David A. Stockman 
The Honorable Jeane J. Kirkpatrick 
The Honorable William J. Casey 
The Honorable Robert c. McFarlane 
General John W. Vessey, Jr. 

NSC 

Donald R. Fortier 
John M. Poindexter 

Messrs. Edwin Meese, James Baker and Michael Deaver to attend at 
their discretion. 
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AGENDA 

NATIONAL SECURITY PLANNING GROUP MEETING 
The Roosevelt Room, The White House 

Monday, November 7, 1983 
12:00 noon - 1:00 p.m. 

U.S. Policy Toward the Iran-Iraq War 
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INTRODUCTION 
(5 minutes} 

.Robert C. McFarlane 

II. INTELLIGENCE ASSESSMENT .•.•.•••. William J. Casey 
(5 minutes} 

A. Current developments in the latest Iranian offensive 
B. Iraqi CW weapons capability 

III. DIPLOMATIC STRATEGY. 
(10 minutes} 

•••. George P. Shultz 

IV. 

v. 

VI. 

MILITARY PLANNING AND FORCE 
DEPLOYMENTS. • • • • • • • 

(15 minutes} 
•••••. Caspar Weinberger 

GEN John Vessey 

A. Status of current contingency plans 
B. Cooperation/collaboration with Gulf Arabs and key Allies 
C. Force readiness 
D. Measures to improve U.S. military posture in the region 

1. Improving force ciosure times in light of likely 
warning indicators of an expanded conflict 

2. Precautionary deployments of tactical air and mine 
countermeasures forces 

DISCUSSION. 
(15 minutes} 

ISSUES FOR DECISION. 
(10 minutes} 

• Principals 

.Robert C. McFarlane 

A. U.S. posture and public positions on Iran-Iraq War 
B. Consultations with Gulf Arab states 
C. Consultations with key Allies 
D. Policy guidance for contingency planning 
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