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FACT SHEET: SALE OF MAVERICK MISSILES TO

Maverick missiles are air-to-ground anti-armor munitions
first introduced into the Royal Saudi Air Force (RSAF) in 1976
for use with the Saudi F-5 aircraft. 2,500 "A" and "B" models
(TV quidance), were previously delivered to the RSAF. The sale
of an additional 1,600 AGM-65Bs was notified to the Congress in
January 1984; however, at RSAF request, these missiles were
never produced,

-

This sale substitutes the AGM-65D for the same quantity of
the "B" model approved for sale in 1984. Although the "D"
model provides marginal improvement in overall quality, it is
not a new military capability for the Saudis. The "D" model
uses an imaging infrared (IIR) guidance system instead of TV,
permitting nighttime and low visibility operations . The same
warhead, rocket motor, and logistical support network are
used. These additional Mavericks will be used on the F-5; the
F-15 has not been modified to carry a Maverick missile. :

Under provision of AECA Section 36(b) (5) (C), only the
formal, 30-day notification to Congress is required for
enhancements or upgrades in the sensitivity of technology or
the capability of major defense equipment. The original 1984

sale was valued at $119 million; the same quantity of AGM-65Ds
will cost $360 million.

IIR Maverick has been approved for sale to NATO, Japan,
Australia, Korea, Saudi Arabia, Bahrain, and the UAE. We have
not received a request from Israel. A European consortium,
lead by Italy, is examining coproduction of the missile.



--AGM-65D Maverick Missile

o

30 Day formal notification submitted to Congress on May
29. Sale valued at $360 million,

Because this was a notification of a previously approved
sale, only the 30 day formal notification period is
required. ‘

Mavericks are air-to-ground anti-armor missiles first sold
to saudi Arabia in 1976, Saudis have 2,500 "A" and "B"
models.

"D" model uses infrared guidance system rather than
television used in "B" - can be used at night, in low
visibility. Rocket motor and warhead identical to "B"
model.

Congress notified of sale of 1600 additional "B's" in 1984,
but Saudi government requested delivery be delayed. Now we
must substitute "D" for "B" model because "B" is no longer

in production.

Although provision of "D" model provides marginal
improvement in overall quality of Saudi Maverick inventory,
it does not represent a new military capability for the
Saudis.



NEA PRESS GUIDANCE THURSDAY. JUNE 4., 1987

Q:

MAVERICKS SALE

In light of Congressional oppositions will the

Administration rethink its proposal on Mavericks sales to Saudi
Arabia?

A:

--WE SUBMITTED T%E PROPOSAL FOR THE SALE OF MAVERICKS TO
*
SAUDI ARABIA LAS& FRIDAY FOR REASONS WHICH YOU ARE AWARE

a.

OF .

-=-THIS SALE OF lhbD MAVERICK MISSILES IS NOT A NEW SALE BUT
ONE PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED TO CONGRESS IN 14984. THE |
NOTIFICATION PASSED WITHOUT OBJECTIONS RAISED BY CONGRESS.
THE SAUDI'GOVEFNHENT REQUESTED THAT THE SALE BE DELAYED AT
fHAT TIME.

~THIS PREVIOUS PROPOSAL WAS FOR 1L0OD MODEL "B™ MAVERICKS.

IN RESUBMITTING THE SALE. WE ARE NOW PROPOSING THE MAVERICK
"D™ SINCE THE "B™ MODEL IS NO LONGER IN PRODUCTION.
~--MAVERICK MISSILES WERE FIRST SOLD TO SAUDI ARABIA IN 1497k
FOR USE WITH SAUDI F-5 AIRCRAFT. UNDER PREVIOUS AGREEMENTS
2500 "A" AND "B"™ MODEL MAVERICKS HAVE BEEN DELIVERED TO
SAUDI ARABIA.

--WE WILL CONTINUE OUR CONSULTATIONS WITH THE CONGRESS ON
THIS SALE.



(MAVERICKS SALE)

@: Why did the Adminstration decide to make this sale now?
A: THE ADMINSTRATION DECIDED THAT THIS CURRENT NOTIFICATION
SHOULD GO TO CONG?ESS AT THIS TIME S0 THAT WE CAN MEET A

REQUEST BY THE SAQDIS TO FULFILL A LONGSTANDING REQUIREMENT.

o'i:.
@: 1Wwhat is the relationship between this sale and other
pending sales to Saudi Arabias such as the replacement F-15's?

THE MAVERICK SALE IS NOT RELATED TO OUR CONSIDERATION OF
WHEN TO NOTIFY CONGRESS ABOUT THE PROPOSED SALE OF
REPLACEMENT F-15 AIRCRAFT TO SAUDI ARABIA. THE AIRCRAFT

SALE IS STILL QEDER REVIEW.

drafted:NEA/P:WAPlerce
B/4/87 x75150 (OOD1n=7u4)
Cleared:NEA/RA :JBircher
NEA/ARP:dB(raig
H:IRundell
NEA :EPDjerejian



There is absolutely no truth to press speculation the
Administration deliberately has withheld its submission of a
formal notification to Congress for the sale of F-15 attrition
aircraft to Saudi Arapia because of our unhappiness with Saudi
Arabia's role in the U.S8.5. Stark incident. It was, and is,
our intention to consult the Congress on Saudi attrition
aircraft requirements for the projected life cycle of its F-15
program, based on its current attrition and the status of the
F-15 C/D production line. Once these consultations are
complete, we will at an appropriate time begin the process of
formal notification of-our intention to sell the Government of
Saudi Arabia replacement aircraft. As we agreed at the time of
the original sale, and was approved by Congress, the total
number of F-15 C/Ds in Saudi Arabia will be no more than 60.

As was stated yesterday, the Administration did not ask the
Saudis to intercept the Iraqi fighter, We are very pleased and
grateful for the assistance Saudi Arabia provided throughout
this episode. The performance of the Saudi Arabian government
and the Royal Saudi Air Force (RSAF) in responding to the Iragi
attack on the U.6.5. Stark was fully consistent with
understandings in effect regarding the deployment of the U.S.
AWACS and the role of the RSAF vis-a-vis the U.S. Navy ships of
MIDEASTFOR.

40034
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Saudi Arabian Assistance in USS STARK Incident

Just prior to the Iragqi Mirage F-1 attack on USS STARK on
Sunday, two Royal Air Force F-15s were scrambled from their
base at Dhahran and ordered by Saudi authorities to fly a
combat air patrol (CAP) mission over the Saudi coastline. This
is a routine action based on prior agreement to defend our
AWACS and Saudi facilities. Once it was cler that STARK had
been attacked, the USAF AWACS and the Saudi controller aboard
the E-~-3A asked the Saudi Sector Command Center at Dhahran for
authority to commit the Saudi F-15s to intercept the Iragqi F-1
with the intention of forcing it down in Saudi territory. The
Saudi chief controller on the ground advised that he did not
have the authority to authorize such action and immeditely
sought approval from higher authority. Before such approval
could be obtained, the Iragi aircraft was well on its way back
to its base. In addition, the Saudi F-15s were low on fuel and
had to return to base. Throughout the incident, the Saudi air
force personnel on board AWACS and the F~15 crews were eager to
run the intercept. It should be noted that there are no
pre-arranged plans for the Saudi air force to come to the aid
of U.S. vessels in the Gulf., However desirable an intercept of
the attacking aircraft might have been, the incident
illustrates the effectiveness and strength of the Saudi air
force's command and control system.

It should also be noted that Saudi officials immediately
launched helicopters to assist in the search and rescue effort
and dispatched a Saudi naval vessel to close on STARK to lend
assistance. The Saudi military hospital at Dhahran also was
placed on disaster alert to assist with casualties if needed.

Based on the above, it is obvious that there was no
official U.S. government request for the RSAF to intercept the
Iragi aircraft. The initiative originated with the Saudi F-15
pilots and the Saudi and U.S. personnel aboard the AWACS.

3989A




In 1978 the U.S. sold Saudi Arabia 60 F-15C/D air defense
variant aircraft. Since the original sale, several of

these aircraft have been lost due to accident or other
causes,

We have informed Congress in the Javits report that we
anticipate the sale of additional F-15C/D aircraft to Saudi
Arabia to replace those planes lost through attrition. We
expect to sell twelve aircraft, and we will be discussing
this in greater detail with the Congress.

The "reserve stock" of F-15's would remain in the United

States, except for those aircraft required now and in the
future to replace, on a one-for-one basis, those aircraft
which have been lost. At no time, therefore, would Saudi
Arabia have in country a force level greater than the 60

F-15's authorized by Congress in 1978.

The estimated value of this sale is $502 million; we are
considering moving at this time because the F-15C/D air
defense variant will be going out of production next year.
After that point, only the F-15E ground attack variant will
be produced. The U.S. is not prepared at this time to sell
the F~15E to Saudi Arabia.

If the sale were approved, the aircraft would not be
available for delivery for at least three years.

The U.S. has an ironclad commitment to Israel's security
and gualitative military advantage in the region; the
original 1978 sale of F-15's to Saudi Arabia was based on
our judgement that these aircraft did not present a threat
to Israel and our assessment of Saudi defensive needs.

Over the years, the Saudis have used the F-15's in a
responsible and capable manner, providing the principal
element in a defensive shield against Iranian incursions
against Saudi and other Gulf state facilities. In 1984,
Saudi F-15's successfully shot down intruding Iranian
aircraft, putting an end to such Iranian aerial violations
of Gulf airspace.

Given the high level of threat which exists in the Persian
Gulf, we continue to believe that there is a legitimate
Saudi defensive requirement to maintain a force level of 60
F-15's; we do not believe U.S. or Israeli interests would
be served by a diminution in Saudi ability to deter and
confront the Iranian threat.

Additionally, we do not believe U.S, or Israeli interests
are served by forcing the Saudis to go elsewhere to obtain
air defense aircraft. U.S. F-15's have been and will be
sold to Saudi Arabia with firm assurances as to their use
and stationing. Such assurances are altogether lacking in
sales, such as the recent Saudi acgquisition of British
Tornado's, by other countries.
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Dear Mr. President:

By letter dated October 28, 1981, I assured then-Senate
Majority Leader Baker that the proposed transfer to

Saudi Arabia of AWACS aircraft would not occur until I

had certified to the Congress that specified conditions had
been met. Subsequently, Section 131 of the International
Security and Development Cooperation Act of 1985 ("ISDCA")
incorporated the text of that letter, with its conditions
for certification, into legislation.

I am pleased to inform you that all conditions set forth in
my October 28 letter and repeated in Section 131 of the ISDCaA
have now been met and that I herewith forward to you my
certification to that effect. Through the extensive efforts
of the Defense and State Departments, agreements and other
actions necessary to fulfill these requlrements have been
concluded.

I now wish to draw particular attention to the sixth condition
that I have certified. I remain convinced that, as I stated
in 1981, the sale of these AWACS aircraft to Saudi Arabia

will contribute directly to the stability and security of the
area and enhance the atmosphere and prospects for progress
toward peace. I also believe that significant progress toward
peaceful resolution of disputes in the region has been accom- -
plished with the substantial assistance of Saudi Arabia.

These perceptions are strengthened by a review of events of

- the last five years.

The current deployment of U.S. AWACS aircraft to Saudi Arabia
has contributed significantly to the stability and security of
Saudi Arabia and the region as a whole. The Royal Saudi Air
Force's (RSAF) gradual assumption of the role now performed by
the U.S. AWACS aircraft will continue this contribution. . Over
the past five years the U.S. AWACS aircraft have demonstrated
their ability to detect approaching Iranian aircraft well
before they would be detected by ground-based radar. This
early detection, coupled with the demonstrated resolve of the
RSAF to deploy its F-15s and engage aggressor aircraft, has
deterred Iran from escalating attacks against targets on land
and in Gulf waters under the Saudi protective umbrella. The
Saudi commitment to a strong defense as evidenced by such
measures as the AWACS acquisition, past defensive military
action, and efforts to organize collective security among the
member states of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC), taken
together with the Kingdom's obvious lack of aggressive intent,
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have contributed and will continue to contribute to the
stability and security of the area. Our continued success in
helping to support regional stability will diminish prospects
that U.5. forces might be called upon to protect the govern-
ments, shipping lanes, or vital petroleum resources of the
region. : :

Saudi Arabia has firmly supported every significant diplomatic
effort to end the Iran-Irag war. Mediation missions under

the auspices of the United Nations, the Organization of the
Islamic Conference, and third countries acting independently
have received Saudi diplomatic and facilitative assistance.

In encouraging a negotiated settlement of the conflict, the
Saudis have made clear their preference that the war end
without concessions of sovereignty by either side.

Saudi efforts to advance the Arab-Israeli peace process

have been substantial. The Fahd Peace Plan and the Arab
endorsement of the plan embodied in the 1982 Fez Communigque
significantly and irreversibly modified the Arab consensus

of the '“ree "no's" enunciated at the 1968 Khartoum Summit,
i.e., no recognition, no negotiation, and no conciliation with
Israel. The Fez Communigue moved the formal Arab position
from rejection of peace to consideration of how to achieve
peace with Israel. The plan's statement that all states in
the region should be able to live in peace was an implicit

acceptance of the right of Israel to a secure existence.

The concept of land for peace was a direct reflection of
U.N. Resolution 242. While various elements of the Fez Plan
differ from our views, the Plan remains the single largest
step toward peace on which the Arab world has been able to
agree, The existence of this consensus provided a base from

- which King Hussein felt he could launch his initiative to

bring Israel, Jordan, and the Palestinians to the negotiating

- table in 1984 B5.

Saudi Arabia has signaled its tacit support for King Hussein's.
moves to lay the foundation for peace negotiations by con-
tinuing substantial financial assistance payments to Jordan
following critical steps in the process, i.e., after Jordan
resumed diplomatic relations with Egypt and again after the
February 1985 agreement between Hussein and PLO Chairman
Arafat. Despite vocal Syrian opposition, the Saudis sent
official observers to the Amman Palestine Natiomal Council
meeting in late 1984 where moderate Palestinians made a
decision to break with the radicals thereby opening the way
for King Hussein to begin his peace initiative.



IASE aw TR LE NG - «AERAWES NN AP SR TR

3

During the subsequent and continuing debate over how to

make peace with Israel, the Saudis have consistently lent
support to moderate Arab governments. Egypt's readmission to
the Organization of the Islamic Conference was significantly
assisted by crucial Saudi support for a procedural motion
calling for a secret ballot on the readmission vote. Follow-
ing the police riots in Cairo in February of this year, the
Saudi Council of Ministers issued a statement supporting
President Mubarak. )

Although its efforts, like our own, met with limited success,
Saudi Arabia played a major and highly visible role in
attempts to arrange a lasting cease-fire in Lebanon. In the
_August 1983 efforts of Crown Prince Abdullah and Prince Bandar
to bring an end to fighting in the Shuf mountains, and again -
through observers at the Geneva and Lausanne Lebanese national
reconciliation talks, Saudi Arabia sought to bring peace to a
moderate Arab nation and establish the framework for stable
government. The Saudis also proved supportive of Lebanese
efforts to negotiate directly with Israel conditions for
Israeli withdrawal from southern Lebanon. In this regard, the
Saudis supported Lebanese efforts to win Syrian consent to
compromises necessary to reach agreement.

Saudi Arabia has provided crucial support for Sudan during
that country's transition to a democratic form of government.
Furthermore, it has established a significant record in work-
ing for regional stability and settlement of regional disputes
in countries beyond its immediate neighborhood. Saudi aid has
been crucial to the Afghan cause and significant to Pakistan,
Morocco, and Tunisia. Despite limitations imposed by concern
for its own security, the depth of regional animosities, and
the need to establish and work within an Arab consensus, Saudi
Arabia has assisted substantially the significant”progress

= that has been made in the peaceful resolution of disputes in
the region. A

Saudi Arabia has publicly condemned terrorism and terrorist
actions, having itself been a victim of terrorism. More
important, it has taken practical actions to oppose terrorism
regardless of its origins.

I am convinced that the assurances I made in my letter to
Senator Baker have been amply fulfilled. A firm foundation
has been laid for close and continued U.S.-Saudi cooperation
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in operating the Saudi AWACS and in building an air defense
system for Saudi Arabia and the GCC, By contributing to the
self-defense of these countries, we are diminishing the like-~
lihood of direct intervention by U.S5. forces in defense of
vital Western interests. At the same time, we are encouraging
forces of moderation which, if they prevail, will bring
lasting peace to a turbulent region. :

Sincerely,
The Honorable George Bush

President of the Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510 )
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I. Summarz

- The Presi .at has decided to notify Congress of his intent to

-——T T

sell Saudi Arabia a limited quantity of air-to-air, air-to-sea,
and ground-to-air missiles. The provision of these defensive
arms advances U.S. security interests -- by demonstrating
continued U.S. reliability as a security partner for Saudi
Arabia and the other Gulf states and by sending a clear message
to Iran that the United States will oppose any expansion of the
Gulf War and Iranian-backed radicalism in the region. The
proposed sales do not add new systems to the Saudi inventory;
they either augment or upgrade equipment currently in the Saudi
inventory.

The President had planned to announce this sale later this
year. But recent events in the Gulf, urgent consultations with
Saudi Arabia and a direct, high-level request from the Saudi
leadership have convinced the U.S. of the need to move
immediately. The Iranian success in moving troops near the
Iragi border with Kuwait raises the threat of expansion of the
war to the Gulf states to the highest point since the conflict
began almost six years ago. Our friends in the region are
urgently looking to the United States for an affirmation of our
oft-repeated commitments of military assistance and support.

If this sale is not approved and we are unable to respond to
Saudi Arabia's legitimate defensive needs at this critical
point, our credibility will be seriously eroded and our message
of deterrence to Iran undermined.

II...Weapons To.Be Sold

The sale we are notifying has a total estimated cost of $354
million and is composed of the following items:

-— 671 AIM-9P4 Air-to-Air Missiles

-~ 995 AIM-9L Air-to-Air Missiles

-= 100 HARPOON Air-to-Sea Missiles

-~ 200 STINGER Manportable Ground-to-Air Missile
Systems with 600 Reloads

The sale of these items responds to long-standing Saudi
requests. The Administration's Middle East Arms Transfer
study, which was briefed to Congress last year, validated the
need for these arms and the fact that they do not threaten
Israel. These items do not introduce new weapons systems or
new capabilities into the Saudi inventory. The Saudis already
have the AIM 9L and the AIM 9P3 (an earlier version of the AIM
9P4) as well as limited quantities of the STINGER.
Additionally, Saudi Arabia currently possesses the
surface-launched version of the HARPOON missile. Sale of a
small number of the air-launched variant will assist the Saudis
better to counter naval threats in an area larger than their

small navy can patrol.
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The Saudi Governme . will pay for these defense articles and
related services over a period of at least four years on a
"dependable undertaking" basis, meaning that the Saudis will
commit themselves to making payments in such amounts and at
such times as specified by the U.S. There is no "grant aid" or
"forgiven credits" in connection with this sale.

III. Justification for the Sale

A. U.S. Strategic Interests

The United States has vital strategic interests at stake in the
region. We strongly support the security and stability of the
moderate Gulf states. We are committed to maintaining the free
flow of 0il from the Gulf. We oppose radical forces in the
area and the expansion of Soviet influence into the region.

The sale of these follow-on missiles to Saudi Arabia will
advance our interests without threatening Israel.

For over forty years the United States and Saudi Arabia have
been close partners in strategic military cooperation. This
cooperation has served both nations' interests and contributed
to regional stability and security. Since the 1970s, the U.S.
has become the major outside supporter of the other. Gulf states
as well, These countries have received assurances from a
succession of U.S. Presidents that the United States will stand
by them in their defense,

Through our military assistance and training programs we have
established strong relationships of mutual trust and reliance.
We want to maintain these interests. With the long lead times
required for delivery of modern U.S. weapons, any prudent
defense planner -- American, Israeli, or Saudi -- has to plan
ahead. A security relationship demands consistent planning,
updating and procurement. It makes no sense to wait until the
shooting starts to seek approval for sales we agree are
necessary for the defense of a friend.

It Qoes not serve our interests -- or Israel's -- to allow
others to replace the U.S. as the principal supplier of arms to
Saudi Arabia and the Gulf states. U.S. arms sales carry
safeguards and assurances that no other country requires,
safeguards that ensure these sales pose no threat to Israel,
Western European and other arms suppliers do not impose such
conditions on the d.sposition of their sales. The recent
British Tornado sale 1ost the United States over §12 billion in
sales and support and tens of thousands of U.S. jobs without
advancing either our :.nterests or Israel's security.

MAR G 1988
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B. The Inéréased Milita~y Threat

The greatest current military threat to the Gulf states and
Saudi Arabia is an expansion of the Gulf War to the Arabian
Peninsula. With Iran's recent crossing of the Shaat al-Arab
River and occupation of Iragi territory near the border with
Kuwait, this threat has dramatically increased. Kuwait and the
other Gulf states look primarily to Saudi Arabia, and to the
U.S. for their:-support and leadership in the collective defense

of the region.

Saudi Arabia's greatest need is improved air defense. The
Royal Saudi Air Force with only 60 modern fighters must protect
an airspace equal to that of the entire Eastern United States.
Its population centers are widely separated, rendering air
defense more difficult. Cities of the Eastern Province, the
Kingdom's vital oilfields and extensive petrochemical complexes
are all highly wvulnerable to attack from Iran. It requires
only a single successful penetration of Saudi air defenses to
inflict incalculable damage to Satidi o0il facilities:
acc¢ordingly, we have concentrated our military assistance on
enhancement of air defense. The AWACS sale was an essential
element in increasing warning time. The AIM~9 air-to-air
missiles will increase Saudi ability to counter the Iranian air
threat. The STINGER ground-to-air system provides vital
low-level point-defense coverage, complementing the
ground-to=-air protection already in place. Additional STINGERS
are. essential for low level defense if the Saudi component of
the Gulf State reaction force has to deploy to Kuwait.
Protection of . sea lanes and commercial shipping in the Gulf is
‘another key U.S, interest in the region. The air-launched
HARPOON missiles in the proposed sale will enhance Saudi
capabilities to defend shipping in the Gulf and protect
strategic Saudi facilities from attack by sea.

The U.S. response to Saudi Arabia‘'s urgent request for military
assistance will be weighed carefully by the Gulf States. Any
perception that the U.S. is unable or unwilling to live up to
its promises will deal another severe blow to our credibility
and regional role. It will inevitably send a message to Iran
that the U.S. is backing away from its security commitments,
and encourage further Iranian military and political
adventurism in the Gulf. It will dramatically reduce the
willingness of our friends in the area to stand up to Iranian
aggression, and will provide opportunities for the Soviet
Union to increase its 1nfluence,

MAR 6 1986



IV. 1Israeli Concerns

The cornerstone of U.S. policy in the Middle East is our
support for Israel's security and the maintenance of Israel's
qualitative military advantage. The United States will never
take any action or make any sale which would jeopardize
Israel's security. But we can fulfill our commitment to
Israel's security at the same time that we protect other major
U.S. interests by pursuing our security assistance programs and
cooperating with our Arab friends. Such assistance and
cooperation is in Israel's own interest, for they contribute to
overall regional stability, diminish the threats to the area
from radicalism and Soviet expansionism, and protect oil
exports to the free world.

V. Should arms be refused until Arab-Israeli Peace is Achieved

It is counterproductive to assert that holding hostage our
forty year arms supply relationship with Saudi Arabia can
promote an Arab-Israeli peace or enhance Israel's security.
The Saudis have played a constructive role in furthering
friendly Arab thinking on Israel and advancing the peace
process. We believe they will continue to do so because peace
is in their own interest. But they will reject attempts to
compel their behavior. It should be understood that Saudi
security requirements are readily justifiable based solely on
the military threat to the Kingdom. As a sovereign nation,
Saudi Arabia must seek the arms it requires to address its
compelling defense needs. If it cannot rely on the US as a
supplier, it will turn to other markets to purchase what it
requires as evidenced by its recent Tornado purchaser. But in
forcing the Saudis to such a policy, we would sacrifice
important U.S. short and long term strategic interests. The
protection and preservation of these interests--to which the
Saudis contribute importantly--are essential to the well being
of the Western world.

: ' MAR6 1986
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January 22, 1985

SAUDI ARABTA: \THE ARSENAL GROWS

In 1981, President Helagan assured the Senate that the AWACS would
not be delivered to Saudi Arabia unless

initiatives toward the peaceful resolution of disputes in
the region have either been successfully completed or that
significant progress toward that goal has been accomplished
with the substantial assistance of Saudi Arsbia,

Againgt the Peace Procgess

Contrary to the assurances of the Reagan Administration, the
Saudis have. opposed every significant American peace initiative
during the past three years.

* They actively undermined the Reagan Plan, despite promises
to the U.5. that they would support the proposal.

¥ They worked against the May 17 Lebanon—Israel Accord of 1983
negotiated by Secretary of State Schultz, even though Saudi
Arabia assured the U.S5. that it would support the agreement.

x They refused to use leverage with Syria to help implement
the the May 17 Accord, but were quite willing to use their
influence with Jordan to prevent Hussein from negotiating on
the basis of the Heagan Plan.

¥ They have opposed the Camp David process, '‘and are largely
responsible for Egypt’s current isclation in the Arab world.
They continue to obstruct efforts to reestablish diplomatic
relations between Egypt and other Arab countries.

¥ They provide most of the subsidies for the rejectionist and
they are the primary supporters of those opposed to direct
negotiations with Israel.

Against U.§5. Interests :
~The Saudis also have adopted other policies directly contrary to
the interests of the United States.

¥ They continued to subsidize Syria during periods when Syria
was actively assisting the Shia terrorists who attacked
American facilities in Lebanon. $Syria has used the Saudi
money to purchase arms from the Soviet Union.

¥ They are reportedly the only Arab country that still
provides funds to the PLO.

¥ They have worked to keep o0il prices as high as possible.
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Against Saudi Interests

Supplying additional advanced weapons could create internal

security problems for the Saudis similar to those that led to the
fall of the Shah of Iran.

* Encouraging Saudi Arabia to spend‘additional amounts on
military spending at a time when 0il income has been reduced
could increase internal dissatisfaction and lead to unrest.

The Military Arguments

Saudi Arabia already has enough weapons to defend itself from
Iran.

¥ The Iranian Air Force has at most only about 70 operatioconal
combat aircraft, compared with 200 for Saudi Arabia.

¥ The downing of an Iranian fighter by Saudi F-15s on.June 5,
1984 has demonstrated that Saudi Arabia can protect itself
from Iran using existing equipment.’

'If the arms it already has are insufficient, thenm additional

supplies will not make a difference.
¥ ACDA says that Saudi Arabia imported $12 billion of weapons
from 1973 to 1982. Additional imports during the past two
years amounted to another $4-6 billion.

¥ The United States has already sold more arms and services to
Saudi Arabia tham to any other country in the world. Total
sales agreements with Saudi Arabia since 1973 will go over
the $50 billion mark during this fiscal year. Indeed, a
quarter of all U.S. arms sales since 1950 have been to Saudi
Arabia.

¥ The only potential enemy with a powerful air force that
could threaten Saudi Arabia is Iraq, yet the aircraft going
into Iraq are being paid for with Saudi money.

¥ Saudi ability to shoot down Iranian aircraft illustrates the
growing capabilities of the Saudi military, showing that
Saudi Arabia has assimilated the advanced weapons that it
has acquired. Their ability to threaten Israel has grown.
Their ability to resist pressure to stay out of another war
with Israel has decreased.
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- Fact Sheet: Sidewinders to Saudi Arabia

The AIM-8L Sidewinder is an all-aspect heat-seeking missile.
Older versions of the Sidewinder can only be fired at rear of a
target plane, where the heat of the engine is the most intense.
The AIM-3L, however, is sufficiently sensitive to be fired at the
sides or even the front of a target aircraft. This makes it
significantly more dangerous than the earlier Sidewinders. The
AIM-9L was used with devastating effect in 1982 by the Israelis in
Lebanon and by the British in the Falklands.

The AIM-9L can only be used with Saudi Arabia’'s F-15
fighters. It cannot be fitted to cldér American F-5E and British
Lightning fighters. Thus, the 1981 sale of 1,177 AIM-9Ls provided
Saudi Arabia with nearly 20 AIM-SLs per aircraft. In addition, the
Department of Defense has proposed a sale for an additional 1,700
AIM-9Ls, giving Saudi Arabis 48 for each of its F-15s.

In contrast, the U.S. plans to purchase for itself only
23,000 AIM-9Ls (also including purchases thogse of an upgraded
version, known as the AIM~9M) for the 1,800 aircraft able to fire
the missile, or only 13 per aircraft. Since the Department of
Defense plans no additional purchases of the Sidewinder, but the
number of aircraft using it will increase, the number of missiles
per aircraft will drop dramatically during the next few years.

Existing sales of AIM~9Ls to Saudi Arabia are considerably
in excess of those to other countries provided with that missile.
For example:

X The Netherlands bought 900 AIM-9Ls for its 102 F-16s, or
about 9 per aircraft.

¥ Greece bought 300 AIM-9Ls for 60 A-7s, or 5 per aircraft.

¥ Israel bought 800 AIM-9Ls for 50 F-15s and 75 F-1lbts, or about
6 per plane. ’

Press reports indicate that Saudi Arabia intends to purchase an
additional 1,700 AIM-9Ls, increasing the total to over 2,900: This
will increase the-number of missiles per F-15 to 48 per plane,
assuming the Saudis obtain no additional F-15s, or teo 29 per plane
if the Saudis obtain 40 additional F-15Cs. At nearly 30 missiles
per plane, the Saudis will have more than twice as many missiles
per plane as the U.S5., and and three to five times the number of
missiles per plane as our allies. '

Saudi Arabia will also acquire additional numbers of a less
advanced version of the Sidewinder for its F-5E, which cannot
carry the AIM-9L. Previous sales of older versions of the
Sidewinder amounted to over 1,900, or about 18 for each of Saudi
Arabia’s 120 F-5 aircraft. The Saudis plan to purchase another
1,200 missiles, increasing the total teo 3,100, or about 26 per F-
5. In -ontrast, the U.S. has only about 70,000 Sidewinders of all
types or only L3 for each of our 5,500 combat aircraft.
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Sidewinders Per Aircraft

AIM-9L/M

Saudi Arabia: 20 per F-15 {(current)
48 per F-15 (after order for additiomal 1,700 ~-9Ls;

United States: 13 per F-14/15/16/18
Greece: 5 per A-7
Israel: 7 per F-15/16
Netherlands: 9 per F-—-16

Note: Figures are based on current inventories, and do not take
into account likely purchases of additional aircraft.

Saudi Arabia: 1,177 for 60 F-15, if additional 1,800 AIM-9L
and 40 F-15 are ordered, the total comes to 30 per F-15

United States: 23,000 AIM-9L/M ordered and on order for 1,800
F-14/15/16/18; ratioc will decline as additional
aircraft are acquired

Greece: 300 AIM-9L for 60 A-7

Israel: 800 AIM-SL for 75 F-16 and 40 F-15; taking into
account 75 F-16 and 10 F-15 on order, figure drops to 4
per aireraft

Netherlands: 900 AIM-9L for 102 F-16
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Arab Requests for U.S. Arms

Saudi Arabia

60 F-15C or F-15E fighters

F-15 multiple ejection racks (MER 200)

F-15 conformal fuel tanks

up to 160 F-20A fighters

2900 Sidewinder AIM-9L air—-to—air missiles (1700 -9L/1200 -39P)
Improved Chaparral surface—to—air missiles

M-1 main battle tanks

M-2 Bradley infantry fighting vehicles

Additional AWACS

Peace Shield command and control system

Jordan

72 F~16C or F-20A fighters

Stinger surface—to—air missiles

26 mobile improved HAWK surface-to—air missiles
M—-1 main battle tanks

4 C-130 transport aircraft

TPS~-43/TPS-63 air defense radars
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The adxmmstratwn lsdebatmg whether to. |
%!use the Feb. 11 vis: of-Saudi Arabia’s: King | ']

Fahd as a vehicle for quick.action on Saudi |
requests for a multibillion-dollar package of
" U.S. arms includinig 40 F15 jet fighters, U.S.
;ﬂﬁaals and congressional sources saxd ya-
_ pmwiudzﬁmhte centers vor
tﬁu'Preudanr Rugm ‘shiould ‘seize’ o’
ahd’s first trip here-in’ ‘eight- years to. wrap -
7ap:a final agreement.on Uie size and nature of |
.;“P package and. thqme it shortty zf-
<.gf#e his departure. - ;
WWhﬂe ‘stressing - gwat mﬁec:sxon. has been
;- the sources*waid’ administration senti-
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men( strungly favors the sale, which was'put. |-
idf for almost two yeéars te avoxdmakmglt an. |

.

issue in the presidential election. But.
hvely debate about timing, -

vtherqxs_,

*Kzlb said yesterday,*Tt is correct to say that -
has- been: under coasideration:™
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’ sur.h a salej' we will'not éomment forther.”
- Defénse Secrgtary Caspar W, Weinberger,

u of the State: Be-
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‘State Departmient’ spokenmin B%martL

WRepubﬁmm, ‘who. are” aware tliat thc"
~sale-could be a'political liability: for. them’ in: |
1986, when 22 of them are up for reelection.

The sources. said_ that Sen. Richard G,

Lugar (R Ind.), new chairman of the Forexgn
Relations Committee, who probably. would
have to take the lead role jn the Senate, is.

<.aware: ¢f 'the’ acrimony. sparked by earlier.

am sala to-Saudi Arabia.. Many congres- |

‘siotial sourcensaydleythmkhexsﬁkelyto

.toward 2 'more deliberative, consultative |
anprw:h-lie has not made his.views public.

-:Because of possible trouble on Capitol Hill,

" the sources added, Secretary of State George "

‘P, Shunzneportedlylsmdeaded about the]..

-rmuim ‘af-maving. quickly. Altliough. Shultz
‘favors- thie sale,: some Stite Depattment|-
. sources describe him as hesitant to antago-
nize: Congress and create potential problems
- *for arms deals with other friendly Arab:states
sucli 28' Oman, Bahrams and possibly Jordan

arid Kuwait.
.v-,‘thetotzhalue of pendmg Sand: requests
Fwould’ be: almost n'hrge;sthe $8.5: billion-
mlq dedn ‘Arabia: i, 1982 of airborne.
“warning and controf system.(AWACS) planes.
. and -other aircraft eqmpment—unul now- the
1‘T.':lzgést“n:lgh!’U.S military sale.” - .

. In addition.fo the- 40 FlSs,wh:d:wmkl be
added.tothe 60-purchased in 1978, the: Sau- ;

: partmeant,. are? 10~ believe: . dis, want rou y. 3,000 Sidewindes: AIMIL -
ol es that Reagan | " and. AIMOP e 11000 shoul:
<'of his'landslide reelection:: In their view,’ fast. der-&red Supger antiaircraft missiles and an-
*action would prevent; [srael’s supparters from ; mspecxﬁed mumber  of Maverick m-to-f
+marshaling’ a- courtterattack’ in- Congress, . . ground antitank missiles. They, also waat
Zwould calm Saudi Arabia’s restiveness at.the - smhcontrovetmlxtmasmnlmle-e)ecmn

long delay-and possibly induce Fahd to- he
more- cooperative with efforts to revive Rea—
gan’s Mideast peace-initiative. -+ . ' »

-.

-+ -However; the sources continued, that xdea ¥

“has encountered opposition’ from many con -

gressional leaderg
- look ‘at whether "the: Saudis reaily need so
;_‘many sophisticated weapons. "The congres-
‘ smnal opponeht.s reportedly mclude ma.ny

g

.FIS.?; roughly 3, 000 air-

._to-azr mzsszles,~-

\antzazrcmﬂ mwsilé& some:
antitank missiles, speczal
F15. .equipment and

posszbly more AMCS
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who would prefer a'long ‘[

Bl

"“bomb _racis and. additional range-extending
" fuet tanks -for; the FiSs, and posszbly rnore'

AWACS planes, s :

_The officials who want to move qun:kly ar—

oF gue that it. would bolster the U.S. strategy of
 huilding’up- Saudi ‘Arabia’s ability to’ counter
7 possible: lraman thmts to’ Persmn Gulf’ onl
| supplies:" -
, 4 Many of the:e ofﬁqalspmate!y concede

“heeds. But they contend that any U.S. effort

jeaders and ; :enewthe threat that' the
Samhsfand»o ¢ moderate- Arab; govern-
* ments. wﬂl tm'mto %ther cmmtnes, mdudml
Opponenteargue ‘that’ prOv:ding the

‘ mth such items - as. multiple-ejection. bomb
.- zacks would transform their F15s into offens
_ sive weapons | that could threaten Israel, and
that the size of the total package, ooupled

w:th expected future sales to other Arab |

countries, would erode- Israel’s edge in the
. Middle East arms equation -

-~

These concerns would tngger a strong re--

action from' Israel’s congressional backers,
- although it would be difficuit for Congr_ess to

--:_umnheSaudlrequatsexceedthekmgdomS ‘ .
bcﬂ&qpeehgemhdznﬂaﬂyw«dd,m g

ettle Saud1 Arms ‘Request |

block: the sale because the Saudis can pal
, cash and not depend on congressionally au
" thorized credits.. But. opposition from Con
gress still could force the administration intc
another bitter,.time-consuming fight.

The sale also.could raise tensions with Is
rael. The sources said that Shultz, who re
portedly has overcome -gbjections from the
- Office of Management and Budget to an in

- crease in-U.S. military aid to Israel to abou

$1.9 billion for next year, also has cfferec
Israel a2 commitment on-U.S. military assist
. dnce for a three-year period.

. However, the sources said, Israel ha:
balked' at the offer unless it has the right tc

"seek larger amounts of aid if it feels that the
\ Mideast arms balance has shifted.
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Saudis Request
3,000 Mssiles,
U.S. Sources Say

iy John M. Goshko
‘Waashirgton Pomk ST Wroat

** Saudi Arabia informally has asked

to buy aimost 3,000 U.S.-made air-
toair Sidewind bat missil ‘

mmxummnm.

an issue in the presidential came
paign, according to U.S. officials.

* The Saudis, therefore, have been
told that the administration does
aot want to submit the sale to Con-
gress until next year, the sources
ssid. The proposed aale, if granted,
would expand vastly Sandi Arabia’s
serial combat
has been kept secret by the admin-

" The Saudis wamt the missiles as .

part of a master plan to make their
armed forces capable of fighting a
sustained, high-intensity war for at

least 30 days, U.S. and diplomatic -

sources said, adding that the Saudi
goal ia gradually to build up their
inventary of various models of the
Sidewinder, the most sophisticated
weapon of its kind in the US. ar-
senal, until they have from 10,000
to 11,000.

that the spillover effects of the Iran-
Iraq war could disrupt the flow of
Persian Gulf ail, favors the idea be-

of boistering Saudi Arabia’a ability
to act as the main bulwark againat
Iraniam military moves in the guif

- That sale mcluded an initial sup-
ply of 1,177 AIMOL Sidewinders,
the most advanced model. Unlike
the missile’s earlier models that can

capability and thus -

system that -enables it to be fired
head-on at snother aircrait and still
hit its target.

The Saudi bid is still in the nature
of 3 preliminary inquiry rather than

the sources said the Saudis have
indicated that they would like to

- buy o additional 1,700 AIM9Ls

oaly the first wave m a flood of new
arms sales to the Saudis and other

long-deferred Mideast arms issues
such as Saudi Arabia’s desire to ab-
tain multicle-siection bam! ’
for its 170 U.S.-made F15 jet fight-

) support
ers that it has told Saudi Arabia that

the anger expressed on Capitel Hil
aver Reagan’s use of his emergency
powers last May to sell the Saudis
400 Stingers, '

T}:e officals poted that thece
eariier sales involved giving the
Sludxs_new weapons systems that
they did not possess previously. By
contrast, the officials said, the Sau-
dis have 260 of the 1,177 Sidewind-
z:‘@eﬂygmm sale, and

aem supply pipeline
As a result, the officials argued,
selling more Sidewinders to Saudi
::,ha would extend an existing

quesz. Ii granted, it would give Sau-
dl.Arabxa a ratio of roughly 17 Side-
winder missiles per plane, even
greater than that of the US. Air
Force, which has a Sidewinder in-

“The sources said the State De-

' partment, aware of that fact, be-

lieves that the Saudi request should
be cat back if significant congres-
oonal opposition is to be averted.
“The numbers aren't engraved in
stone,” a U.S. cofficial said. *We're
still in a very early stage of looking
at the numbers. Then we'll have to
£0 back to the Saudis and talk with
them about what makes sense in
terms of their needs and what Con-

an if
force the United States to inter-
vene in the Persian Guif,
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SAUDI ARABIA SINCE AWACS: A RECORD OF UNHELPFULNESS

The Reagan Administration is again cousidering a sale of
sophisticated American weapons to Saudi Arabia ian a package
that could include M-1 tanks, 40 F-15 fighters, 3000 Side-
winder air-to-air misslies, Stinger surface-to-air missiles,
and other advanced weaponuns.

In 1981, President Reagan persuaded the Senate to sell
AWACS to Saudi Arabia on the explicit assurance that the
Saudis would provide "substantial assistance” to the United
States in promoting peace 1in the Middle East. Since then,
Saudi Arabia has actually helped to undermine every American
peace 1initiative in the region.

e They opposed the Camp David process, punishing Egypt
for making peace with Israel. The Saudis continue to
obstruct Egypt's efforts ¢to reestablish diplomatic
relations with the Arab world because it sigued the Camp
David Accords.

e They thwarted the Reagan Plan by threatening King
Husseln with economic sanctions 1if he entered
negotiations with Israel and by repeatedly undermining
his efforts to overcome a PLO veto.

e They uundermined US policy in Lebanon by refusing to
fulfill an explicit promise to use their financial
leverage on Syria to persuade it to withdraw. Instead,
after the United States had negotiated an agreement for
Israeli withdrawal, they urged Washington to scrap the
accord and then denounced the US presence in Lebanon as
"a true shame" (Washington Post, February 3, 1984).

¢ They encouraged PLO rejectionism by refusing to
pressure. Arafat to support the Reagan Plan aund by
providing financial support for the continuation of the
PLO's "armed struggle" long after most of the Arab world
has ceased to do so.

¢ They fanned the flames of hatred against Israel.
Thus, Crown Prince Abdullah declared that "once Moslems
achieve wunity of will and action, 1Israel will ©be

annihilated and disappear." (Al-Shargq al-Awsat,
9/13/84) Xing Fahd, after his meeting with President
Reagan in February 1985 told Arab ambassadors in
Washington that "armed confrontation against Israel 1is
still an exising necessity." (Kuwait News Agency,
2/20/85)

Moreover, the Saudis have acted against American interests in
other vital areas.

e They have maintained artificially high oil ©prices by
drastically cutting their own o1l production and



appendix I

THE WHITE 1HOUSE

WASHINGTON

October 28, 1881

1 Lt !

Dear Senator Baker:

On October 1, 1981, I formally notified the Congress
of our intention to sell AWACS aircraft and F-15
enhancement items to Saudi Arabia. This sale will
enhance our vital national security interests by
contributing directly to the stability and security
of the critical area from the Persian Gulf through
the Middle East to Worth Africa. It will improve
significantly the capability of Saudi Arabia and the
United States to defend the o0ilfields and facilities
on which the security of the Free World depends, and
it will pose no realistic threat to Israel.

When this proposed sale was first announced last spring,
the .Congress expressed concerns about certain aspects

0of the sale. After ana1y21ng these concerns in detail,

we entered into a series of discussions with the Govern-
ment of Saudi Arabia over the summer.

The Government of Saudi Arabia has agreed, and I am con-
vinced welcomés the fact, that the United States will
have an important, long-term role and will maintain

"direct involvement in the development of the Saudi air

defense system, including the AWACS. Ve also have
reached agreement with the Saudi Government on a number
of specific arrangements that go well beyond their firm
agreement to abide fully by all the standard terms of
the normal Letter of Offer and Acceptance as requ1red
by the Arms Export Control Act.

Transfer of the AWACS will take place only on terms and
conditions consistent with the Act and only after the
Congress has received in writing a Presidential certifi-
cation, containing agreements with Saudi Arabia, that
the following conditions have been met: ' s

l. Security of Technology N A 4e

A. That a detailed plan for the security of equipme:
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technology, information, and supporting documentation
has been agreed to by the United States and Saudi Arabie

and is in place; and

B. The security provisions are no less stringent

"than measures employed by the U.S. for protection and

control of its equipment of like kind outside the con-
tinental U.S.; and

C. The U.S. has the right of continual on-site in-
spection and surveillance by U.S. personnel of security
arrangements for all operations during the useful life
of the AWACS.- It is further provided that security
arrangements will be supplemented by additional U.S.
personnel if it is deemed necessary by the two parties;
and N

D. Saudi Arabia will not permit citizens of third
nations either to perform maintenance on the AWACS or
to modify any such equipment without prior, explicit
mutual consent of the two governments; and

E. Computer software, as designated by the U.S.
Government, will remain the property of the USG.

2. Access to Information

That Saudi Arabia has agreed to share with the
United States continuously and completely the infor-
mation that it acquires from use of the AWACS. .

3. Control Over Third-Country Participation

A. That Saudi Arabia has agreed not to share access
to AWACS equipment, technology, documentation, or any
information developed from such. equipment or technology
with any nation other than the U.S. without the prior,
explicit mutual consent of both governments; and

B. There are in place adequate and effective pro-
cedures requiring the screening and security clearance of
citizens of Saudi Arabia and that only cleared Saudi
citizens and cleared-U.S. nationals will have access to
AWACS equipment, technology, or documentation; or infor-
mation derived therefrom, without the prior, explicit
mutual consent of the two governments.ﬂ )



4, AWACS Flight Operations

That the Saudi AWACS will be operated solely within
the boundaries of Saudi Arabia, except with the prior,
explicit mutual consent of the two governments, and solely
e e for defensive purposes as defined by the United States, in

. R order to maintain security and regional stability.

5. Command Structure : . : '

L i e That agreements as they concern organizational command
oot oy and control structure for the operation of AWACS are of
’ : such a nature to guarantee that the commitments above. will
be honored.

6. Regional Peace and Security

That the sale contributes ‘directly to the stability
.- . and security of the area, enhances the atmosphere and
e el prospects for progress toward peace, and that initiatives
e T toward the peaceful resoclution of disputes in the region
e have either been successfully completed or that signifi-
) ' - cant progress toward that goal has been accomplished with
the substantial assistance of Saudi Arabia.

The agreements we have reached with Saudi Arabia on
security of technology, access to information, control’
over third-country participation, and AWACS flight
operations will be incorporated into the U.S./Saudi
General Security of Military Information Agreement, the
Letters of Offer and Acceptance (the government-to-
government sales contracts), and related. documents.
These documents will. stipulate that the sale will be
cancelled and that no -equipment or services will be
o delivered in the event any of the agreements is breached.
Sl mhae I will not authorize U.S. .approval of any of these con-
N tracts and agreements until I am satisfied that they '
incorporate fully the provisions that satisfy the con-
cerns that you and I share. - I do not foresee any need
for changes in these arrangements, but should circum-
stances arise that might require such changes, they
would be made only wiﬁh Congressional.participation.

I believe it is 1mportant to look beyond these agree-
ments to their practical consequences, and to -the
implications of U.S. security assistance and training
requested by Saudi Arabia. For example, the agreement




we have reached with the Saudi Government to protect
ST : the security of: equipment also affects the nature,
P extent, and duration of the U.S. role in the AWACS
ST s e program. Since skilled Saudi personnel available for
this program will remain in short supply, the U.S5./
Saudi agreement that third-country nationals will
not be permitted to operate or maintain the Saudi.
AWACS will, in practice, extend U.S. involvement in
Saudi AWACS operations  and activities well into the
1990s. U.S. military and contractor personnel will
L be required to provide extensive operational training
TR AL TR for Saudi AWACS aircrews; it will be 1990 at the
ST, e ) earliest before the eight Saudi crews needed to operate
A ' all five AWACS aircraft will be trained, and replace-
' ' ’ ment and refresher training of individual Saudi crew
members will require USAF Technical Assistance Field
. ' Teams during the 1990s. Critical AWACS maintenance,
T . logistics, and support functions, particularly radar
and computer software support, will, of necessity, be
performed by U.S. personnel in Saudi Arabia and. in the
United States, for the life of the AWACS.

The Saudi agreement not to share AWACS—-gathered in-
formation with third countries also has significant
practical conseguences. This agreement, combined

with the .standard requirement that U.S.-supplied equip-
ment be used solely for defensive purposes, as well as
the agreed—-to Saudi AWACS configuration, precludes any
possibility that Saudi AWACS could contribute to coor-
dinated operations with other countries' armed forces
b against any nation in the region without our consent

| and cooperation.

pe s Concerning the agreement to operate AWACS only inside
the Kingdom, it should also be noted that the Saudi
Air Force will be trained to operate the AWACS in
accordance with standard USAF AWACS doctrine and pro-
cedures, which call for AWACS to remain at all times a
"safe distance" behind sensitive political borders --
normally 100 to 150 nautical miles -- to ensure AWACS
security and survivability. Given the physical location
of: the oilfields AWACS is to defend, the vulnerability
of AWACS should it operate near sensitive borders, and
the history of Saudi observance of U.S. Air Force
tactical doctrine, we are confident that the Saudis’
will adopt these practices.

i
o

e

In a broader sense, by enhancing the péfception of
the United States as a reliable security partner, we
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improve the prospects for closer cooperation between
ourselves and the Saudi Government in working toward
our common goal of a just and lasting peace in the
region. Since assuming the responsibilities of .the
Presidency, I have been impressed by the increasingly
constructive policy of Saudi Arabia in advancing the
prospects for peace and stability in the Middle East.
The Saudi Government's critical contribution to securing
a ceasefire in Lebanon is a striking example. I am
persuaded that this growing Saudi influence is vital

to the eventual settlement of the differences that con-
tinue to divide Israel and most of the Arab world.

I am confident that the Saudi AWACS will pose no realis-—
tic threat to Israel. I remain fully committed to pro-
tecting Israel's security and to preserving Israel's
ability to defend against any combination of potentially
hostile forces in the region. We will continue to make
available to Israel the military equipment it requires
to defend its land and people, with due consideration

to the presence of AWACS in Saudi Arabia. We have also
embarked on-a program of closer security cooperation
with Israel. This proposed sale to Saudi Arabia neither
casts doubt on our commitment, nor compromises Israeli
security.

It is my view that the agreements we have reached with
the Government of Saudi Arabia take account of the con-
cerns raised by the Congress. I am persuaded, as I
believe the Congress will be, that the proposed Saudi
air defense enhancement package makes an invaluable
contribution to the national security interests of the
United States, by improving both our strategic posture
and the  prospects for peace in the Middle East. I look
forward to contlnulng to work with you toward these
vital goals. . .

Sincerely, _ .
(R cenoa (oo
The - -Honorable Howard H. Baker, Jr.. as

Majority Leader
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510 o -
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY RICHARD W. MURPHY

HOUSE PFOREIGN AFFAIRS EUROPE AND MIDDLE EAST SUBCOMMITTEE

o March 6, 1986
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Mr. Chairman, Members of ‘the SubCommittee.

I welcome this opportunity to join you again to discuss
Middle East issues which concern us all. Today, rather than
review recent events that have occurred throughout the region
since our last session together, I would like to share with you
some thoughts and observations about broader trends in the
region and how tﬁey affect U.S. interests. I would
particularly like to address the relationship between such
trends and our arms sale policy to friendly Arab states such as

Saudi Arabia.

U.S. POLICY QVER THE YEARS

Since the 1940s, -ne US has been the crucial external actor

in the effort to =2:- 21357 and maintain peace and security in
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the Middle East. This fact reflects the depth of our
political, economic, and strategic concerns in the region,
which eight Administrations, both Democratic and Republican,

have consistently sought to protect.

A-fundgmental commitment to Israelis security and
well-being has long been a constént in our Middle East policy.
At the same time, throughout the post-World War II period we
have maintained close ties with pro-Western Arab states. We
have worked hard to build these links inorder to promote
several important U.S. strategic objectives: to deny
oﬁportunities to the Soviet Union in this critical geographic
region; protect free world access to the world's largest
reserves of oil -- a long term interest, I hight note, which is
in no way diminished by current price trends; check the growth
.of radical anti-Western movements, and promote the process of
building peace between Israel and its neighbors by relying on

our relations with both sides to the conflict.

Friendship with one party to the Arab-Israeli dispute has

. not diminished -- nor should it -- the reliablilty of U.S. ties
to the other. There are those on both sides of the
Arab-israeli dispuze ~no assert that U.S. policy is a zero-sum

game; that ties wi~~ Jne side préclude friendship with the
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other; that by aligning ourselves exclusively with one side, we
can compel the other to make concessions. These notions are

wrong, and our experience proves that they are.

\]

We have sought to maintain close ties to both Israel and
Arab states. For this reason, we are the only superpower
trusted by both Israel and the Arabs. By establishing
friendship and confidence on both sides, we have made it
possible to move Arabs and Israelis toward greater peace and
security. We havg brokered six peace agreements serving
Israeli, Arab, and western interests. In recent years there
has been a growing sense of realism and pragmatism in the Arab
world concerning'Israel, although thus far, only Egypt has made
peace with Israel. This sense of realism is based in part on
recognition of the strength of our relationship with Israel,
but it is also based on our close relations in the Arab world
and the interest we have shown in Arab security and welfare.
Qur influence as a mediator in the peace process is based on
the trust, confidence and friendship we have on both sides, as
well as our ability to help support their neeas.

In contrast to the role the United States has played, the
Soviet Union, without diplomatic relations with Israel and with

limited diplomatic -:2s and bilateral relations in the Arab
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world, has had only a peripheral role to play.

A major element in our relationship with both Israel and
the Arab states i; hilitary security. 1Israel is, of course,
the largest ré&ipient of U.S. security assistance in the
world. Egypt is the second largest. Boﬁh of those programs
have been well understood and strongly supported by the
Congress as major elements in our strategy of peace in the

Middle East.

I am concerned, however, that there is less understanding
Sf the importance of our military programs =-- including .,
training, assistance, US personnel, and sales of major
equipmen£ -- elsewhere in the region. There is too little
understanding of the strategic importance of such sales to the
United States. Our close military ties with Saudi Arabia and
other Gulf states, for example, have been a key factor in-
guaranteeing that our friends have the means to protect their
own security, contain threats posed by the Iran-Iraq war and
Iranian extremism, guard against Soviet inroads, and Eooperate
with the US in ensuring free international access to oil

supplieﬁ.

This point ~-:.-5 =2laporation. Security assistance, arms
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and technology transfers havé been an important instrument in
constructing bridges to both parties of the Arab-Israeli
dispute. We all take pride in the economic and military
assistance we havé brovided to Israél over the yeafs. We must
also recognize the great value of the support we have given to
the Arab states over thé years. For thirty years Arab‘states
friendly to the United States have also turﬁed chiefly to us as
a source of arms and technology -- to the near exclusion of the
Soviet Union. Arab intellgentsia are schooled in American
Unive;éities; Arab technicians are skilled on our systems; Arab
armies are trained in our doctrine, and on our equipment,

working with American colleagues.

These relationships have worked to our mutuél interest.
'Mutual interést' is a two-way street. We make choices
regarding our security partners and the commitments we make to
them. They, too, make choices -- based on their perceptions of
the long-term advantages and disadvantages of ties to the US
and the alternatives, including closer relations with the

Soviet Union.

IM?ACT OF TRENDS AND EVENTS ON THE SITUATION TODAY

For the first -i1ne 1n three decades, Mr. Chairman, recent
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events thredten to underminerur balanced approach -- to
challenge the long-standing policy which has worked so well for
advancing U.s., Is:aeli, and Western interests. I am deeply
concerned that the- impact of events-and trends could cost us
dearly in the region. During my recent visit there‘I was
struck by questions about American motives and credibility.

For example, the withdrawal of U.S. funding for UNIFIL is seen
as the U.S. reneging on our commitment ﬁo peace and security in

southern Lebanon.

There are other examples. Allow me to speak frankly. Our
inability to gain congressional support for the Jordan arms
sale is perceived in the region as a sign that the U.S. has
unilaterally terminated a 30-year arms supply relationship with
an Arab stat with which we have a close and friendly
relationship. The perception of withdrawal of U.S. support for
King Hussein at a delicate moment in the King's effort to move
the.peace process forward was especially troubling. Our
opﬁonents are exbloitinq the issue to feed the assertion that

it is evidence of U.S. unreliability as a security partner.

At the same t:-» -nat some Arab states are moving to a more
realistic view of . -:2.'35 polace in the Middle East, it would

be a great irony .: - + n:-ed States did not take advantage of
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tﬁis trend in Afab thinking t6 maintain and>develop our overall
relations with the Arabs. 1In short, the history of U.S.
involvement in the Middle East affirms the wisdom of our policy
of maintaining close ties with both-Israel and the friendly

Arab states.

U.S. SAUDI RELATIONS: WMILITARY SALES

We now:face a time of testing whether this successful
policy of 30 years is relevant, or if we will turn around and
puréue a more parochial, nafr&w, and in my view, extremist
'policy. Such a test now faces us with the issue of Saudi arms

sales.

u.s. interests in the region are best served by continued
strong, open and credible relations with moderate Arabs. 1In
this business of diplomacy I am often struck by what is
sometimes called the law of unintended conseguences.

Individual decisions and actions taken for good and just causes
in one narrow context sometimes produce undesired_results in a
broader sttem, decisions wnich come back to damage even the
origidal-limited concern. It is, theréfore, essential that

both the Administriz.:>n and the Congress are sensitive to the
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overall security system which is affected by US actions -- and
inactions. Otherwise, we cannot guard against negative
consequences to US interests, and those of our Israeli and Arab

friends, caused b} decisions taken For discrete purposes.

The intention of the Administration to sell arms to Saudi
Arabia is a case in point. There has been considerable
speculation on this point and I appreciate this opportunity to

gset the record straight,

Fifst, the Administration is considering forwardin? to
Congress notifications of standard follow-on items for support
and upgrade of systems existing in.the Saudi inventory. These
arms would be part of an ongoing arms supply relationship which
we have maintained with the Saudis for over 30 years. Because
of the heed to review regional security assistance policy in
the MEAT study, we did not move any of these items up last
year, and as a result it has been well over two years since we
séld any significant numbers of weapons to Saudi Arabia. We
would send these notifications to you in the normal faéhion as
they are readied. Contrary to certain inaccurate reports, the
equipmeht invoived ~0uld not represent a major new enhancement

effort.
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Second, although there have been exaggerated reports of the
arms we plan to sell to Saudi Arabia, certainly our reasons for
supporting this important friend cannot be overemphasized.

They bear repeatiﬁg:

Maintenance of our longstanding arms supply relationship

with Saudi Arabia strengthens defense of the Gulf, an area

vital to U.S. interests. I would remind you that two

administrations have pledged to use force, if necessary, to
protect the free flow of Persian Gulf oil. We still stand by
that policy. The Saudis have taken the lead, with other Gulf
Cooperation Council states, in protecting the shipping and oil
installations of the upper Gulf. It is important that we noﬁ
lose sight of the fact that Saudi self-defense reduces the
probability of direct U.S. military involvement to defend our
interests. Further, our support for Saudi self-defense has
been an important element of deterrence -- Iran has clearly had
‘to take into account the fact. that the Saudis have significént
U.S. backing. If that perception is called into doubt; if it

appears empty rhetoric, the costs to us could be substantial.

Since the 1940's our mutual security ties with Saudi Arabia

have been the fouriizion of the overall bilateral relationship

~- a relationship ~:« .nder attack by radical and extremist
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forces in the region, sdme of whom exploit religion for
political purposes. The continued sale of U.S. eéuipment to
replenish and update Saudi forces responds to a clear need for

the continuing defense of Saudi Arabia and strengthens our

relationship.

Iran remains a formidable threat to the Gulf States., It is
clearly in U.S., and our friends' interests, to see that

moderate states such as Saudi Arabia are adequately equipped to

counter potential Iranian aggression. The evidence is clear.

Royal Saudi Air Force pilots flying F-15s and using American
made equipment downed intruding Iranian éircraft in the spring
of 1984. This single act of vigorous defense deterred further
Iranian attacks on Gulf States. It was far preferable that

. this defense of the Gulf was undertaken by Saudi pilots in

Saudi planes rather than U.S. pilots in U.S. planes.

Saudi Arabia is a major anti-communist power on the

peninsula. Strenthening Saudi defensive forces, especially
with equipment that is interoperable with our owd, is a
significant strategic advantage. The Saudis are, for example,
;he major deterrent against any adventurism on the part of the
new and even more radical South Yemen regime. As I noted in

the beginning of my :-estimony, our arms supply relationships
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with important strategié partners like Saudi Arabia are
longstanding and mutually helpful. Severance of this key
linkage would cause unintended and harmful costs to U.S.

security.,

Continued U.S. supply of arms to Arab states is in Israel's

interests. Israel not only retains but is increasing its
qualitative military'edge over any combination of Arab forces.
We are committed to the mainteﬁanée of the Israeli advantage,
and insure it is kept by carefully réviewing all arms transfers
to the region and obtaining appropriate safeguards whenever

required.

If tﬁe United States cannot or will not continue this
carefully calibrated arms supply relationship, Arab states like

Jordan and Saudi Arabia seek other sources of arms. Whenever

our friends seek alternative sources there are costs: security
costs for Israel, political, strategic, and financial costs to
the U.S. The recent Saudi purchase of long-range Tornado
fighter aircraft, which we believe has not served any
discernable U.S. interest, is a gdod example, Unlike the
F-15s8, an ai} def-~3e aircraft, which we supplied to the
Kingdom in 1979, ---:2 1re no restrictive undefstandings on

basing the Torna: , -".3se =o Israel's borders. Additionally,
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some independent academics estimate that the Saudi purchase of
Tornados, a ground attack aircraft, rather than the additional
F-158 they preferred, cost the American economy from $12 to $20

billion dollars.

In short, the reasons for continuing our arms supply links
with moderate Arab states are compelliﬁg and numerous. The
United States provides arms to Saudi Arabia based on its
‘defensive requirements and because a defensivély sound Saudi

Arabia is in our best interest.

I am disturbed, Mr. Chairman, by reports now circulating
that would attempt to create a formal and direct Linkage.
between our routine arms supply to Saudi Arabia and peaceful
resolution of the Arab-Israeli dispute. This is a narrow
approach to a complex set of issues. If followed, it would
bring into action the ®law Qf unintended consequences®" I noted
earlier. We, Israel, and the moderate Arabs would lose. In

the final analysis, the Soviets would be the winners.-

us bolicy has succeeded in promoting peace and stability in
the Middle East when it has differentiated between cases where
linkages are appropor:are and effective, and those where they

are neither. Some 3i1crangements, such as the US contribution to
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peace between Israel and Egypt, have clearly benefitted from
the explicit US willingngss to provide security assistance to
the parties to the settlement. Such a relationship was fully
consistent with US interests and, in fact, inherent in the
development of the agreement itself. 1In other'cases, including
Saudi Arabia, our security relationship is based on
considerations of regional peace and stability that go beyond
the specific Arab-Israeli issue, Neither we, nor the cause of
peace, would achieve anything from an effort to compress
U.S.~Saudi security ties into an Arab-~Israeli mold.

A

AWACS

In 1981 when the Administration notified Congress of its
intention to sell AWACs to Saudi Arabia, President Reagan sent
a letter to Congressional leadership. In it, he provided
assurances that certain conditions would be met before transfer
of the AWACS. The required technical assurances either have or

will shortly be completed. Additionally, the letter assured:

*That the sale contributes directly to the stability and
security of the area, enhances the atmosphere and prospects for
progress towards prace, and that intiatives toward the peaceful

resolution of dispuzes in the region have either been



S el OV b L L A T RS s wear e wme R e,

~14-

successfully completed or that significant progress toward that

goal has been accomplished with the substantial assistance of

-Saudi Arabija." .

There is a good deal that can be said about Saudi Arabia's :

contribution to peace in the region.

Iran/Iraq War: The Saudis have supported every major

diplomatic effort over the past five years to end the Iran/Ian.
war, including mediation missions by the UN, the Organization
of the Islamic Conference and individual third governments.
The Saudis seék a Jjust and quick resolutica of the bloodshed.
They have made clear their preference that the war end without

effect on the sovereignity of either Iran or Iraq.

Lebanon: Saudi Arabia has made major, and often highly
visible efforts to bring peace to war-torn Lebanon. For
eiample, they played a majo; role in arranging the cease fire
in the Shuf Mountains in Se?tember 1983 whgn Crown Prince
Abdullah and Prince Bandar engaged in high profile shuttle
diploiaéy.' Saudi observers were present at the Geneva and
Lausgnne taiks and <“orked with the Lebénese and Syrians to
.encourage develoc~2nt of national reconciliation. Furthermore,

they were suppor:i:. e >f Lebanese Government efforts to



-15-

negotiate with Israel on security arrangements in southern
Lebanon. The Saudis supported Lebanese efforts to win Syrian
consent to proposed compromises and_were active in exploring

additional proposals for compromise between the parties.

Arab-Israeli Peace: Although the Saudis have only

occasionally played a high-profile role in working towardé
resolution of the Arab-Israeli dispute, private Saudi efforts
have had significant effect at critical periods. Notable Saudi
initiatives are the Fahd Peace Plan and its successor, the Fez
Coﬁmuniqué. These declarations may notihave gone far enough,
but they are indeed a substantial assistance in the search for

peace. Let me explain.

The Arab desire for consensus has been a central reality in
the peace-making effort -- even though or perhaps because that
consensus has so often proven elusive. Prior to the Fahd Plan
and Fez Communique, the Arab consensus was the three "NOs" of
Khartoum which rejected recognition, negotiation, or
conciliation with Israel.

Saudi aa;ancemeﬁt of the Fahd proposal in November 1981,
followed by ten months of active Saudi diplomatic effort

achieved a significant new Arab consensus -- one that permitted
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negotiition; It turned the discussion from a rejection of

peace to a debate on how to achieve peace. It is the largest

step toward peace, that the Arabs haye taken as a group. Its
existence provided an essential context for King Hussein's
initiative. It was and remains a major and constructive step
forward for the Arabs. Indeed, the Fahd proposal reflects
language drawn from UN Security Council Resolution 242, that

all states in the region should be able to live in peace,

ﬁe have often cautioned all who support peace in.the Middle
East not to expect dramatic progress in the pesce process.
Advance is made in incremental steps. Only through steady,
dogged effort will the parties éollectively move toward peace
and security. Positive Saudi efforts must not be belittled.

'There are other examples.

Saudi Arabia's support for King Hussein's efforts have been
substantial. The Saudis have assured Jordan that they would
back any arrangement to which both Jordan and the Palestinians
could agree. Over strong Syrian opposition, the Saudis sent
official observers to the Amman Palestine Natiomal Council
( PNC) meetiné wher2 =ney publicly stated their support for

Hussein's decis: ~ -, =ast 1t.
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Political reintegration into the Arab world of Egypt -- the
only ifab state to share a peace agreement with Israel -- is
symbolically important to moderate Arab states. The Saudis
have felt th;t aa Afab Summit decision is required formally to
reeétablish Aiab—wide relations with Egypt.' Meanwhile, they
have taken a number of positive steps towards integration. For
instance, by supporting the essential motion for a secret

ballot, they helped make possible Egypt's reintegration into

the Organization of the Islamic States.

Peace is still in Ehe making. The parties have made a good
deal of progress already, but there is undeniébly a long way to
go. Achievement of our shared goal, Israeli-Arab peace,
requires risk taking, good will, and hard Qork from all the
parties., I am hopeful we will succeed. But I am certain that
-any campaign to denigrate the genuiné efforts of one or some of

the parties is counterproductive to achieving our objective.

Gentlemen, as you consider Middle East issues over the next
several months, I ask that you examine them from the
perspective of the overall political and strategic context of
the region. ' In cur system of government, decisions are
perforce taken on j:sc:e;e issues. But Lif we are to avoid

unintended consegu=nces for US, Israeli, and Arab interests, we
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must keep the overall context in view as we make those
decisions. We must return to a policy of proven success. We
mugt avoid moving, down a road which_excludes important security
partners and which, thever inadvertently, plays into the hands
of Middle Eastern radicals -- the Cassandras who say real peace
is not possible, that our interests are limited to the peace
process, and that the U.S. cannot be friends with Israel and

friendly Arab states alike.
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N The Saudis ’Defensé

sponse of Israel and some of its Ameérican

friends to the administration’s decision to sell
some $350 million in :nissiles. and other muiiitions
to Saudi Arabia.

Tue Israelis are never happy to see arms flow'ng
to the hands of Arab states with which they are at
war, but here they are-prepared to cotntenance
the sale. It is not just that the [sraelis realize they
have been treated with great generosity and under-
standing by the Reagan administration. They aiso
realize that Washington.has reason to make this
gesture of American supgort for a friend in need.
The Saudis are friends of the United States, and,
threatened as they are by a rampant Iran, which
has just bitten off yet one more piece of Iraqi terri-
tory and brought its forces near the border of a
trembling Kuwait, they do need a timely and rele-
vant showing of American constancy.

Rather amazingly, however, some of lsrael's
American friends are taking another view. These in-
clude the Israel lobby, the American Israel Public
Affairs Committee and a number of members of
Congress, including Sen. Alan Cranston (D-Calif.),
The considerations that incline Jerusalem to go
along with the sale do not impress them. Nor are

a-"' CURIOUS INCONSISTENCY marks the re-

they fazed to find themselves expressing more anxi-
ety for Israeli security than the Israelis do, It seems”
to trouble them scarcely at all that the predictable
result of blocking an American arms sale :to a
friendly Arab state is to have that state turn.to an-.
other supplier, one that is glad to have the business
and that makes no effort to impose the policy cau-
tions that routinely accompany American arms. .-

What is going eon in this particular instance has
little to do with Israel’s security. It has much to do
with a test of wills; There is reason to wonder if
those fighting the sale regard a contest with the ad-
ministration over an ammunition package as some-
thing of a necessary warm-up for the campaign
they interd to mount later this year to block de- #
livery of the five early-warning AWACS aircraft
that Congress agreed to sell in 1981-—and that, in-
cidentally, the Saudis have already paid $6 billion -
for. '

Their success in either the small campaign or the
large one would be a defeat for the national intex-
est, which lies in helping friendly Arab states de-
fend themselves against the real dangers in their
region and in building thereby the sort of relation-
ship with those states that works for, not against,
Arab-Israeli peace.
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THE MISSILE SALE TO SAUDI ARABIA: BACKGROUND AND RATIONALE
SUMMARY

President Reagan has notified the Congress of his intent to sell Saudi Arabia a
limited quantity of air-to-air, air-to-sea, and ground-to-air missiles. The
provision of these defensive arms advances U.S. security interests -- by
demonstrating continued U.S. reliability as a security partner for Saudi Arabia
and the other Gulf states and by sending a clear message to Iran that the
United States will oppose any expansion of the Gulf war and Iranian-backed
radicalism in the region. The proposed sales do not add new systems to the

Saudi inventory; they either augment or upgrade equipment currently in
Saudi stocks.

The President had planned to announce this sale later this year. But recent
events in the Gulf, urgent consultations with Saudi Arabia, and a direct, high-
level request from the Saudi leadership have convinced the Administration of
the need to move immediately. The Iranian success in moving troops near the
Iraqi border with Kuwait raises the threat of expansion of the war to the Gulf
states to the highest point since the conflict began almost six years ago. Our
friends in the region are urgently looking to the United States for an
affirmation of our oft-repeated commitments of military assistance and
support. If this sale is not approved and we are unable to respond to Saudi
Arabia’s legitimate defensive needs at this critical juncture, our credibility will
be seriously eroded and our message of deterrence to Iran undermined.

WEAPONS TO BE SOLD

The sale we have notified has a total estimated cost of $354 million and is
composed of the following items:

-- 995 AIM-9L Air-to-Air Missiles

-- 671 AIM-9P4 Air-to-Air Missiles

-- 100 HARPOON Air-to-Sea Missiles

-- 200 STINGER Manportable Ground-to-Air Missiles Systems with .
600 Reload Missiles

The sale of these items responds to long-standing Saudi requests. The
Administration’s Middle East Arms Transfer study, which was briefed to
Congress last year, validated the need for these arms and the fact that they do
not threaten Israel. These items do not introduce new weapon systems or new
capabilities into the Saudi inventory. The Saudis already have the AIM-9L
and the AIM-9P3 (an earlier version of the AIM-9P4), as well as limited
quantities of the STINGER. Additionally, Saudi Arabia currently possesses
the surface-launched version of the HARPOON missile. Sale of a small
number of the air-launched variant will assist the Saudis better to counter
naval threats in an area larger than their small navy can patrol.

The Saudi Government will pay for these defense articles and related services
over a period of at least four years on a “dependable undertaking” basis,
meaning that the Saudis will commit themselves to making payments in such
amounts and at such times as specified by the U.S. There 1s no "grant aid” or
“forgiven credits” in connection with this sale.



JUSTIFICATION FOR THE SALE

U.S. Strategic Interests

The United States has vital strategic interests at stake in the region. We
strongly support the security and stability of the moderate Gulf states. We are
committed to maintaining the free flow of oil from the Gulf. We oppose radical
forces in the area and the expansion of Soviet influence into the region. The
sale of these follow-on missiles to Saudi Arabia will advance our interests
without threatening Israel.

For over forty years the United States and Saudi Arabia have been close
partners in strategic military cooperation. This cooperation has served both
nations’ interests and contributed to regional stability and security. Since the
1970s, the U.S. has become the major outside supporter of the other Gulf states
as well. These countries have received assurance from a succession of U.S.
presidents that the United States will stand by them in their defense.

Through our military assistance and training programs we have established
strong relationships of mutual trust and reliance. We wish to maintain these
interests. With the long lead times required for delivery of modern U.S.
weapons, any prudent defense planner -- American, Israeli, or Saudi -- has to
look far into the future. A security relationship demands consistent planning,
updating, and procurement. It makes no sense to wait until the shooting starts
to seek approval for sales we agree are necessary for the defense of a friend.

It does not serve out interests -- or Israel’s -- to allow others to replace the U.S.
as the principal supplier of arms to Saudi Arabia and the Gulf states. U.S.
arms sales carry safeguards and assurances that no other country requires,
safeguards that ensure these sales pose no threat to Israel. Western European
and other arms suppliers do not impose such conditions on the disposition of
their sales. The recent British Tornado sale lost the United States over $12
billion in sales and support and tens of thousands of American jobs without
advancing either our interests or Israel’s security.

The Increased Military Threat

The greatest current military threat to the Gulf states and Saudi Arabia is an
expansion of the Gulf war to the Arabian Peninsula. With Iran’s recent
crossing of the Shaat al-Arab River and occupation of Iraqi territory near the
border with Kuwait, this threat has dramatically increased. Kuwait and the
other Gulf states look primarily to Saudi Arabia, and to the U.S,, for their
support and leadership in the collective defense of the region.

Saudi Arabia’s greatest need is improved air defense. The Royal Saudi Air
Force, with only 60 modern fighters, must protect an airspace equal to that of
the entire Eastern United States. Its population centers are widely separated,
rendering air defense more difficult. Cities of the Eastern Province, the
Kingdom’s vital oilfields, and extensive petrochemical complexes are all highly
vulnerable to attack from Iran. It requires only a single successful penetration
of Saudi air defenses to inflict incalculable damage to Saudi oil facilities;
accordingly, we have concentrated our military assistance on enhancement of
air defense. The AWACS sale was an essential element in increasing warning
time. The AIM-9 air-to-air missiles will increase Saudi ability to counter the



Iranian air threat. The STINGER ground-to-air missile system provides vital
low-level point defense coverage, complementing the ground-to-air protection
already in place. Additional STINGERS are essential for low level defense if
the Saudi component of the Gulf Cooperation Council reaction force has to
deploy to Kuwait. Protection of sea lanes and commercial shipping in the Gulf
is another key U.S. interest in the region. The air-launched HARPOON
missiles in the proposed sale will enhance Saudi capabilities to defend shipping
in the Gulf and protect strategic Saudi facilities from attack by sea.

The U.S. response to Saudi Arabia’s urgent request for military assistance will
be weighed carefully by the Gulf states. Any perception that the U.S. is unable
or unwilling to live up to its promises will deal another severe blow to our
credibility and regional role. It will inevitably send a message to Iran that the
U.S. is backing away from its security commitments and encourage further
Iranian military and political adventurism in the Gulf. It will dramatically
reduce the willingness of our friends in the area to stand up to Iranian

aggression and will provide opportunities for the Soviet Union to increase its
influence.

ISRAELICONCERNS

The cornerstone of U.S. policy in the Middle East is our support for Israel’s
security and the maintenance of Israel’s qualitative military advantage. The
United States will never take any action or make any sale which would
jeopardize Israel’s security. But we can fulfill our commitment to Israel’s
security at the same time that we protect other major U.S. interests b
pursuing our security assistance programs and cooperating with our Arag
friends. Such assistance and cooperation is in Israel’s own interest, for they
contribute to overall regional stability, diminish the threats to the area from
radicalism and Soviet expansionism, and protect oil exports to the free world.

SHOULD ARMS BE REFUSED UNTIL ARAB-ISRAEL PEACE IS ACHIEVED?

It is counterproductive to assert that holding hostage our forty-year arms
suﬁply relationship with Saudi Arabia can promote an Arab-Israeli peace or
enhance Israel’s security. The Saudis have played a constructive role in
furthering friendly Arab thinking on Israel and advancing the peace process.
We believe they will continue to do so because peace is in their own interest.
But they will reject attempts to compel their behavior. It should be understood
that Saudi security requirements are readily justifiable based solely on the
military threat to the Kingdom. As a sovereign nation, Saudi Arabia must

' seek the arms it requires to address its compelling defense needs. If it cannot
rely on the U.S. as a supplier, it will turn to other markets to purchase what it
requires, as evidenced by its recent Tornado purchase. But in forcing the
Saudis to such a policy, we would sacrifice important U.S. short- and long-term
strategic interests. The protection and preservation of these interests -- to
which the Saudis contribute importantly -- are essential to the well being of the
Western world.












TECHNICAL DETAILS OF THE SALE

AIM-9L SIDEWINDERSs

Description: Nine hundred ninety-five air-to-air missiles and associated spare
parts, thirty training missiles, training, technical assistance, and support
equipment.

Estimated value: $98 million.

Comment: Like all SIDEWINDER missiles, the AIM-9L is a short-range air-to-air
missile. It is an advanced variant currently being replaced in the U.S. inventory
by the more advanced AIM-9M. The AIM-9L is needed to make the Saudi F-15s
fully effective in air combat. Sale of AIM-9Ls to Saudi Arabia was in a notified
in a previous case (1981) and a limited number have already entered the Saudi
inventory.

AIM-9P4 SIDEWINDERS

Description: Six hundred seventy-one AIM-9P4 air-to-air missiles, spares, and
support equipment.

Estimated value: $60 million.

Comment: The AIM-9P4 is a recent variant of the SIDEWINDER family of short-
range air-to-air missiles. While its capabilities approach those of the AIM-9L
presently in the U.S. (and Saudi) inventory, it can be fired effectively from
aircraft such as the F-5 with less advancedyelectronics than those in U.S. force
structure aircraft. The Saudis have predecessor variants, including the AIM-

© 9P3,

STINGERS

Description: Two hundred Basic STINGER manportable air defense guided
missile systems (launcher with missile), an additional six hundred reload-
missiles, support and training equipment, spare parts, technical support, and
training.

Estimated value: $89 million.

Comment: STINGER provides close-in defense of key installations, including
those in the oil fields, against air attack. This increase in the number of Saudi
STINGER launchers is needed in view of the dispersed nature of these
installations. Unlessimminent threat requires deployment, the STINGERS are
warehoused under stringent security controls.



HARPOON

Description: One hundred air-launched HARPOON missiles with containers,
spare parts, technical assistance, and support equipment.

Estimated value: $107 million
Comment: The surface-launched HARPOON anti-ship missile is already in the

Saudi inventory. The air-launched version will extend the range and shorten
the response time against naval threats in the Arabian Gulif and Red Sea.






MYTHS AND REALITY

As Congress reconvenes, one of the issues awaiting it is the Administration’s
proposal to sell Saudi Arabia air and sea defense missiles worth $354 million.

This sale will allow Saudi Arabia, a friendly moderate state with which we have
had close and mutually beneficial ties for over 40 years, to meet military threats in
the future. These missiles will be delivered in 1989 - 1991 to meet future threats.
The Administration has gone forward with the sale now, however, to achieve
important political objectives: to send a clear signal to Iran not to expand the iran-
Irag war to the moderate Gulf states and to bolster the resolve of these states, with
whom we share important security interests.

Reaction to this sale has been generally positive because most observers see it as
supporting U.S. interests. Opponents have tried to project a different view, using
allegations and unrelated assertions designed to confuse the issue. For instance,
they argue that these missiles are not needed because they would not protect Saudi
Arabia againstIran’s current offensive. Thisis not the Administration’s rationale for
the sale. Torepeat, the timing will send important political signals; the missiles
themselves will meet future threats. Let'slook at some other frequently made
allegations and the realities.

1. Allegation: lran’s air force is weak; itis no threat to Saudi Arabia.

The Facts: Given the long lead time for acquiring modern weapon systems,
prudent defense planners must evaluate future as well as current needs. For
example, five years ago no one would have predicted that the Iran-iraq war would
rage onin 1986. Saudi military planners now see a number of potentially hostile
neighbors in the early years of the next decade in addition to an Iran which is
capable of rapidly rebuilding its air force in a post-war situation. Saudi Arabia’s
wealth, its [imited manpower, and its more active and populous neighbors make its
position vulnerable unless it has a credible deterrent.

2. Allegation: The sale provides more missiles to Saudi Arabia than it needs.

The Facts: Using a rigorous assessment of the potential threats to Saudi Arabia,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff have confirmed the need for the types and quantities of
missiles we are proposing to sell to Saudi Arabia. These requirements were
calculated using the same criteria the U.S. Air Force uses, with adjustments for
factors unique to Saudi Arabia, such as lack of an industrial base and ready sources
of resupply.

3. Allegation: Delivery of these missiles will resultin a Saudi Air Force missile-to-
aircratt ration of 37 to one.

The Facts: The missile-to-aircraft ratio argument isirrelevant and misleading, as
air defense missile requirements are based on the number of potential threat
aircraft, not on the number of aircraft available to carry the missiles. The Defense
Department nonetheless has concluded that after the missilesin the proposed sale
have been delivered in 1991, with appropriate adjustments for obsolescence,
training, and attrition, the Saudi inventory available for air defense measured as a
“missile-to-aircraft” ration would remain less than ten-to-one. The Saudi figure is
roughly comparable to that of our own air force and Israel’s -- which, unlike that of
Saudi Arabia, have the advantage of indigenous sources of resupply.



4. Allegation: Over the years, the U.S. has supplied military equipment in excess of
Saudi Arabia’s legitimate defense needs, creating a massive Arab arms cache which
will fuel further Middle East conflict.

The Facts: From 1953 through 30 September 1985, the U.S. Government sold
Saudi Arabia just under $50 billion worth of defense articles and services. But only
$4.8 billion, less than ten percent of the total, went for weapons and ammunition.
A far larger portion, $33.7 billion, was for support services, such as construction,
repair, supply operations, and training. Construction alone accounted for more
than $20 billion -- the Saudis, with U.S. assistance, have built from scratch a modern
military infrastructure for a country the size of the U.S. east of the Mississippi River.

5. Allegation: The Saudis have failed to support U.S. strategic interests in the
region and worked to frustrate the peace process.

The Facts: This sale promotes important U.S. interests. By the 1990°s, Gulf oil will
become more critical to the U.S. and our allies. We cannot undermine our
relationship with our principal friend in the Gulf now and expect to rebuild it later.
Strengthening Saudi air defense capabilities will help ensure that Saudi Arabia and
other moderate Arab Gulf states do not become victims to an expansion of the Iran-
fraq war and the spread of Khomeini-type radicalism. It will complement our own

regional security objectives and reduce the probability of future direct U.S. military
involvement.

The short-term economic advantages to the U.S. of the missile sale are obvious;
the longer-term benefits, even more important. Saudi Arabia is one of the few
countries with which we enjoy a favorable balance-of-trade. If we force the Saudis
to reevaluate theirreliance on the U.S. and look elsewhere for advanced weaponry,
as they did when we were unable to provide additional F-15s, American industry
will feel the pressure as more and more commercial orders go elsewhere.

While the missile sale is unrelated to the peace process, we believe the Saudis,
within the context of the Arab consensus, have made constructive contributionsto
the search for peace. We wish they would do more, but the critics are wrong to
denigrate what they have done. Moreover, U.S. interests in the Middle East extend
beyond Arab-Israeli issues, and friendly relations with moderate Arab states like
Saudi Arabia are compatible with our support for Israel. The United States remains
firmly committed to maintaining Israel’s security and qualitative military
superiority. This sale will not modify that commitment.

6. Allegation: Saudi Arabia has opposed American peace efforts, including the
Reagan plan and the Hussein initiative, has frustrated U.S. policy in Lebanon, and
assisted in the isolation ot Eqypt.

The Facts: Saudi Arabia has worked within the Arab world to shift the consensus
away from confrontation with Israel to constructive efforts to achieve peace. Saudi
policies have often complemented our own even when not supporting our positions
completely because of its commitment to Arab solidarity. For instance, despite their
reservations, the Saudis scrupulously avoided opposing the Reagan Plan and the
Hussein initiative. In Lebanon, Saudi Arabia played a constructive role, attempting
to end the fi htin? and assisting the U.S. in extricating our forces. Saudi Arabia has
taken a number of steps to move the Arab consensus gack toward recognition of



E?ypt --including working quietly to ensure Egypt's reentry into the Organization
of the Islamic Conference.

7. Allegation: Saudi Arabia has worked to obstruct the U.S. strategic presence in
the Gulf and, with Kuwait, attempted to bribe Oman into curtailing its military
cooperation with the U.S.

The Facts: Saudi Arabia has not blocked U.S. security cooperation with area
states, nor has it objected to Oman'’s cooperating with the U.S. In fact, Saudi Arabia
currently hosts a USAF AWACS detachment, a sizeable U.S. military training mission,
and regular USN ship visits to ports on the Gulf and the Red Sea. Saudi Arabia has
worked with Kuwait and Oman and other members of the Gulf Cooperation Council
to establish a collective defense which complements our strategy in the region.

8. Allegation: The sale of additional missiles to Saudi Arabia poses an increased
threat to Israel.

The Facts: Our commitment to Israel’s security and qualitative military
superiority remains firm. This sale of defensive equipment will not erode this
advantage nor change the force equation in the region. We are confident that the
Saudis have no intention whatsoever of using the weapons against Israel.

9. Allegation: Saudi Arabia continues to aid Syria and the PLO and recently agreed
to provide financial support to Libya.

The Facts: Senior Saudi officials have categorically denied agreeing to provide
financial assistance to Libya. Saudi Arabia does, however, make payments to
Jordan, Syria, and the PLO in accordance with commitments made at the Bagdad
Summitin 1978. We would prefer that Saudi Arabia stop its payments to Syria and
the PLO, but recognize that they belive these payments provide leverage and
channels of communication they consider important.

10. Allegation: The real threatto Saudi Arabia is internal instability.

The Facts: Saudi Arabia has a relatively homogeneous society and the
government enjoys a broad and stable political consensus. The regime carefully
cultivates its traditionally close ties to the religious establishment. Despite the
recentdrop in oil prices, Saudi Arabia remains well-off economically and is not
subject to unrest motivated by bread-and-butter issues. The value of the current
sale -- $354 million -- is relatively small and will not strain Saudi Arabia’s ability to
pay.

11. Allegation: Saudi Arabia has worked over the years to keep oil prices artificially
high.

The Facts: Saudi Arabia believesits long-term economic interests are best served
by stable or slowly rising prices, not the wide price swings of the past decade. Saudi
Arabia has sought to balance external demand for low oil prices with domestic
demand within major oilproducing countries for development and higher living
standards. The Saudis have employed their enormous production capacity on
several occasions to moderate price fluctuations with varying success.



12. Allegation: There is a real danger that this advanced weaponry will fall into the
hands of terrorists or could be compromised to the Soviets.

The Facts: The Saudis have a spotless record of safeguarding American
technology and the weapon systems we have sold them. No allegation to the
contrary has ever withstood investigation. Normal Saudi security procedures are
extremely tight and, for certain sensitive systems such as the AIM-9L and STINGER,
the U.S. has insisted on additional, even more stringent security precautions. The
STINGER missile itself is stored separately from its launcher and is a rather

cumbersome terrorist weapon in that it is five feet long and difficult to conceal
through airport security.

In summary, the case for the sale of additional air defense and anti-ship missiles
to Saudi Arabia is strong. It advances important U.S. national objectives. Continued
U.S. - Saudi security cooperation enhances prospects for cooperation in other areas,
including the quest for an equitable resolution of the Arab - Israeli conflict. To
erode the foundation of a relationship nurtured over forty years, by every
Administration since Harry Truman, would be folly -- not policy.






WASHINGTON POST 13 MARCH 1986

The Saudis’ Defense

CURIOUS INCONSISTENCY marks the re-

sponse of Israel and some of its American

friends to the administration’s decision to sell
some $350 million in missiles and other munitions
to Saudi Arabia.

The Israelis are never happy to see arms flowing
to the hands of Arab states with which they are at
war, but here they are prepared to countenance
the sale. It is not just that the Israelis realize they
have been treated with great generosity and under-
standing by the Reagan administration. They also
realize that Washington has reason to make this
gesture of American support for a friend in need.
The Saudis are friends of the United States, and,
threatened as they are by a rampant Iran, which
has just bitten off yet one more piece of Iraqi terri-
tory and brought its forces near the border of a
trembling Kuwait, they do need a timely and rele-
vant showing of American constancy.

Rather amazingly, however, some of [srael’s
American friends are taking another view. These in-
clude the Israel lobby, the American Israel Public
Affairs Committee and a number of members of
Congress, including Sen. Alan Cranston (D-Calif.).
The considerations that incline Jerusalem to go
along with the sale do not impress them. Nor are
they fazed to find themselves expressing more anxi-
ety for Israeli security than the Israelis do. It seems
to trouble them scarcely at all that the predictable

result of blocking an American arms sale to a
friendly Arab state is to have that state turn to an-
other supplier, one that is glad to have the business
and that makes no effort to impose the policy cau-
tions that routinely accompany American arms. .

What is going on in this particular instance has
little to do with Israel’s security. It has much to do
with a test of wills. There is reason to wonder if
those fighting the sale regard a contest with the ad-
ministration over an ammunition package as some-
thing of a necessary warm-up for the campaign
they intend to mount later this year to biock de-
livery of the five early-warning AWACS aircraft
that Congress agreed to sell in 1981-—and that, in-
;:identally, the Saudis have already paid $6 billion

or.

Their success in either the small campaign or the
large one would be a defeat for the national inter-
est, which lies in helping frieridly Arab states de-
fend themselves against the real dangers in their
region and in building thereby the sort of relation-
ship with those states that works for, not against,
Arab-Israeli peace.
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Another Arabian arms sale

President Reagan and Congress are suiting
up again for battle over the sale of military
hardware to an Arab country, and the conse-
quences could be as severe for the United
States as for any Middle East contestant in the
arena.

At issue is a $345 million package in anti-
aircraft and antiship missiles for Saudi Arabia,
which along with neighboring Kuwait has
come under a military threat from Iran. Sub-
stantial combat victories over Iraq have put
the Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini's army
within sight of Kuwaiti territory, a develop-
ment that has alarmed the Gulf oil producers
and raised concern in the Western nations
depending on them for energy products.

President Reagan has notified Congress that
he intends to sell the weapons to Saudi Arabia,
and Congress has 50 days to block the sale by
a majority vote in the House and Senate.
Opposition by Israel and the American Israel
Public Affairs Committee [AIPAC] lobby
blocked an earlier $4 billion sale of F-15s to
Saudi Arabia and a $1.9 billion sale of aircraft
and missiles to Jordan. AIPAC has told Con-
gress that though the additional weaponry
involved will not enhance Saudi security, it
could make it easier for the kingdom to
transfer missiles to countries hostile to Israel.

Unlike AIPAC, the Israeli government—
while opposing the sale on principle—does not
plan to campaign against it. The current
package, Israeli officials indicate, does not
pose enough of a threat to Israeli security to
risk a political showdown with a friendly
Reagan administration.

But Israel's lack of excitement over the issue
has not made an impression on American
lawmakers already responding to AIPAC by
organizing opposition to the sale. And their
haste to please the powerful lobby blinds them
to a crucial factor: Saudi Arabia needs the
weapons not only to defend its own oil fields
and Kuwait's—which they are pledged by a
security pact to protect—but as evidence of a
vital U.S. resolve to support its allies in the
Persian Gulf during a time of danger from the
forces of a fanatic. Iran must be convinced
beyond doubt that the price of an attack on a
friendly oil producer will be infinitely greater
than any of its benefits.

At peril is Washington's waning image as a
friend worth having in the Arab world. Capitol
Hill's opposition to the earlier Saudi and Jor-
danian arms packages in effect told the Arabs
that though we would like to do business with
them, we couldn’t trust them. But the nations
of the Middle East have proved repeatedly
that what they cannot buy from Washington
they can acquire easily on the world's arms
markets.

AJPAC and its supporters on Capitol Hill
appear to be overlooking a vital benefit to
Israel that accompanies the sale of U.S. arms
to its neighbors—the usage restrictions the
.American government builds into its arms
sales to the Arabs and its resolve to enforce
those restrictions.

Put another way: There are benefits to U.S.
fr:le_solve for both sides in the Arab-Israeli con-
ict.
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Saudis and missiles

Milton Viorst

WASHINGTON — That the fight
over the sale of anti-aircraft mis-
siles to Saudi Arabia comes at the
moment when Iranian forces seem
poised to break through Iraqi de-
fenses is surely a coincidence. That
the pro-Israeli lobby in Congress is
leading the fight against the sale is
pure Pavlovian reflex.

For as long as one ¢an remember,
the American Israel Public Affairs
Commitiee has ferociously spear-
headed opposition to the sale of
arms to Arab countries — any
country, any kind of arms. To do
50, under our system, is surely its
right. The exercise of that right,
however, is not in Israel’s interest,
or America’s.

The opem question in dealing

with the Saudis is not whether they
will use their arms against Israel,
but whether they are prepared to
use them to defend themselves and
their neighbors.
. The Saudis know whence the
danger comes, and it does not come
from across the desert in Zion. The
enemy is Iran, across the water to
the east. Iran is a culture hostile to
the Arabs; its people are Shiites, a
rival branch of Islam; its society is
medieval, aspiring to establish a
modern-day theocratic empire. The
prospect grows more menacing dai-
ly.

Though poorly fed and ill-
equipped, Iran’s troops, according
to the evidence from the battle-
fields to the north, are driven by a
zealotry that the Iraqgis simply can-
not match. Iragis have been prom-
ised a better life by their govern-
ment. Iranians have been promised
a better death, and they surge
relentlessly forward in the face of
machine guns, tanks — even poison
gas.

Strategists do not know whether
Iran, having largely overrun Iraq’s
defenses where they meet the bor-
der of Kuwait, is planning to turn
next toward Baghdad or south into
the Arabian penisula. The region is
watching the battle with apprehen-
sion.

The Saudis have no tradition of
defending Arabia from outsiders.
They are a desert people who still
think in terms of tribal.confronta-
tion. Though never colonized, they
let Britain defend them as long as
the empire lasted, and, afterward,
accepted Washington’s advice to
rely on the shah. Now the shah is
gone, the United States has not
filled the gap, and the shah’s suc-
cessor makes no secret of a desire
to swallow them up.

At the start of the Guif war, the
Saudis were roused from their insu-
larity to organize the neighboring
principalities — Kuwait, Qatar,
Bahrain, Oman, United Arab Emir-
ates — into a loose alliance called
the Guif Cooperation Council. To
avoid offending Iran, the GCC said
its goals were economic, but it is
the Saudis’ opening effort to con-
front the need for collective securi-
ty in the region.

The Iran-Iraq war also pushed
them to embark on an expensive
program of defense — but of de-
fense alone. Their early warning
system is first-class. But the regime
remains essentially inward-looking;
it" fears that if it establishes a
strong army, the monarchy may
find itself challenged. The dilemma
for Western interests is not wheth-
er the Saudis will attack Israel, but
whether they will fight for their
homeland and their neighbors.

One need not be a strategic
genius to recognize that the threat
to Israeli security from the east is
not from lethargic Saudis, even less
from the much-bloodied Iraqgis. The
danger is heavily populated, fre-
netically motivated Iran. Does any-
one doubt that the road from Teh-
ran to Tel Aviv passes through
Baghdad, barring a detour through
Kuwait and Riyadh?

Yet old habits among Capitol Hill
lobbyists — including the Ameri-
can Israel Public Affairs Committee
— die hard. The lobby is more
anxious than Israel itself to stop the
missile sale. Part of the explanation
is that Israel’s coalition government
has competing foreign policies —
the official policy of the prime
minister and the hard-line policy of
the foreign ministry. The lobby’s
ties, traditionally, are with the for-
eign ministry.

Lobbies also tend to acquire vest-
ed interests of their own, apart
from those of their clients. Thus the
measure of the fight over the sale
to the Saudis becomes its own
image of invincibility. As much as
anything, however, the explanation
is habit. Organized for a certain
job, a lobby does it automatically.

Israei scarcely needs to adopt the

.Arab maxim that “the enemy.of my

enemy is my friend.” Saudi Arabia
is not Israel’s friend. But the ayatol-
lah’s Iran is, and is likely to remain,
a more menacing enemy for some
time. Israel must set priorities, and
the first is to stop Tehran from
establishing domination over the
Persian Gulf. Its friends would do
well to help it.
L I B

Milton Viorst is & Washington
writer who specializes in the Mid-
die East.



PHILADELPHIA INQUIRER

19 Mar 86

Don’t help the ayatollah

Congressional opponents of the ad-
ministration’s plan to sell $350 million
worth of missiles and munitions to
Saudi Arabia are missing the point.
The issue here is not whether the arms
will be used against Israel, as some
friends of the Jewish state would ar-
gue. Rather, the question is whether
the Saudis will be willing and able to
use arms to defend themselves against
fran.

The newly submitted administra-
tion package, which takes effect unless
Congress votes against it during the
next six weeks, was expedited due to
the current Iranian offensive against
fraq. Western observers have tended
to get dulled by the endless brutal
battles in this S¥2-year-old war, but the
latest lranian moves hold especial dan-
gers for the Persian Gulf.

Iranian forces are now occupying
the mouth of a key waterway in lragi
territory almost on the border of Ku-
wait, Tehran is threatening such Arab
states as Saudi Arabia and Kuwait with
military action unless they cease sup-
porting Iraq — and agree to raise oil
prices. Kuwait is already beset with
terror attacks that its government lays
at Tehran's door.

The White House has greatly scaled
down the Saudi arms package, which it
says contains no new types of arms nor
any that provide a direct threat to
Israel. But these weapons, which won't
be delivered for two years anyway,
offer more symbolic than real support
to the Saudis. They represent a U.S.
commitment to back Saudi efforts to
repel any Iranian incursions, as the
Saudi air force did when it bested two
Iranian planes in a dogfight in June
1984. The administration believes the
Saudis are far less likely to ask for
direct US. intervention, from which
both countries shy away for domestic
political reasons, if Saudi leaders know
they have American support.

Top Israeli officials understand this
reasoning. They, as much as Washing:
ton, have nc desire to see Iraq, or
Kuwait, fall under Ayatollah Ruhollah
Khomeini's sway. That's why there’s
less protest against this sale coming
out of Jerusalem than there is from
overzealous Israel supporters in the
Congress or in the pro-Israel lobby.
That's also why Israel’s friends should
think twice before they shoot down
the Saudi arms-sale bill, thereby pro-
viding a victory for Ayatollah Khomei-
ni's campaign to intimidate the Per-
sian Gulf.
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THE CONSERVATIVE
ADVOCATE

William A. Rusher

Arms to the Saudis

By William A. Rusher

It is hard to imagine whal, aside
from a purely Paviovian reflex, is be-
hind the opposition of the powerful
pro-lsraeli lobby in Washington (o
President Reagan’s proposed sale of
$351 million in defensive munitions Lo
Saudi Arabia. Not even the lsraeli
government ilself seems so exercised.

Israel has every right o feel sure of
this country’s basic guod will, and of
our determination never Lo permil the
Jewish homeland 1o be destroyed by
Arab fanalics. Bul there is guch
more (o the Middle East than the
problem of lsrael, important ard in-
tractable as that is, and lIsrael’s
{riends are unnecessarily risking vital
American and Weslern inlerests in
the region when they try to pressure
our wobbly Congress into rejecling
Mr. Reagan’s proposal.

Alter all, the arms in queslion are
essentially defensive: 200 ground-to-
air missiles, 100 air-to-sea missiles
and a total of 1,666 air-lo-air missiles.
How could such weapons seriously
threaten Israel? By being used in sup-
port of a ground attack? The notion of
a Saudi invasion of Israel would cause

genuine amusement among Israel) of -
ficials not widely noted for their sense
of humor.

No; these arms are obviously in-
tended to assisl in defending Saudi
Arabia (including its vilal oil re-
serves) against polential aggressors
in that increasingly unstable region of
thz globe. Iran has already threatened
Kuwait, and the growing possibilitly of
an lranian viclory in its war against
lrm‘.} raises questions of the gravest
kind concerning the Ayalollah’s inten-
tions elsewhere.

Nor is lhere any serious prospecl
that the arms in question would wind
up in terrorist hands and perhaps ulti-
mately be turned against the United
States isell. Saudi Arabia is one of
this country's staunchest friends in
the Middle East, and recently refused
even {0 send a representative to an
Arab League meeting in Tunis until
Libya withdrew proposals for “retal-
jatory" measures against the Uniled
States. .

No, whal we are seeing is simply
yet another demonstration of the un-
willingness of many members of Con-
gress Lo look beyond the polilics of a
subject to its geopolitical merits. The

Israelis themselves, as already noled,
are only perfunctorily opposed to the
sale. But Congress, tempted as ever
by an opportunily (o inflict a “defeat™
on President Reagan, may reject Lhe
proposal anyway in an elfort to look
marginally better than the president

Ain the eyes of a key constituency.

In so doing, the members would
know very well that they weren't even
in fact denying such defensive weap-
ons to the Saudis: Other missiles like
them can readily be purchased else-
where. Bul American business and la-
bor will be deprived of a valuable con-
tract — ashappened ona much larger
scale just last year, when America
dithered over selling F-15 [ighter
planes to the Saudis until they tired of
wailing around and gave the huge or-
der to a rival British plane-maker
instead.

Our Saudi (riends are ruefully
aware ol the power of the pro-Israeli
lobby in American politics, and of the
solid and unchanging reasons for il.
Bul they nonetheless humanly resent
evidences of U.S. partialily toward Is-
rael vis-a-vis friendly Arab slales.
Why, for example (they wonder), does
Israel gel huge quantities of US.
arms free of charge, while Saudi Ara-
bia — if it gets them at all — must
pay hard cash? To refuse 1o let Lhe
Saudis even buy this relatively small
quantitly of wholly defensive arms
would send a profoundly negative sig-
nal to the entire Arab world. Can't
Congress suspend its fascinalion with
domeslic politics just long enough to

do one stalesmanlike thing?
411986, NEWSPAPER ENTERPRISE ASSN



WALL STREET JOURNAL

2 APRIL 1986

Saudi Missile Deal Is a Last Shot for U.S. Role

By GerALD F. SEIB

Early every afternoon, a visitor stroll-
ing among the old mud buildings in the
heart of the Saudi Arabian capital of
Riyadh can look up and see the West meet-
ing the Mideast.

At that time, a giant American Awacs
radar plane rumbles in low over the city,
heading for a landing at the Saudi air base
in Riyadh. The Awacs plane, on loan until
the Saudis receive similar radar planes
they have bought, has been out doing
guard duty over the world's largest oil
fields, which lie on the edge of the Persian
Gulf, a half-hour flight away.

The Awacs plane is a symbol of the
delicate military relationship the U.S. and
the Saudis have managed to piece together
since the oil-price explosion of the 1970s.
But the Saudi-American military relation-
ship is growing frayed around the edges,
and it could begin unraveling if congres-
sional opponents manage to kill the $354
million sale of advanced air-defense mis-
siles to Riyadh that the Reagan adminis-
tration has proposed.

Though the sale of Sidewinder, Stinger
and Harpoon missiles has little immediate
military significance, America’s handling
of it will send loud political signals bounc-
ing all around the Middle East.

Iran, which seemed a spent military
force a year ago, is resurgent in its war
with nearby Iraq. It has taken Iraqi terri-
tory along a wider front than ever before,
and is crudely threatening Saudi Arabia,
Kuwait and the other Arab gulf states that
support Iraq. A sale of the missiles to
Saudi Arabia is a cost-free way—indeed, it
may be the only way—for the U.S. to sig-
nal that it won’t let radical forces swirl
around the gulf unchecked.

But there’s a broader question wrapped
up in this sale as well: Is the U.S. still po-
litically able to provide a security blanket
for Arab countries such as Saudi Arabia
that badly want one? Kuwait, Jordan and

Oman all have wanted American military
gear in the past two years. But the politi-
cal flak in Washington over arms sales to
Arabs is so heavy that they either have
been flatly rejected or felt compelled to
turn elsewhere.

Similarly, it isn't true that Saudi Arabia
automatically gets whatever high-tech
equipment it wants from the U.S. inven-
tory. Just last year, the Saudis were inter-
ested in buying more F-15 fighters but had
to resort to buying several dozen British
jets instead.

In fact, the U.S. may be on the verge of
removing itself from the business of secur-

ing moderate interests in the Persian Gulf,
and a rejection of this sale could push the
U.S. over the edge. That’s especially true
if, at the same time, the pro-Israel lobby in
Congress manages to interfere with the
scheduled delivery of Awacs planes the
Saudis bought five years ago.

In conversations I held with Saudis dur-
ing a recent trip to their country, strik-
ingly many Saudis of all stripes expressed
basic pro-American feelings, despite bitter-
ness over what they see as recent U.S. re-
buffs to the Arab world. Most of Saudi Ara-
bia’s technocrats and many of its young
princes were educated in the U.S. Saudis
admire the American economic model, and
most are fervently anti-communist and
generally anti-Soviet.

In the case of the missiles, the Saudis
could fill their needs by turning to Britain
and France. But that would cause training
and logistical headaches, since existing
Saudi stockpiles are American. More im-
portant, Saudis like the political vibes that
go along with buying American.

Even if the Iranian menace hadn't
reared its head now, the Reagan adminis-
tration was planning to propose the sale
this year, because the Saudis need new
missiles to replace those used in training
or rendered unreliable because of age. And
while scheduled deliveries of the weapons
wouldn’t take place until the end of this

decade, there is a short-term reason for
making the sale now: Once a sale has been
agreed upon, President Reagan has the le-
gal authority to draw missiles out of U.S.
inventories and ship them to Saudi Arabia
immediately in an emergency.

And unlike so many arms exports, the
missile sale would represent an inflow
rather than an outflow of cash for the U.S.
The Saudis would pay cash, deposited in a
trust fund and drawn down as deliveries
are made, U.S. officials say. While plung-
ing oil prices are making a shambles of
Saudi budget plans, there seems little
doubt the kingdom can pay for the mis-
siles; defense remains the top Saudi prior-
ity, and the missiles represent a small pur-
chase compared with the recent British
plane deal valued at more than $5 billion in
oil and cash.

The objections to the sale heard in
Washington are the familiar ones heard
over every Saudi arms proposal floated in
recent years. Opponents say the Saudi re-
gime is unstable, it has plenty of arms
already and its weapons pose a threat to
Israel. There are kernels of truth in each
of those objections, but they are overblown
in this case.

First of all, the air-defense weapons

proposed for the Saudis all are the types of
missiles sold before to Saudi Arabia. The
sale wouldn’t represent a leap forward in
the export of military technology.

The immediate threat to Saudi Arabia
is Iran. It's true that the Iranian air force
isn't much to brag about these days—per-
haps 70 functioning jet fighters and attack
aircraft. But it takes only a handful of
planes to create havoc at Saudi oil installa-
tions that lie within easy striking distance
of the Iranian air base at Bushehr.

At the same time, constructing an ade-
quate air-defense network against even a
minimal threat to Saudi Arabia is a night-
marish task. Saudi Arabia has a land mass
larger than Mexico's. Key strategic points
are scattered all around the edges of this
desert giant. The distance from the oil
fields in the east to Jeddah, the kingdom's
second-largest city on the west coast, is
greater than the distance from New York
to Chicago. The distance from the northern’
border to the troubled southern border
with Marxist South Yemen is roughly the
same as the distance from New York to
Oklahoma City. -

As far as the Saudis’ attitude toward
Israel is concerned, there's no pretending
the Saudis are blazing trails toward peace.
They aren't and probably never will,
though the U.S. must keep prodding the
Saudis. Saudi Arabia is more a follower
than a former of Arab consensus.

But it's easy to overrate the military
challenge the Saudis could pose to Israel.
A summary of Middle East militaries pub-
lished by the Jaffee Center for Strategic
Studies, a think tank at Tel Aviv Univer-
sity, concluded: **The Saudi Armed Forces
are too small, too weak and too widely
scattered to defend their country against
the major military powers in the Middle
East.” Besides, who is the bigger threat to
Israel: the Saudis or the Iranians, who talk
of the road’to Jerusalem cutting through
Baghdad?

Finally, there is the longstanding fear
among some in Washington that the Saudi
royal family could crumble someday, leav-
ing American weapons in the hands of a
radical new government. But the fact is,
there isn't any discernible internal threat
to the Saudi royal family right now. In-
deed, if the U.S. wants to help create one,
the best way is to make the royal! family
look foolish for its reliance on America.

Mr. Seib covers the Middle East from
the Journal’s Cairo bureau. He is lo return
to Saudi Arabia to cover a visit by Vice
President Bush later this week.
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AIPAC TO FIGHT LATEST ¢

The Administration is expected to inform Congress shortly of another billion-
dollar sale of lethal weapons to Saudi Arabia. It is expected to include 12 to 15 F~-
15s, hundreds of Maverick air-to—ground missiles and tank improvements.

The sale of these armaments creates the risk of transfer of our high

technology weapons to other Middle East combatants and contributes to the Arab
arms buildup that forces Israel to upgrade its own arsenal.
* Since 1978 AIPAC has opposed the sale of F~-15s to Saudi Arabia as an
unwarranted transfer of large numbers of our finest fighter aircraft which
posed an unacceptable risk to Israel's security. Nothing has happened to
change that view, '

* In the 1978 sale, as with the AWACS sale in 1981, the Congress was told these
were:
(1) wvital to the kingdom's security,
(2) necessary to assure the supply of oil to the United States and our allies,
and
(3) important to encourage the Saudis to play a leadership role in the search
for an Arab-Israeli peace,

Subsequent to both of those major arms sales, the Saudis imposed huge
increases in the price of oil ——- moves which caused major damage to free
world economies and helped bring about double-—digit inflation and our
disastrous trade deficits.

The Saudis have done nothing to advance the search for peace, and continue
to bankroll the terrorist PLO and Syria.

The Saudis, by their own word, have declared that their massive arms buildup
is for the purpose of fighting Israel, not Iran. The United States must
recognize that is the real reason behind the Saudi build-up. Now is the time
to stop that arms race.

A constant flow of sophisticated arms to Saudi Arabia and other nations at
war with Israel is no substitute for a comprehensive and coordinated arms transfer
policy. It was wrong in 1978. It was wrong in 1981. And it is wrong in 1987.
This latest sale sets back the search for peace, which is at a critical juncture
today. AIPAC unequivocally opposes this arms sale.



On March 11 the Administrats ngress informal
notification for sale to éiﬁﬁfxifggigjpf additional air-to-air,
air-to-sea, and ground-to-ait E§1i1é8. All these systems, or
similar systems, are already in the Saudi inventory.

-- These arms are needed for Saudi defense, can be absorbed
‘within the Saudi military and do not represent a threat to
Israel. We have validated the military requirements for these
missiles and had intended to go forward with them this year.

Four new considerations prompted us to move immediately:

-- First, Iran has succeeded in crossing the Shatt al-Arab
River and establishing a beach-head on the border with Kuwait.
With their latest strike into Kurdistan, the Iranians may
contemplate a general offensive along the entire front. Should
this occur, the threat to Kuwait would significantly increase.

o These developments threaten our interests and deeply
worry the Peninsula Arabs. They are seeking
reassurance for their security.

o) Saudi Arabia is key to reassurance since it is the
essential element in Gulf collective defense.

-- Second, our willingness to support Saudi self-defense
has served as a deterrent to Iran. Acting now will send a
strong signal to Iran. It will also reduce the chances that we
would have to take emergency action later to protect our own
interests.

~- Third, the current unstable situation in South Yemen,
exacerbated by Soviet interference, raises the potential of a
renewed threat on Saudi Arabia's southern border.

-- Fourth, we have had several direct and very high level
appeals from the Saudis to move these notifications forward
now. It is essential to the overall U.S.-Saudi bilateral
relationship, and to our credibility with the rest of the Gulf
Arabs, that we meet this request.

-- These arms notifications, while modest, support vital U.S.
strategic interests. We are committed to maintaining the free
flow of oil from the Gulf. We strongly support the security
and stability of the moderate Gulf states. We oppose radical
forces in the area and the expansion of Soviet influence into
the region. The sales of missiles to Saudi Arabia will advance
these interests.

-— The Saudis have taken the lead, under the GCC umbrella, in
protecting the shipping and oil installations of the upper
Gulf. Their downing of an intruding Iranian fighter plane in
1984 was an effective use of our equipment and has deterred
further attacks on the Gulf states.
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-- The further strengthening of Saudi air defense capabilities
makes a major contribution to Saudi security and to our
regional security objectives. It also reduces the probability
of a need for any direct U.S. military involvement at some
point in the future.

~- This sale will not threaten Israel's qualitative military
edge nor change the balance of power in the Middle East.
Moreover, it serves neither our interests nor Israel's for us
to refuse such sales and allow others to replace us as the
principal supplier of arms to the Arab Gulf states. Unlike
ourselves, others do not impose safeguards on their military
sales to ensure that their armament does not pose a threat to
Israel. The recent British Tornado sale lost the United States
over $12 billion in sales and support and thousands of U.S.
jobs without advancing either our interests or Israel's
security.

A

The proposed notification would consist of:

- 671 AIM-9P4 Air~-to-Air Missiles $ 60 million

- 995 AIM-9L Air—to-Aif Missiles 98 million
- 200 STINGER Manportable Ground-to

Air Missile systems and 600 reloads 89 million

-~ 100 HARPOON Air-to-Sea Missiles  $ 107 million

| TOTAL $ 354 million

WANG NO. 1929G
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WHY SELL MORE ARMS TO\SAUDI ARABIA?

On February 11, King Fahd will arrive Washingtton with a
shopping list of new weapons to add to Saudi Arabida’s already
"bulging arsenal. He wants more F-15s - this time with ground
attack capabilities. He wants more Stinger man-portable anti-
aircraft missiles - the ideal terrorist weapon. And he wants
thousands more Sidewinder air—-to-air missiles - to stockpile 30

missiles for every Saudi F-15 (more than double the USAF’s 13 per
aircraft).

THEY DON'T NEED THEM

These new requests come in the wake of a $16 billion, l2-year
Saudi spending spree which has already equipped the Kingdom’s
armed forces with more weapons than they can possibly absorb.
Since 1973, in imitation of the Shah of Iran, Saudi Arabia has
signed contracts for almost $50 billion in US military contracts,
plus billions more from Western European sources. The Saudis
simply do not need more weapons:

o According to Saudi Defense Minister Prince Sultan, "Our Air Force currently
possesses al]l the methods and means to tackle any air attack..." (Al-Watan
Al—-Arabi, January 14, 1985) .

o If the current threat is Iran, the Saudi Air Force already operates 200
advanced combat aircraft compared to Iran’s 70. And as the Saudis
demonstrated when they shot down an Iranian fighter in June 1884, they are
quite capable of defending themselves against Iran with existing equipment.

o If the future threat is Iraq, the Saudis could easily avoid this problem by
stopping payment for the aircraft that Baghdad is now acquiring.

THEY DON'T DESERVE THEM

In 1981, President Reagan persuaded the Senate to sell AWACS
to Saudi Arabia on the explicit assurance that the Saudis would
provide "substantial assistance" to the United States in
promoting peace in the Middle East. Since then, Saudi Arabia has
actually helped to undermine every American peace initiative in
the region.

o They opposed the Camp David process, punishing Egypt for making peace with
Israel. The Saudis continue to obstruct Egypt’s efforts to reestablish
diplomatic relations with the Arab world because it signed the Camp David
Accords.

o They thwarted the Reagan Plan by threatening King Hussein with economic
 sanctions if he entered negotiations with Israel and by repeatedly
undermining his efforts to overcome a PLO veto.
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o They undermined US policy in-Lebanon by refusing to fulfill an explicit
promise to use their financial leverage on Syria to persuade it to
withdraw. Instead, after the United States had negotiated an agreement for
Israeli withdrawal, they urged Washington to scrap the accord and then
denounced the US presence in Lebanon as "a true shame" (Washington Post,
February 3, 1984). :

o They encouraged PLO rejeétionism by refusing to pressure Arafat to support
the Reagan Plan and by providing financial support for the continuation of
the PLO’s "armed struggle" long after most of the Arab world has ceased to
do so.

Moreover, the Saudis have acted against American interests in
other vital areas. ,
o They have maintained artificially high oil prices by drastically cutting
their own o0il production and pressuring other producers to follow suit.

o They have oﬁstfucted an American strategic presence in the Gulf by refusing
to host American bases and by acquiescing in a Kuwaiti-led effort to bribe
Oman to cancel its access agreements with the United States.

o They have subsidized massive Soviet arms purchases by Syria and Iraq. At
the same time, they have canceled aid to Egypt because it made peace with
Israel and threatened Jordan with economic sanctions for daring to
contemplate Egypt’s example.

THEY SHOULDN’T GET THEM

Saudi Arabia’s failure to fulfill its part of the AWACS
bargain and its undermining of American interests should not be
rewarded by further sales of sophisticated American weaponry.

o It will send the wrong signal by confirming the Saudi perception of the
U.S. that "you are just arms salesmen and we pay cash" (New York Times,
July 14, 1982). It will do nothing to encourage Saudi respect for American
interests. .

o It will repeat the error of arming the Shah, diverting the Saudi regime’s
attention and resources from the very real internal threats to its
stability )

o It will create a huge stockpile of the most sophisticated American weapons-
in a highly unstable region where terrorists and other enemies of the
United States might well gain access.

o It will increase the threat to Israel by markedly improving the ground
attack and air-to-air combat capability of the Saudi Air Force which
maintains air bases less than 10 minutes flying time from Israel. It will
exacerbate Israel’s economic problems by forcing it to divert even more
resources to defense. It will also reduce Saudi Arabia’s ability to resist
pressure to join another war with Israel.



Arms and the Saudis:
A Hard Sell for Reagan

By Richard Straus

WASHINGTON
resident Reagan’s plan to lobby
American Jewish leaders at the
‘White House tomorrow on behaif

of his embattled proposal to sell arms to
Saudi Arabia shows that anything is
possible in Washington. Could it be that
the enormously popular President—fresh
from his Tokyo summit triumph, on the
way to achieving an unexpected and
unprecedented tax-reform bill—was be-
ing forced to ask Jews to help him sell
$350-million worth of arms to Arabs?

“IUs pathetic,” said one State Depart-
ment Arabist. “Pretty awful,” admitted a
White House insider. But the leading
Senate opponent of the sale, Alan Cran-
ston (D-Calif.), put it best when he
observed in an interview, “It's a sign of
{the Administration’s] desperation.”

The desperation stems from a slowly
dawning realization that it may be impos-
sible to overcome congressional opposi-
tion to the Saudi arms deal. The White
House strategy all along has been to rely
on a presidential veto of a congressional
resolution against the sale. But the Sen-
ate’s overwhelming 73-22 rejection could
prove veto-proof. (The more lopsided
356-62 House rejection prompted one
State Department wag to “look longingly
back on our ‘victory’ in the Senate."”)

Part of the Administration’s problem is

Congress is exhibiting
a virulent strain of
anti-Arab feeling in
general and anti-Saudi
feeling in particular.

having left the field to opponents for far
too long. Slowly, Cranston gained support
in the Senate whiie fellow California Rep.
Mel Levine (D-Santa Monica) built even
greater advantage in the House of Repre-
sentatives,

The Cranston and Levine efforts were
all the more impressive since the Israeli
government and the major pro-Israeli
lobby, the American Israel Public Affairs.
Committee, after pro forma denunciations,
effectively opted out of the fight.

But Israeli quiescence also apparently
lulled the Administration into a false
sense of well-being. And with a vote
possible as early as this week, the Presi-
dent has to hustle to play catch-up.

To begin with, he has to convince at
least a half-dozen senators to change
their votes. And such a flip-flop carries
grave political risks. During the last major
arms sale battle in 1981 over the provision
of early warning aircraft to Saudi Arabia,
then-Sen. Roger W. Jepsen (R-Ilowa)
provided the Administration’s victory
margin by switching at the last moment.
But the issue came back to haunt him
when he ran unsuccessfully for reelection
in 1984. His opponents cited the abrupt
turnabout as evidence of Jepsen’s political
inconsistency. And today in Washington,
said Cranston’s foreign -policy aide Gerald
Warburg, “the ghost of Roger Jepsen is
walking the corridors.”

A second serious obstacle is the Presi-
dent’s own rhetoric about the Midd!e East.

Richard Straus is editor of the Middle East
Policy Survey.

Although the Administration promotes
Saudi Arabia as a “moderate” friend it
simultaneously castigates other Arab
states, notably Syria and Libya, as “radi-
cal” enemies. And since Saudi ties to both
countries are easily demonstrable, terms
like “moderate” and “radical’ have be-
come distinctions without a difference in
the public mind.

Said one White House strategist,
“When we justify arms to the Saudis we
talk in symbolic terms like ‘promoting our
friends’ or ‘safeguarding our interests.’
But the other side [arms-sale opponents]
have better symbols like ‘Saudi support
for terrorism.’”

This is precisely the sort of language
that congressional opponents have used to
great effect. Cranston cites Saudi financial
support to “Syria and Libya, which are
states supporting terrorism.” Levine sin-
gles out “generous Saudi financial support
to the PLO and Syria.”

When Administration spokesmen on .

background say the Saudis have “quietly”
worked to block Arab League economic
sanctions against the United States for the
attack on Libya, Cranston responds, on
the record, “Yes, very quietly,” and
added, “they also quietly sabotage the
Camp David peace process,” noting that
after eight years the Saudis have yet to
re-establish diplomatic ties with Egypt.

With the pro-Israeli forces on the
sidelines, Israel as an issue has faded from
the debate. Admited Levine, “It is not the
worst sale from Israel’s standpoint.” In-
stead, aided by the terrorism issue, Con-
gress is exhibiting a virulent strain of
anti-Arab feeling in general and anti-
Saudi feeling in particular. But even the
Administration is not immune. Said one
senior White House official, “It is the
culmination of years of resentment of the
Saudis. We used to beg them and they
never did anything for us.”

This theme is amplified by congression-
al critics. Levire: “There is an atrocious
Saudi track record regarding U.S. inter-
ests.” And Cranston: “Arms sales have
gained us no leverage in the past with the
Saudis. So what is the purpose?”

Administration officials quickly retort

that arms sales are only a part, albeit a |

key part, of maintaining relationships
with the Arab world. But unlike Britain or
France, the United States provides weap-
ons for other than commercial purposes.
“We can't tell the Arabs if you aren’t
100% behind us, we're going to cut you
off,” argued one State Department offi-
cial. “The Congress is whittling away at
our relationships with an ax.”’

But critics demand that Arab friendship
be a two-way street. If the Saudis can’t
help us with, say, the peace process, they
should not be rewarded as Levine argues,
“with $44 billion in arms sales benefits.”
But, retorted one key Administration
policy -maker, “peace isn’t our only objec-
tive. We need credibility. And arms bring
credibility.”

Meanwhile, at the White House, Middle
East considerations are rapidly becotning
secondary. Key aides have already trotted
out the self-fulfilling prophesy, “If you
don't support the President on this issue,
you will undermine his ability to operate
on all issues.” One insider thinks this
rationale, plus “a properly organized
strategy of a few dams here and a few
campaign contributions there,” should be
enough to offset the emotional appeal of
the other side. With a little help from—
what shall we call it? How about “Ameri-
can Jews for a Stronger Saudi Arabia.”

flos Angeles @imeﬁ
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ADDITIONAL MISSILE SALES TO<;\UDI ARABIA
SUMMARY OF NOTIFICATIONS

AIM-9L, Sidewindérs

‘Description: Nine hundred ninety-five missiles and
‘associated spare parts, 30 Sidewinder training missiles,
training technical assistance and support eqguipment.

Estimated value: $98 million

Comment: Like all Sidewinder missiles, the AIM-9L is a
short-range air-to-air missile. It is an advanced variant
currently being replaced in the U.S. inventory by the more
advanced AIM-9M. The AIM-9L is needed to make the Saudi
F-15s fully effective in air combat. Sale of AIM-9Ls to
Saudi Arabia was notified in a previous case and a limited
number have already entered the Saudi inventory.

AIM-9P4 Sidewinders

Description:” Six hundred seventy-one AIM-9P4 Sidewinder
air-to-~air missiles, spares and support equipment,.

Estimated value: $60 million

comment: The AIM-9P4 is a recent variant of the Sidewinder
family of short-range air-to-air missiles. While its
capabilities approach those of the AIM-9L presently in the
U.S. inventory, it can be fired effectively from aircraft
such as the F-5 with less advanced avionics than those in
'U.S. force structure aircraft. The Saudis have predecessor
variants, including the AIM-9P3.

Stingers

Description: Two hundred basic Stinger air defense guided
missile systems including 200 missiles, an additional 600
missiles, support and training equipment, spare parts,
technical support and training. ’

Estimated value: $89 million

comment: Stinger provides close-in defense of key

L installations, 1ncluding those in the oil fields, against air
"attack. This increase in the number of Saudi Stinger
launchers is needed i1n view of the dispersed nature of these
installations. Unless 1mminent threat requires deployment,
the Saudi Stingers are warehoused under stringent controls.

MAR6 1986



Ha rpoon

Description: ©ne hundred air-launched Harpoon missiles with
containers, spare parts, tec ‘ical assistance and support

equipment.
Estimated value;: $107 million

comment: The surface-launched Harpoon anti-ship missile 1is
already in the Saudi inventory. The air-launched version
will extend the range and shorten the response time against

naval threats in the Gulf.

MAR 6 1986
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role

in anti-terror raids

By Thomas D. Branadt

THE WASHINGTON TIMES

Senate Minority Leader Robert
Byrd yesterday introduced a bill to
amend the War Powers Resolution to
give Congress a greater role in pres-
idential decisions on future anti-
terrorist strikes like the Libyan at-
tack of April 15.

Secretary of State George Shultz
has already talked about the consul-
tation issue with Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee Chairman Rich-
ard Lugar, who may call hearings.

However, Mr. Lugar’s spokesman,
Mark Helmke, said the Republican
senator from Indiana prefers to re-
solve the issue without having to
amend the 1973 War Powers Res-
olution.

Mr. Lugar and Mr. Byrd, along °
with House Minority Leader Robert
Michel and House Foreign Affairs
Committee Chairman Dante Fascell
were either openly critical or ques-
tioned sharply whether President
Reagan had adequately complied
with the War Powers requirement in
ordering the Libyan attack.

The Byrd legislation, recent hear- -
ings by Mr. Fascell and Mr. Lugar’s
dealing with Secretary Shultz are
seen as efforts by Congress to en-
sure that it is heavily involved in the
shaping of a new U.S. policy appro-
priate to the era of terrorism.

However, Mr. Byrd's bill is the
first legislative effort to deal with
the tension created by the
president’s use of the U.S. military in
combat without a full policy consul-
tation with Congress. .

The Byrd bill would set up a for-
mal body of 18 congressional lead-
ers to be consuilted by the president
before ordering U.S. forces into hos-
tilities. Co-sponsors include Demo-
cratic Sens. Thomas Eagieton of
Missouri, Dani¢l Inouye of Hawaii,
Alan Cranston of California and Pat-
rick Leahy of Vermont.

The 18 include the chairman and
senior opposition party member of
the committees on intelligence af-
fairs, defense and foreign affairs
from the House and Senate. Also in-
cluded are the majority leader and
minority leader of both houses, the
speaker of the House and the pres-

ident pro-tempore of the Senate.

The War Powers Resolution re-
quires the president to consult with
Congress “in every possibie in-
stance” before introducing forces
into military engagements. In the
Libyan attack, a group of congres-
sional leaders, including most of
those named in the Byrd bill, were
called 1o the White House for a
briefing three hours before the jets
struck at five targets in Libya. The
assault was in retaliation for the ter-
rorist bembing of a dlscotheque in
West Berlin on April S.

Mr. Byrd and most other congres-
sional leaders who have spoken on
the issue have widely acknowledged
that the resolution’s deliberately
flexible language allows the pres-
ident to order some actions in total

secret, without consultation, toavoid -

jeopardizing the mission.

However, Mr. Byrd said yesterday
that the need for such intense se-
crecy was not a factor in the April 15
attack on Libya because there had
already been intense media spec-
ulation about an attack, often fed by
news leaks from administration
sources.

Yesterday the Senate Democratic
Policy Committee released a
10-page chronology of named ad-
ministration officials and unnamed
administration sources who com-
mented to the press on the possibil-
ity of a U.S. military strike in the
eight days preceeding the attack.

RAID...from Pg.l

from the aircraft carriers USS America and USS
Coral Sea in the Mediterranean. There also was
no explanation of why some of the “precision
guided” bombs missed their targets.

“Collateral damage was held to a minimum,”
the Pentagon said. “Only 1 to 2 percent of the
bombs impacted in civilian areas .... While
complete destruction of each of the five targeted
installations was never envisioned, all targets
were hit and received very appreciable damage.
The military objective of our operations was to
inflict damage to headquarters associated with
terrorist activities, terrorist facilities and mili-
tary installations that support Libyan subversive
activities . . . . The results of the strike met the
established objectives.”

Libyan officials have claimed widespread dam-
age to civilian areas, Staff Maj. Abdul Salaam Jal-
loud, the second-ranking official in the Libyan
government, told reporters on April 18 in Tripoli
that 37 persons were killed in the raid, including
36 civilians, and that 93 persons were injured.
Libyan officials listed among the casualties Lib-
yan leader Muammar Qaddafi’s adopted year-old
daughter, Hana, who they said was killed, and his
two youngest sons, reportedly injured.

One principal target for 2,000-pound bombs
was Qaddafi's compound, which includes the
family residence, his private tent and the Bab

Azizzia Barracks housing his elite guard. In dis-
cussing the barracks, the Pentagon said: “Inas-
much as the entire complex was, in one way or
another, related to Qaddafi’s command and con-
trol of terrorism, the entire complex was consid-
ered targetable, Damage to Qaddafi's headquar-
t;ea:is and contiguous working spaces was substan-
tial.” .

A high-ranking U.S. official familiar with the
targeting plans told The Washington Post after
the raid that nothing in the compound was put off
limits, in contrast to the restrictions against
bombing the residence of North Vietnamese
leader Ho Chi Minh during the Vietnam war,

“We hoped we would get him,” the official said
of Qaddafi, “but nobody was sure where he would
be that night.” Intelligence officials had put the
odds of killing Qaddafi at no better than 4 tol,
according to informed sources.

In a news conference Wednesday, President
Reagan said that although Qaddafi was not per-

sonally (argeted “I don’t think any of us would
have shed tears” if the Libyan leader had been
killed.

Reagan deniéd planning a new raid against

Libya. But Pentagon sources confirmed a CBS .

report that contingency planning includes placing
leyan targets into the computer systems of sub-
marine-launched cruise missiles as an alternative
to another bombing raid, in order to avoid risking

pilots and planes, An F111 and its two-man crew
was lost in the April 15 raid.

An administration official who has read tran-
scripts of tape-recorded conversations between
the U.S. fliers during the Tripoli portion of the
raid said that the pilot of the doomed F111 sud-
denly exclaimed, “I'm hit!” “Sorry about that,”
came a garbled response, apparentiy from anoth-
er pilot.

The Pentagon statement said the three bombs
that exploded near the French Embassy “were
probably from one F111.” Informed military of-
ficials said that some of the 2,000-pound bombs
intended for Qaddafi’s compound went astray
when two F111 bombers flew too close together,
causing one of them to pull away from his
computer-designated drop point to avoid the
burst and smoke created by the lead plane’s
bombs.

The Pentagon did not explain yesterday why
at least two Navy bombs missed the Benghazi
Barracks, saying only that they were “near
misses” that fell some 700 yards off target.

The Pentagon also did not address what mil-
itary sources said was a case of mistaken identity
when an F111 crew bombed a high school for na-
val cadets at the Sidi Bilal naval complex outside
Tripoli, instead of the alleged terrorist training
school for swimmers and divers nearby. The
bombs damaged “the swimmer-diver training
complex,” the Pentagon statement said.
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Saud1 VYote Reflects Antl-Arab Feeling

By John M. Goshko

\‘ . " Waghington Poat Staff Writer

The overwhelming House and
Senate rejection this week of Pres-
jdent Reagan’s arms sale to Saudi
"Arabia has exposed what adminis-
‘tration officials fear is a reservoir of
pent-up, anti-Arab feeling in Con-
gress that could engulf 30 years of
U.S. efforts to maintain close ties
with moderate Arab states.

“The rhetoric on Capitol Hill this
week was frightening,” one State
Department official said yesterday
of the debates that preceded the
votes in the Senate Tuesday and
the House Wednesday. “Many
members were quite blatant in
making clear that they didn’t con-
sider the sale a threat to Israel or to
U.S. interests. Instead they were
using Saudi Arabia to express their
frustration with the entire Arab
world.”

Administration and congressional
sources agree that this frustration
resulted from a buildup of many
factors: the plunging price of oil
that has lessened U.S. dependence
on Arab producers like Saudi Ara-
bia; anger at the reluctance of Arab
leaders to control the Palestine Lib-
eration Organization and move to-
ward peace talks with Israel; and,
most importantly, the belief that
the Arab world is the chief source
of international terrorism,

Many lawmakers justified their
votes as consistent with Reagan’s
fierce antiterrorist rhetoric and his
use of military force to deter Lib-
ya’s support of terrorism, Speaker
after speaker in both houses as-
sailed Saudi Arabia’s financial back-
ing for groups such as the PLO and
Saudi condemnation of last month’s
U.S. air strike against Libya.

As Sen, Alan Cranston (D-Calif.)
put it Tuesday, “We want to make it
clear that it is not in the national
interests of the United States to
sell advanced weapons to nations
that consistently scorn U.S. inter-

Others in Congress, including
Sen. Charles McC. Mathias Jr. (R-
Md.), lay much of the blame for the
overwhelming defeat on White
House reluctance to lobby actively
for the measure, “If the president
i d’t going to lead, you're not going
to find the members of Congress

looking for trouble, particularly in
an election year,” Mathias said.

In the end, what the administra-
tion originally regarded as-a rela-
tively innocuous arms sale—one
that drew only token opposition
from Israel and the principal pro-Is-
raeli lobbying group, the American

Israel Public Affairs Committee—

was voted down by margins so lop-
sided that there is doubt about Rea-
gan's ability to rescue the sale
through a veto of the congressxonal
action,

The administration’s principal
argument for the sale is that “U.S.
interests are best served by contin-
ued strong and credible relations
with moderate Arabs,” as Richard
W. Murphy, the assistant secretary
of state who carried the main bur-
den of arguing the need for the Sau-
di sale, put it.

“We face a time of testing wheth-
er the successful policy of 30 years
is relevant,” Murphy said, “or if we
will turn around and pursue a more
parochial, narrow and extremist
policy.”

For years, successive adminis-
trations have managed to sway
Congress with that argument. But,
in recent months, attempts to wield
it on behalf of the Saudi sale and an
earlier proposed arms sale to Jor-
dan have foundered against the new
mood that appears to be sweeping
Capitol Hill.

“There’s no question that there is
a sense of discouragement about
the Middle East—that we’ve put a
lot of effort and money into culti-
vating the moderate Arabs and that
we've been burned,” Rep. Lee H.
Hamilton (D-Ind.), chairman of the
House Foreign Affairs subcommit-
tee on Europe and the Middle East
and a supporter of the Saudi sale,
said yesterday. “Things are not im-
proving there; they’re moving back-
ward, and that makes members of
Congress ‘want to be less involved
with the region.”

A senior Senate staff member,.

who asked not to be identified, not-
ed: “Congress is reflecting a gen-
eral attitude in the country that

Pg. 1

U.S.-Arab relations are less impor-
tant than in the past. Peopie feel
that the peace between Israel and
Egypt has lessened the danger of

war. They feel that the fall in oil
prices has freed the American econ-

omy from what they regarded as
Arab price gouging and blackmail.
When you add the terrorism factor,
the situation is a natural one for an
ethnocentric reaction,” ‘

Former senator James Abourezk
(D-S.D.), head of the Arab Amer-
ican Anti-Discrimination Commit-
tee, said he believes the vote was
symptomatic of “an incredible build-
up of racist feeling that has been
made respectable by Reagan’s rhet-
oric that equates terrorism with
Arabs. It even threatens Arab
Americans, and I only hope it
doesn’t lead to internment camps
like we had for Japanese Americans
during World War I1.”

. Mathias and others say they be-

ii_eve such concern is greatly exag-

gerated, but Mathias suggested .

that “there is a drift and lack of clar-
ity about our Middle East policy
that allowed ignorance to override a
real understanding of the dynamic
of events in the region and how
they affect our interests,”
Consequently, according to one
State Department official, “Murphy
was preaching to the deaf with his
explanations about how factors like
Arab solidarity prevent Saudi Ara-
bia or Jordan from supporting
American attacks on [Libyan leader

. Muammar} Qaddafi. To people in

Congress, Murphy came across as
just another State Department Ar-
abist giving rationalizations and ex-
cuses that they don’t want to hear
at this point in time.”

It remains unclear how Saudi
Arabia and other .Arab nations
friendly to the United States will re-
spond, but the State Department of-
ficial predicted that “the moderate
Arabs will throw up their hands and
question whether the United States
is a credible and reliable friend.
What does that do to help our ef-
forts to influence; an end to the Ar-
ab-Israeli conflict or to have the
Arabs turn to us if there is a wid-
ening of the Iran-Iraq war or some
other event that could create a new
energy crisis?”

















































U.S. Policy in the Persian Gulf

The following report was prepared by
Jeffrey Schloesser, Political-Military
Officer in the Regional Affairs Office,
Bureau of Near East and South Asian
Affairs. The important contributions of
other officers and bureaus of the Depart-
ment and other U.S. agencies are
gratefully acknowledged.

SUMMARY

For nearly four decades, U.S. policy in
the Persian Gulf has reflected American
strategic, economic, and political inter-
ests in the area. Our policy has been con-
sistent and is calculated to defend and
advance these critical U.S. national
security interests, as well as those of our
allies and friends in the region. Given
our longstanding mutual and overlap-
ping concerns, the United States, our
Western allies, and friendly gulf states
have often been able to pursue parallel
policy lines in the region.

Since 1949, the United States has
maintained a permanent naval presence
in the gulf, with the support and encour-
agement of regional states, to under-
score our commitment to protect our
interests. The intensification of the Iran-
Iraq war currently threatens those inter-
ests for it is a major cause of instability
in the gulf, invites an increased Soviet
role, and sustains Iranian expansionism.
Therefore, it must be brought to an end
quickly. The major thrust of U.S. policy
in the region is to seek a peaceful settle-
ment of this conflict, largely through the
UN Security Council. At the same time
the United States is taking additional
prudent steps to deter potential spillover
of the war to third parties, ensure free-

dom of navigation for U.S.-flagged
vessels, and limit Soviet influence and
presence in this strategic area.
Strategically, the United States has
sought to prevent regional domination
by powers hostile to the West or its
allies. Iran—frustrated by its inability to
bring down the Government of Iraq and
intent upon becoming the dominant
power in the gulf—has lashed out at its
Arab neighbors by attacks on neutral
shipping, intimidation, sabotage, and ter-
rorism. By singling out Kuwait, Iran
unwittingly provides the Soviet Union
with a new opportunity to advance its
long-desired goal: an increase in Soviet
presence and influence in the gulf.
Economically, the United States has
long worked to maintain the unimpeded
flow of oil through the gulf to the West.
This oil is relatively unimportant to the
Soviet bloe, a net exporter of oil, but to
the industrialized nations of the Western
world, as well as to many developing
countries, it is the lifeblood of our inter-
related economies. Any significant
disruption in gulf oil supply would cause
world oil prices for all to skyrocket,
resulting in serious adverse economic
consequences similar to those that
occurred during the 1973-74 and
1978-79 oil crises. Under such cir-
cumstances, the United States would be
seriously affected, even though we are
not as directly dependent upon gulf oil
as many of our allies and friends.
Politically, the United States has
promoted regional security and stability
through a carefully balanced program of
quiet diplomacy and security assistance.
Since the beginning of the Iran-Iraq war
in 1980, the United States has worked
for a just, negotiated settlement in a
variety of forums, especially the UN
Security Council; we have supported

several mediation efforts of the
Nonaligned Movement and the Organiza-
tion of the Islamic Conference as well.
Today, while we seek to safeguard
Western interests in the gulf, we have
redoubled diplomatic efforts to bring the
war to an end, with the independence
and territorial integrity of both Iraq and
Iran intact. The United States has taken
the lead in the United Nations and
elsewhere to intensify international
pressure to end the war and increase
international willingness to apply
enforcement measures against either
belligerent that refuses to comply.

U.S. INTERESTS IN THE GULF

Strategic Interests

Our basic interests in the gulf—strategic,
economic, and political—have long been
clear. Since the gulf is an important

. crossroad of vital economic and political

importance to the free world, we have a
strategic interest in ensuring that it does
not come under the domination of a
power hostile to the United States, our
Western allies, or to our friends in the
region. We do not want the Soviet Union
either to control directly or to increase
significantly its presence or influence
over the region. Iran’s current policy of
expansionism is a special danger. Iran
seeks to eliminate superpower presence
in the area and to create instability in
the moderate Arab nations of the gulf.
The effects of either Soviet or Iranian
hegemony in the gulf would be cata-
strophic to our interests.



Economic Interests

The Middle East oil crises of 1973-74
and 1978-79 were economic disasters for
the United States, other Western indus-
trial powers, and the Third World. As
President Reagan recently noted:

...I think everyone. . .can remember the
woeful impact of the Middle East oil crisis of
a few years ago—the endless, demoralizing
gas lines, the shortages, the rationing, the
escalating energy prices and double-digit
inflation, and the enormous dislocation that
shook our economy to its foundations.

The potential for a similar crisis
exists today and in the near future.

The United States, and particularly
our allies, remain substantially depend-
ent on oil imports, a good portion of
which currently come from the gulf. The
gulf countries supply 256% of all oil mov-
ing in world trade today; they possess
63% of the world’s known petroleum
reserves. In 1986, about 30% of Western
Europe’s oil imports came from the gulf;
the comparable figure for Japan was
about 60%. This Western dependency
will sharply increase in the future, as the
free world’s oil reserves are depleted.
‘Whereas only about 5% of U.S. oil con-
sumption (15% of imports) originated in

less than 5%—can trigger a sharp escala-
tion in oil prices. In the first oil crisis,
the cost of oil quadrupled; in the second,
it more than doubled. The oil market will
react almost as sharply to expectations
of a supply cutback as to a real drop in
production, at least in the short run. A
large oil price increase would cause
major damage to the U.S. economy and
the economies of our allies in the West;
it would be especially devastating to the
developing countries. Thus, we have a
vital and unquestionable economic stake
in ensuring that oil flows unimpeded
from the gulf to the free world, both
now and in the future.

Political Interests

The United States has longstanding,
friendly relations and shares mutual
interests with the moderate Arab gulf
states, which, because of their great
wealth and oil reserves, are influential
both within and beyond the region. Our
policies have long been aimed at pro-
moting regional security and stability
while assisting our friends in their
resistance to increased Soviet influence
and presence. Our political concerns also
are certainly directed at Iran, because of

“We share the concern of our friends in the gulf region that the
war could spill over and threaten their security. We would regard
any such expansion of the war as a major threat to our interests as
well as to those of our friends in the region.”

President Reagan,
January 23, 1987

the gulf in 1986, this level is certain to
rige significantly in the future as our
own reserves decline, our supplies from
other nongulf sources are depleted, and
our need for oil imports rises. (The
March 17, 1987, energy security study of
the Department of Energy shows that
total U.S. imports could double to
8-10 million barrels per day by the
mid-1990s.) Finally, the vast majority
(about 70%) of the world’s excess oil pro-
duction capability is located in the gulf,
and this share will increase in the future.
As the 1973-74 and 1978~79 oil
shocks showed, a small disruption—of

its size and strength and because of its
location beside the Soviet Union and
Soviet-occupied Afghanistan. Although
we look to an eventual improvement in
U.S.-Iranian relations, today our inter-
ests remain directly threatened by the
Iranian Government’s pursuit of its
bellicose, expansionist, subversive, and
terrorist policies—directed against the
United States as well as a number of
friendly states, and including its deep
involvement in the the holding of

hostages and attacks upon Israeli forces
by the pro-Iranian Hezbollah movement
in Lebanon as well as actions against
Kuwait and other gulf states.

The tragic attack on the U.S.S.

Stark and our plan to protect U.S. flag
shipping in the gulf have focused
national attention on our interests and
policies in this vital area. The current
debate does not question basic, long-
term American interests in the region; in
fact, our interests and goals in the gulf
continue to enjoy strong bipartisan sup-
port. Rather, the current debate is
primarily about how we should go about
promoting and safeguarding those inter-
ests, given the current situation in the

CURRENT THREATS TO U.S.
INTERESTS IN THE GULF

U.S. interests in the gulf are clearly
threatened by the Iran-Iraq war, Iran’s
quest for regional hegemony, and Soviet
exploitation of the conflict. The war
began in September 1980 and has
expanded in the last few years because
of Iran’s refusal to negotiate any
settlement—eXxcept on its own terms.
Those terms, as they are articulated by
the Iranian leadership and as they are
understood in the region, include the
overthrow of the current Iraqi leader-
ship and government and its replace-
ment by a regime presumably more
amenable to Iranian hegemony. This
would radically alter the balance of
power in the gulf and would threaten our
Arab friends, our strategic interests, and
Western access to gulf oil.

Iran took a series of decisions during
the latter part of 1986 that significantly
increased the possibility that the war
will disrupt regional stability and
adversely affect U.S. interests.

¢ The Iranians bought Chinese
Silkworm land-to-ship missiles, which
contain 1,100 pounds of explosive, and
are preparing launch sites for them near
the Strait of Hormuz. They give Iran a
very real capability to sink any merchant
ships it chooses while they transit the
strait. (Irag exports its oil via pipelines
and overland through Turkey and Saudi
Arabia, not by sea.

e In September 1986, the Iranian
Navy stopped, searched, and detained a
Soviet arms carrier in the gulf. The
Soviet response was to station naval
combat vessels in the Persian Gulf or



just outside it in the Gulf of Oman and to
provide naval escorts for its merchant
vessels. .

¢ Since September 1986, Iran has
focused on intimidating Kuwait, a small
and militarily weak state that, like
others in the Gulf Cooperation Council,
supports Iraq politically and econom-
ically. Kuwait, however, is a nonbel-
ligerent. Nevertheless, neutral shipping
calling at Kuwaiti ports has been targeted
by Iran. In keeping with its long-
standing policy of balanced relations
with the superpowers, Kuwait asked for
assistance from both the Soviets and the
United States to counter the sustained
pressure Iran has focused on it. The
Soviets were prepared to reflag or lease
all of the tankers required by Kuwait, as
well as providing for their protection. If
we had refused to aid Kuwait, the Soviet
Union would have welcomed the oppor-
tunity to further increase its presence
and role in the gulf, including the likeli-
hood of gaining access to area port facil-
ities, which would be needed to maintain
any substantial protection commitment
over the long term. Until now, the
Soviets have been denied such access in
the gulf. In light of a positive U.S.
response, Kuwait decided to limit the
Soviet role to three chartered tankers
and their escorts.

OVERVIEW OF CURRENT
U.S. STRATEGY AND
POLICY IN THE GULF

The Challenge

President Reagan and other Administra-
tion officials have reaffirmed the con-
stancy of long-recognized U.S. interests
in the gulf. The continuation and escala-
tion of the Iran-Iraq war and Iran’s
efforts to intimidate its neighbors create
dangerous instability which challenges
our interests—and which creates the
opportunity for Soviet strategic
advances.

To meet this challenge, the U.S.
strategy is to continue a two-track
policy—on the diplomatic front to end
the war and on the strategic front to
protect our interests in the interim while
the war rages. We thus center our
efforts on the UN Security Council at
the same time that we move to deter Ira-
nian pressures on friendly states like
Kuwait. Until the war ends, the

perpetual instability will continue to pre-
sent significant opportunities for Soviet
advances in the region. With that reality
in mind, U.S. policy blends political,
strategic, economic, and humanitarian
motivations toward our fundamental
goal: to end the war.

Although Iraq began the war, it has
long been willing to negotiate a com-
prehensive settlement. To date, Iran has
rejected all international efforts, includ-
ing several UN Security Council resolu-
tions that are fair to all concerned
parties. Thus the challenge to the inter-
national community is to pursue efforts
that will have the cumulative effect of
bringing Iran to the bargaining table.

End the Iran-Iraq War. As the
President noted in two key statements
earlier this year, the time is now for the
international community to become
involved. In the past we have called on
the belligerents to cease fire immediate-
ly, withdraw to their pre-war borders,
and begin negotiations—moves sup-
ported by our allies. Currently, we are
taking a leading role in the UN Security

Historical Overview of
U.S. Presence in the Guif

U.S. military involvement in the guif region
dates from World War Il. U.S. Army Air
Corps airplanes and crews shared British
airfields in the area and, with Saudi
Arabia’s approval, the United States buiit
an airfield at Dhahran (which was com-
pleted shortly after the war ended). Presi-
dent Roosevelt met with King Abdul Aziz
ibn Saud on a ship in the Suez Canal in
1945 to discuss mutual concerns. An
American naval presence in the Persian
Gulf and Arabian Sea began and was
institutionatized in 1949 with the establish-
ment of the Middle East Force, whose
home port was the British naval base at
Jufair, Bahrain. Even at this early date, the
United States sought to impede Soviet
advances in the region: American
pressure was a factor in the withdrawal,
shortly after World War H, of Soviet troops
in lran.

Equally important, American business
interests were established in the gulf
region. The Arabian-American Oil Com-
pany (ARAMCO), established in the 1930s
in Saudi Arabia, began large-scale produc-
tion after World War 1. In 1945, ARAMCO
produced about 50,000 barrels of crude oil
per day; by 1977, its production had grown
to 9.2 million barrels per day.Similarly, oil
production began in Bahrain in 1934, in
Kuwait and Qatar in the 1940s, and in the
United Arab Emirates (then the Trucial
States) and Oman in the 1960s and 1970s.

Council to encourage effective and
enforceable action to end the war.

Bring Iran to the Bargaining
Table. Because Iran is unwilling to
negotiate an end to the war, we have
reinvigorated ‘“‘Operation Staunch’—our
diplomatic program to prevent military
supplies from reaching Iran and thereby
convince it to come to the negotiating
table. In many ways Operation Staunch
has been successful: it has complicated,
delayed, and made more expensive
Iran’s procurement of arms essential to
its war against Iraq. Iran has not been
able to secure a steady supply of major
weapons systems from any large pro-
ducer except China. However, it con-
tinues to receive common arms and
munitions from North Korea, Eastern
Europe, and some Western sources. The
key element in our UN Security Council
strategy is to obtain agreement for
enforcement measures to ensure com-
pliance with a new resolution on the
war. The U.S. position is that the Secu-
rity Council should impose an arms

After World War {i, Britain began
gradually withdrawing from its positions
east of the Suez Canal and in 1971 pulted
out of the gulf. The United States,
although largely preoccupied in Vietnam,
maintained its gulf naval presence with the
active encouragement of the guif states,
including Iran.

American policy in the gulf can be
divided into two periods: 1971-79 and
1979 to the present. From 1971-79,
through our “‘twin pillars” policy, we
assisted the military development of our
two closest allies in the region, iran and
Saudi Arabia, in order to promote regional
stability. In 1979, the fall of the Shah of
Iran and his replacement by a revolu-
tionary and radical government and the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan forced the
United States to reevaluate its strategy in
the region. The result, the ““Carter doc-
trine,” signaled U.S. resolve to defend
Western interests in the gulf, unilaterally if
necessary. We established the Rapid
Deployment Force (later to become U.S.
Central Command or CENTCOM} and con-
tinued our military assistance programs
with Saudi Arabia and other friendly Arab
gulf states.

Today we continue to maintain a per-
manent naval force in the region, assist
our friends with their defense needs, and
maintain CENTCOM's regionat focus. We
remain resolved to protect our vital inter-
ests as we promote peace and stability in
the gulf.



embargo on either party which fails to
comply with the comprehensive
resolution.

Promote Regional Stability. We
continue the policy to support the
regional security efforts of the Gulf
Cooperation Council composed of Saudi
Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar, the
United Arab Emirates, and Oman—all of
which are nonbelligerents in the war.
This policy was given greater impor-
tance by President Carter in 1979-80,
when the Shah was overthrown by the
expansionist Islamic revolution of the
Ayatollah Khomeini and the Soviets
invaded Afghanistan. A key element in
this support is security assistance and
arms sales programs. U.S. weapons and
associated training help our friends in
the region address their legitimate

defense needs, deter a.spillover from the
Iran-Iraq war, and reduce the possibility
that U.S. forces would have to intervene
in a crisis. They do not affect Israel’s
qualitative military superiority. For
years Arab states friendly to the United
States have turned chiefly tous as a
source of arms and technology—to the
near exclusion of the Soviet Union. If
the United States fails to respond to
these states’ legitimate defense needs,
we will be sending a message to the
Saudis, the other gulf states, and to
other friends in the region—that we are
not interested in their long-term political
and economic security.

Presently, because of Iranian efforts
to focus intimidation on Kuwait and
Kuwaiti-associated shipping, it has also
become important to be responsive to

requests for protective naval support.
We seek to deter Iran from either clos-

ing or selectively reducing gulf shipping
by naval or missile attacks. We have

called upon our allies in Western Europe
and Japan for increased public support
and assistance, including cooperation
among allied naval units in and near the
gulf. In fact, much is already being done.
Two of Kuwait’s tankers qualify for
British protection. Both the British and
the French maintain warships in the
area, and with three combatants in the
gulf, the British have a higher propor-
tion of their navy committed to the
region than does the United States.
While our discussions with our allies con-
tinue with regard to specific additional
actions, there is a general consensus on
the strategic importance of the gulf to
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the West. The Venice summit statement
demonstrates that consensus.

Our various interests in the gulf give
the United States an important stake in
better relations with Iran, The President
has said that the United States recog-
nizes the Iranian revolution as a fact of
history. We bear no malice toward the
Iranian people. We look to an eventual
improvement in U.S.-Iranian relations.
However, such improvement will be
impossible as long as the Iranian
Government pursues its war with Iraq
and its sponsorship of terrorism and
subversion,

The Risks

As the accidental but, nevertheless,
tragic attack on the U.S.S. Stark so
clearly showed, there are inherent risks
whenever a nation sends its armed
forces abroad. In the case of the gulf,
however, the risks of doing little or
nothing are far greater and more
dangerous. If we do not play a role, the
Iran-Iraq war will continue to grind on,
our friends in the region will face
greater threats to their security, the
Soviet Union will have additional oppor-
tunities to strengthen its influence and
presence, and the interests of the West,
in general, and the United States, in par-
ticular, will be increasingly threatened.

Finally, we must not lose sight of the
accidental and singular nature of the
Stark attack. It is the first incident of its
kind in almost 40 years of U.S. naval
presence in the gulf. In its aftermath, a
great deal of public and congressional
interest has been raised over what had
been previously a generally accepted
policy decision for protecting Kuwaiti
ships registered in the United States.
We must not allow this unfortunate and
tragic accident to cause us to abandon
our resolve to protect our longstanding
interests in such a vital area of the
world.

APPENDIX A

Soviet Objectives and
Policies in the Gulf

The Soviet Union’s long-term objectives
in the region are to establish and
broaden its relations and influence with
gulf states and, more generally, to
counter the strong U.S. regional rela-
tionships. The Soviets also seek to main-
tain their standing with both Iran and
Traq, positioning themselves to emerge
as the major extraregional power in the
post-Persian Gulf war period. The gulf
war helps to advance these Soviet
objectives.

The Soviets are achieving some suc-
cess. With few exceptions, their rela-
tions with the gulf Arab states have long
been tenuous, but that is gradually
changing. The U.S.S.R. established
diplomatic relations with Oman and the
United Arab Emirates in 1985 and is
developing contacts with Saudi Arabia.
Soviet relations with Kuwait date from
1963. Moscow would like to establish
relations with others in the region. Most
recently, the Soviets have sought to take
advantage of the Iran-Contra affair and,
following the attack on the Stark, to
spread tales of U.S. militarism and,
simultaneously though inconsistently, of
U.S. unreliability.

The Soviet position in the gulf
region, however, is beset by conflicting
interests. The Soviets seek to maintain
their position as the champion of Irag
and are concerned about the conse-
quences of an Iranian victory in the gulf
war. Because of this, and because the
Soviets may believe the war gives the
United States a “pretext” to increase its
naval forces in the region, they likely
harbor genuine concerns about the war’s
continuation. However, the Soviets also
seek to avoid alienating Iran, and if
possible, hope to improve their relation-
ship in the future. In practice, therefore,
the Soviets have sought to play both
sides of the war, staking out ostensibly
constructive positions calling for the
war’s end while thus far avoiding strong
action directed against Iran as the
recalcitrant party regarding a settle-
ment. While the United States has no
evidence of direct Soviet military
shipments to Iran, moderate levels of
sales of military equipment by several
other Warsaw Pact nations continue.

This Soviet balancing game has
become increasingly difficult. The rapid
Soviet response to a Kuwaiti request for
leased shipping may have been intended
in a stroke to establish the U.S.S.R. as a
“responsible”’ outside naval guarantor.
More generally, increased international
and regional concern about the war,
especially following the attack on the
Stark, is putting pressure on the Soviets
to back up their declaratory policy of
opposition to the war with effective
action.

However, Soviet support of strong
action to end the war would anger
Tehran at a time when Soviet-Iranian
relations already are coming under con-
siderable pressure. Tehran appeared to
have been extremely irritated by the
Soviet-Kuwaiti shipping arrangement as
well as the U.S.-Kuwaiti arrangement.
Many observers regard the May 6, 1987,
attack by an Iranian gunboat on a Soviet
merchant vessel as a signal. The Soviet
reaction thus far has been mild, but
recent Soviet statements of willingness
to use force to protect its shipping have
exacerbated these strains. Iran’s rhet-
oric about the U.S.8.R. has vacillated in
recent weeks between harshness and
moderation.

The Soviet naval presence in the
region has grown. The Soviets support
their naval presence from anchorages in
Ethiopia and the People’s Democratic
Republic of Yemen. The Soviet Navy
began escorting Soviet merchant vessels
in the gulf following the boarding of a
Soviet ship by Iran in September 1986.
The Soviets have increased their
regional naval presence since then and,
following the May 6, 1987, attack by
Iran on another Soviet merchant vessel,
augmented their forces with additional
minesweepers. Currently, Soviet naval
vessels in the area (the Persian Gulf,
North Arabian Sea, Gulf of Aden, and
southern Red Sea) now include a Kara
cruiser, a Kashin class destroyer, three
minesweepers, and several support
ships. This presence is high compared to
that of recent years, though still below
the level of 1980, reached following the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan.
However, more of these ships are
routinely positioned inside the gulf than
ever before.
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The limited Soviet naval infrastruc-
ture in the region would make expensive
and difficult, though not impossible, a
major increase in Soviet deployments.
Legitimization of a Soviet naval role in
the gulf could ultimately provide the
political basis for Soviet acquisition of
local naval port access rights and other
facilities that they have not hitherto
enjoyed. This would mark a major Soviet
foreign policy success, in great part at
U.S. expense.

The Soviets are concerned about the
intensity of U.S. interest and are watch-
ing the U.S. domestic debate very
closely. If they decide that the risks of
continued warfare and instability in the
region outweigh the unilateral gains they
have sought, the Soviets might cooper-
ate more seriously in multilateral efforts
to end the war. If, however, the Soviets
judge that international efforts to end
the war will fail and that the United
States will abandon its political and
strategic commitments in the region,
they will continue their policy of seeking
gains in the gulf at U.S. expense, while
attempting to balance their interests
with Iran and Iraq.

The United States seeks to minimize
Soviet political and military inroads in
the region but is working with the
U.S.S.R. in multilateral efforts to end
the war. Ending the conflict and the
threat of Iranian hegemony could benefit
both countries, as well as the entire
region. The United States notes the
declaratory Soviet support for freedom
of navigation in the gulf but believes
that, rather than engaging the Soviets in
formal arrangements in the gulf, efforts
should focus on ending the war so that
the question of shipping protection need
not arise. The United States also seeks
serious Soviet efforts to staunch the flow
" of arms to Iran.

In sum, the Soviets have long-term
designs on the gulf and can be counted
on to pursue them. The way the Soviets
define their options and the extent to
which they see it in their interests to act
responsibly will depend in large part on
the willingness of the West and the
United States to actively protect their
own interests and the security and inde-
pendence of its many friends in the gulf.

APPENDIX B
Myths and Reality

U.S. policy in the gulf has been subjected
to substantial questioning and criticism
in the wake of the attack on the U.S.S.
Stark. The Kuwaiti shipping reflagging
process has been especially controver-
sial. This debate is natural and reflects
the national frustration and sorrow felt
by all Americans at the tragic loss of 37
young men. However, some of the criti-
cism is incorrect or based on incomplete
information. Let us look at some of the
allegations and the facts.

Allegation: The Administration has no
concrete gulf policy but merely responds
to crises.

The Facts: Current U.S. policy in
the gulf is based on four decades of
American strategic, economic, and
regional interests in the area. Presidents
Carter and Reagan reaffirmed U.S, com-
mitments in the gulf and sought to
stabilize the region while preventing
Soviet expansion in the area. Because of
the deleterious effects of the Iran-Iraq
war on regional stability and the overall
balance of power in the gulf, the United
States has increased its efforts in the
international arena to bring the
belligerents to the negotiating table. We
have a coherent and multifaceted policy
which combines diplomatie, political, and
military efforts to promote basic U.S.
strategic interests.

Allegation: The United States is
abandoning its neutrality in the Iran-
Iraq war and tilting toward Iraq by
allowing Kuwaiti ships to be reflagged
under the American flag.

The Facts: There is no change in our
neutrality. Protecting 11 new U.S. flag
ships serving the Kuwait Oil Tanker
Company is a limited expansion of the
U.S. Navy’s longstanding commitment
to protect American flag shipping. All of
the ships under our protection will
adhere strictly to the rules of neutrality;
none of them will carry contraband or
serve belligerent ports. Our limited
arrangement with Kuwait does not mean
we intend to protect all nonbelligerent
shipping in the gulf. However, we are
not disinterested in the final outcome of
the Iran-Iraq war. We have been work-
ing actively for some time to bring the
war to an early negotiated end, leaving

neither victor nor vanquished, and
preserving the regional balance of
power. Given Iran’s intransigence and
Iraq’s willingness to negotiate, we have
focused our efforts on ways to increase
international pressure on Iran.

s We have long publicly acknowl-
edged that an Iranian victory is not in
the U.S. or our friends’ interest.

e We remain concerned about the
prospects of Iranian hegemony and influ-

ence in the gulf for our long-term access
to oil and the stability of our friends in -
the region.

® Operation Staunch is directed
against Iran, not Iraq. Since Iran
remains the recalcitrant party in the
war, we hope to limit its war-making
resources and convince it to enter into
viable negotiations to end the conflict.
We do not, however, supply arms to
Iraq.

o Qur efforts in the United Nations
and other forums acknowledge that Iran
is intransigent and Iraq seeks a negoti-
ated end to the war.

In sum, our policy toward Iran since
the 1979 revolution remains unchanged.
We will not allow Iran to dominate the
gulf or jeopardize Western access to this
vital region. Iranian involvement in and
support for terrorism further alienates
our two countries.

Allegation: Western Europe and Japan
are dependent on gulf oil, not the United
States, and yet they are doing nothing to
protect their oil supplies.

The Facts: In 1986, the countries of
Western Europe received about 30% of
their oil imports from the gulf and Japan
almost 60%. About 15% of the total U.S.
oil imports in 1986 came from the gulf;
however, recent Energy Department
studies indicate U.S. oil imports will
double in the next decade. With declin-
ing oil reserves in the West and 63% of
the free world’s oil reserves located in
the gulf, future American access to this
energy resource is vital. The economic
problems in the United States caused by
the 1973-74 and 1978-79 oil crises must
not be forgotten; it could happen again,
if oil flows were disrupted. A disturb-
ance in the flow of gulf oil would cause
the world price of oil to jump, with
detrimental effects on free world
economies. Due to the interdependent
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nature of our economy, the United
States would be seriously affected, even
though we are not as directly dependent
on gulf oil as many of our friends and
allies.

We have called upon our allies in
Western Europe and Japan for increased
public support and assistance, including
cooperation among allied naval units in
and near the gulf. In fact, much is
already being done. Britain and France
maintain naval vessels in and around the
gulf, and local cooperation, as is natural,
is ongoing. Two of Kuwait’s tankers
qualify for British protection. Both the
British and the French maintain war-
ships in the area, and with three com-

batants in the gulf, the British have a
higher proportion of their navy commit-

ted to the region than does the United
States. Japan is prohibited by its con-
stitution from participating in any
military activity outside its home waters
although it could well play some sort of
economic role in the gulf after the
resolution of the war. The recent state-
ment at the Venice summit was an indi-
cation of the Western consensus regard-
ing the importance of the gulf.

’

Allegation: Reflagged ships are not

“real” U.S. flag vessels. Reflagging is a
political device, offering no benefits for
the United States or its merchant fleet.

The Facts: Reflagging is routine
practice, consistent with domestic and
international law. Reflagging procedures
were formalized in 1981 hy the Coast
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Guard for reasons of national defense
and commerecial facilitation. Since 1981,
more than 50 large ships have been
reflagged, many for subsequent charter
to the U.S. Military Sealift Command.
Of those vessels reflagged for commer-
cial use, most operate internationally.
Applicants for reflagging must meet
strict requirements. The vessels must be
owned by U.8, citizens or by corpora-
tions controlled by U.S. citizens. Ships
must meet stringent international and
U.S. safety and structural standards.
Ships serving U.S. ports must have
American citizens for 75% of their crew.



Those vessels not calling at U.S. ports
must have at least a U.S. master but can
hire foreign nationals as the remainder
of the crew.

Reflagged vessels—like any other
U.S. flag merchant ship—are subject to
U.S. taxes. They are also subject to
mobilization by the U.S. Maritime
Administration in time of national
emergency. Thus they increase the size
of the U.S. ready-reserve fleet preposi-
tioned around the globe which would be
available to support a potential war
effort in time of conflict.

Allegation: The Administration is ignor-
ing the War Powers Act and dragging
its feet in consulting with Congress
about the Kuwaiti reflagging program.

The Facts: The War Powers Act is
not applicable under the present
circumstances—this is not a situation
where imminent involvement of U.S.
forces in hostilities is clearly indicated.
Prior to the attack on the U.8.8. Stark,
there had never been an attack on a
U.S.-escorted vessel in the gulf. The
attack on the Stark was evidently the
result of a targeting error rather than a
deliberate decision to attack a U.S.
vessel. The object of escorting reflagged
vessels is to deter, not provoke. The
situation is constantly under review, and
Congress will be kept fully informed.
Moreover, the Administration has kept
congressional committees informed in
the past about the reflagging program
through a series of papers and briefings,
beginning on March 12, 1987. The recent
Department of Defense Report to the
Congress on Security Arrangements in
the Persian Gulf is but a further effort to
cooperate and consult with Congress.

APPENDIX C
Official Policy Statements

Excerpt From President Carter’s State
of the Union Address, January 23,
1980

Let our position be absolutely clear: An
attempt by any outside force to gain con-
trol of the Persian Gulf region will be
regarded as an assault on the vital inter-
ests of the United States of America,

and such an assault will be repelled by
any means necessary, including military
force.

Statement by President Reagan,
January 23, 1987

The current Iranian assault on Iraqi
forces near Basra is a reminder of the
terrible suffering and loss which the
Iran-Iraq war has brought to the peoples
of the gulf region. The continuation of
this bloody struggle remains a subject of
deep concern to the United States and to
the entire world. It is a war that
threatens not only American strategic
interests but also the stability and
security of our friends in the region.

As I have emphasized many times,
we are determined to help bring the war
to the promptest possible negotiated
end, without victor or vanquished, leav-
ing intact the sovereignty and territorial
integrity of both Iran and Iraq. We can-
not but condemn Iranian seizure and
occupation of Iragi territory, and we
again call upon the Government of Iran
to join the Government of Iraq in seek-
ing a rapid negotiated solution to the
conflict.

We share the concern of our friends
in the gulf region that the war could spill
over and threaten their security. We
would regard any such expansion of the
war as a major threat to our interests as
well as to those of our friends in the
region. We remain determined to ensure
the free flow of oil through the Strait of
Hormuz. We also remain strongly com-
mitted to supporting the individual and
collective self-defense of our friends in
the gulf, with whom we have deep and
longstanding ties.

Statement by President Reagan,
February 25, 1987

On January 23, while the Iranian assault
against Iraqi forces was especially
intense, I reiterated the deep concern of
the United States at the suffering and
instability which the Iran-Iraq war has
brought to the gulf region. Since that
time, although Iraq has stopped the Ira-
nian attack east of Basra and pushed it
back somewhat, the fighting in this
tragic conflict has continued on the
ground, in the air, and at sea.

Clearly, the peoples of the region
cannot rest secure until there is a
negotiated end to the conflict. We have
frequently called on Iran’s leaders to join
in working toward a negotiated settle-
ment, as the Iragis have repeatedly
offered to do. Regrettably, the Iranian
Government has so far proved unrespon-
sive in the face of all efforts to encour-
age reason and restraint in its war
policy. It has also persisted in its efforts
to subvert its neighbors through ter-
rorism and intimidation.

We continue to work for a settle-
ment that will preserve the sovereignty
and territorial integrity of both Iran and
Iraq. Toward that end, I have asked
Secretary of State George Shultz to take
the lead in an international effort to
bring Iran into negotiations. Secretary
Shultz has recently named Under
Secretary-designate [for Security
Assistance, Science and Technology] Ed
Derwinski to be responsible for our
Operation Staunch. This effort has my
full support.

As I emphasized in January, this
conflict threatens America’s strategic
interests, as well as the stability and
security of all our friends in the region.
We remain strongly committed to
supporting the self-defense of our
friends in the region, and recently
moved naval forces in the Persian Gulf
to underpin that commitment. We also
remain strongly committed to ensuring
the free flow of oil through the Strait of
Hormuz. Finally, we are determined to
help bring the war to the earliest pos-
sible negotiated end. With that goal in
mind, the United States calls for an
immediate cessation of hostilities,
negotiations, and withdrawal to borders.
I urge the international community, in
the appropriate fora and through the
appropriate mechanisms, to cooperate in
the endeavor. The time to act on this
dangerous and destructive war is now.

Statement by Secretary Shultz,
before the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee,

January 27, 1987

I appreciate this opportunity to testify
on American interests in the Persian
Gulf and the importance of some recent
developments there. Chief among these
is the Iran-Iraq war, whose continuation
threatens the stability of neighboring
states and the pursuit of our interests in
the region. The outcome of this war will



affect the strategic shape of the Persian
Gulf and Middle East for years to come.
It is, therefore, important to focus on
U.S. policy toward the war and the
region at large.

Stability in the Persian Gulf matters
to us for three reasons.

First, it is critical to the economic
health of the West. An interruption in
the flow of oil or control of these energy
resources by an unfriendly power could
have devastating effects on the pattern
of world trade and on our economy.

Second, our interests would suffer
greatly if Iranian expansionism were to
subvert friendly states or otherwise
boost anti-American forces within the
region.

Third, as part of the strategic
crossroads of the Middle East, this area
must not come under the domination of a
power hostile to the United States and
its allies. Therefore, America’s near-
term priority is to reassure the gulf
Arab states of our support and to stand
fast on our antiterrorism and arms
embargo policies.

U.S. Policy Toward the War

Since the beginning of the Iran-Iraq war
in September 1980, the United States
has sought the earliest possible end to
the conflict—one which would secure the
independence and territorial integrity of
both countries, as well as security for
third parties in the region who now are
directly threatened by the conflict. We
have pursued these goals through the
following policies.

e We have been denying Munitions
List equipment to both Iran and Iraq.
There was a limited exception to this
policy, as you know. There will be no fur-
ther exceptions—no more transfers of
U.S.-origin military equipment to Iran,
either directly or through any third
party.

e We are supporting all reasonable
diplomatic efforts to encourage Iran to
abandon its unwillingness to negotiate
an end to the war. These efforts have
included U.S.-encouragement of the UN
Secretary General, the Nonaligned
Movement, and the Organization of the
Islamic Conference—which is holding its
summit in Kuwait this week. The prob-
lem has been lack of Iranian interest in
any peace proposal—except on Iranian
terms.

¢ Therefore, we are also energeti-
cally pursuing efforts to inhibit the
resupply to Iran from third countries of
significant weapons systems and spare
parts which might enable Iran to carry
the war further into Iraqi territory. This
is our Operation Staunch, which we will
continue to pursue in an energetic and
determined manner.

Because of our concern over the
possible spread of the Iran-Iraq conflict
to third countries in the gulf, we have
publicly and privately reiterated our firm
commitments to the security of non-
belligerent gulf states. We have
repeatedly warned Iran that any exten-
sion of the conflict would be regarded as
a major threat to U.S. interests.

Our relations with these countries—
including the members of the Gulf
Cooperation Council (Kuwait, Saudi
Arabia, Bahrain, Qatar, the United Arab
Emirates, and Oman)—are important to
our long-term security interests. The
war directly threatens their security as
well as their economic survival. We have
publicly stated our fundamental interest
in helping the gulf states defend them-
selves against attack or subversion.

The war has also highlighted
overlapping interests with Iraq, as it
defends itself against Iranian attack.
The news of our limited arms shipments
to Iran was a shock to Baghdad, and it
has put some strain in our relationship.
Nevertheless, I think both sides under-
stand that we share an overriding com-
mon interest in finding an early end to
the war. For our part, the United States
will continue to pursue this objective;
and we will do all we can to reaffirm the
strength of our policies toward the gulf.

Long-Term American Interests

Our current policies, of course, reflect
longstanding interests in this region.
Hence I want to review our goals and
objectives in the region as a whole.

American interests in the Persian
Gulf have long been readily defined. We
have an overriding strategic interest in
denying the Soviet Union either direct
control or increased influence over the
region or any of its states. We have
major political interests in the
nonbelligerent gulf states, both in their
own right and because of their influence
within the gulf and beyond. And we have
a vital economic stake in seeing that the
region’s supply of oil to the West con-
tinues unimpeded.

Our multiple interests in the gulf
give us common ground with its various
states. As I have mentioned, they share

our overriding concern with economic
and political stability. Their economic life
depends on the flow of oil to the
industrialized world. Anything that
might disrupt their commerce—war,
political instability, terrorism, or
subversion—is against their interests as
well as ours.

Iran is an important element of our
considerations as we pursue these multi-
ple interests. That country has been, and
remains, a major factor in the region,
both because of its size and strength and
because of its strategic location
alongside the Soviet Union and Soviet-
occupied Afghanistan. Iranian policy has
a direct impact on our strategic,
political, and economic stakes in the gulf.
And the current Iranian Government
directly affects us in another way:
through terrorism, which it continues to
support and export as an instrument of
state policy.

Historically, we have also shared a
strategic interest with Iran, whose
geography makes it a natural buffer
between the Soviet land mass and the
Persian Gulf. Soviet designs in the
region can be seen in the Soviet occupa-
tion of Iran in 1946 and in its invasion
and subsequent occupation of
Afghanistan. The Government of Iran
has, of course, been highly critical of the
Soviet occupation of Afghanistan—a
political fact that underlines a certain
commonality of interests between us.

Our various interests in the region
give the United States an obvious stake
in better relations with Iran. As you
know, we sent a signal of our intentions
in the form of an authorized transfer of
arms to that country. That signal did not
elicit an acceptable Iranian response;
and it will not be repeated. While we
have an interest in improving our rela-
tions with Iran, the Iranians have an
interest in normal dealings with us as
well. And until they recognize their own
interests, and act upon them, our rela-
tions are unlikely to improve. We have
said, and we reiterate, that several
issues stand in the way of better rela-
tions between us: the Iran-Iraq war and
Iranian support for terrorism and
subversion in the neighboring states.

Let me conclude with a note about
the future of our relations with Iran. The
President has said that the United
States recognizes the Iranian revolution
as “a fact of history.” We bear no malice
toward the Iranian people. But Amer-
ican interests are directly threatened by
the Iranian Government’s pursuit of its



war with Iraq, by its sponsorship of ter-
rorism, and by its collusion with terrorist
forces elsewhere in the region. We can-
not hope for progress without fundamen-
tal changes in Iranian policy and prac-
tice. Nor can we pursue better relations
with Iran to the detriment of our many
other interests and commitments in the
region.

We look to an eventual improvement
in U.8.-Iranian relations. But American
good will cannot wish that future into
existence. Iran’s rejection of its bellicose
and terrorist policies will be a necessary
first step to any progress that might
follow.

Statement by Under Secretary
for Political Affairs, Michael H.
Armacost, before the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee,
June 16, 1987

I welcome the opportunity to testify
before this distinguished committee on
U.S. policy in the Persian Gulf, an area
of the world vital to U.S. interests. I
want to focus in some detail on the Admin-
istration’s decision to reflag and protect
11 Kuwaiti oil tankers. There is consid-
erable misunderstanding, and the Admin-
istration accepts part of the responsi-
bility for this confusion. We have not
always articulated as clearly as we might
the distinction between our comprehen-
sive policy to protect all our interests in
the gulf, on the one hand, and the spe-
cific interests advanced by the decision
to reflag a limited number of ships, on
the other. I hope today to add greater
clarity to these important issues.

U.S. Interests in the Region

I believe a consensus exists in the
Administration, the Congress, and the
country on the basic U.S. interests in the
Persian Gulf region.

¢ The unimpeded flow of oil through
the Strait of Hormuz is a vital interest
and critical to the economic health of the
Western world; another very important
interest is freedom of navigation for
nonbelligerent shipping in and through
the gulf, in line with our worldwide
policy of keeping sealanes open.

* The security, stability, and cooper-
ation of the moderate states of the area
are important to our political and eco-
nomic goals; we have a major interest in
standing by our friends in the gulf, both
because of their importance in their own
right and because of their influence in
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the gulf and beyond. At present, that
means helping them deal with the threat
from Khomeini’s Iran.

e We have an interest in limiting the
Soviet Union’s influence and presence in
the gulf, an area of great strategic
interest to the Soviets because of
Western dependency on its oil supplies.

These interests are threatened by the
escalation of the Iran-Iraq war. To pro-
tect them, we are following a two-track
policy:

¢ To galvanize greater international
pressure to persuade the belligerents to
negotiate an end to the conflict; and

¢ To protect our interests and help
protect the security of moderate,
friendly Arab states in the gulf.

The Iran-Iraq War

For a number of years, the tragic Iran-
Iraq war was contained. It wreaked
terrible human and material losses on
the two nations involved and their
citizens but largely spared others beyond
the belligerents’ borders.

In 1984, Iraq began to attack
tankers carrying Iranian oil through the
gulf. Iraq’s intention was clear: to try to
recoup on the seas the military momen-
tum it had lost on the ground. With
three times the population of Iraq and
driven by revolutionary-religious fervor,
Iran has great advantage in a land war
of attrition. Iraq also viewed the ship-
ping attacks as a way to reduce Iran’s oil
exports and, thus, its revenues for prop-
agating the war; with this action, it
hoped to neutralize, in part, Iran’s
military success early in the war of clos-
ing down Iraqi ports and persuading
Syria to shut off the Iraqi-Syrian oil
pipeline to the Mediterranean Sea.
Unable to export significant quantities of
oil in 1981 and 1982, Iraq has gradually
built up new export facilities—using
pipelines in Turkey and also Saudi
Arabia. None of its 1.5 million barrels
per day in exports transit the gulf any
longer. Thus, unable to hit Iragi over-
land exports, Iran retaliated by hitting
nonbelligerent shipping going to the
ports of the moderate gulf states which
support Iraq.

The international community became
predictably alarmed in the spring of
1984. The UN Security Council (UNSC)
passed a resolution calling for protection
of neutral shipping, but it had no
enforcement measures. Iran rejected the
resolution, and it was filed away.
Gradually, however, other producing and
consuming nations became less appre-
hensive as they saw that most ships got
through more or less on schedule and
that gulf oil flow was not interrupted.
Insurance rates settled down. Tankers

and crews were readily available. In
short, the world learned to live with the
tanker war.

That situation has not yet
dramatically changed, although three
developments over the past 18 months
have caused us concern.

First, the number of attacks on
vessels doubled in 1986 over 1985. The
trend so far in 1987 has been slightly
ahead of the 1986 level. On the other hand,

the percentage of ships hit is still very
small—less than 1% of those transiting
the gulf.

Second, in late 1986, Iran acquired
Chinese-origin Silkworm antiship mis-
siles. It tested one in February. Deploy-
ment sites are being constructed along
the narrow Strait of Hormuz. These mis-
siles, with warheads three times larger
than other Iranian weapons, can range
the strait. They could severely damage
or sink a large oil tanker or perhaps
scare shippers from going through the
strait, leading to a de facto closure. We
have made clear to Iran, publicly and
privately, our concern about these
missiles and their threat to the free flow
of oil and urged others to do so as well.
A number have. We emphatically want
to avoid a confrontation and will not pro-
voke one—but we are determined to pur-
sue a prudent policy that protects our
own interests and those of our friends.

Finally, last September, Iran began
singling out Kuwaiti-flag vessels and
vessels bound to or from Kuwait for
attack. At the same time, Iranian-
inspired groups intensified their efforts
at sabotage and terrorism in Kuwait
itself, building on their earlier activities
that included a bombing attack on the
U.S. Embassy in December 1983 and an
assassination attempt on the Amir in
1984. Iran’s immediate objective was
clear—and publicly stated: to use intimi-
dation to force Kuwait to quit supporting
Iraq with financial subventions and per-
mitting goods bound for Iraq to be off-
loaded at a Kuwaiti port. Iran’s longer
term objective is equally clear—if not
publicly articulated: after succeeding in
Kuwait, to apply the same policies of
intimidation against other gulf states to
change their policies and set the stage
for gaining hegemony over the entire
area.

It is to frustrate Iranian hegemonic
aspirations that the Arab gulf states con-
tinue to support Iraq. It is for similar
reasons that other close friends, such as
Egypt and Jordan, also assist Irag—
despite their previous difficulties with
Baghdad. Iranian hegemony over the
gulf and the spread of Iranian radical



fundamentalism beyond Lebanon worry
them greatly. They and the gulf states
view Iraq as a buffer that must not be
allowed to collapse.

Let us not forget—the gulf region
sits on 70% of the world’s oil reserves. It
provides 25% of the oil moving in
world trade today; it will supply a much
higher percentage in the future. It is
fundamentally counter to U.S. interests
for Iran—with its current policies and
anti-American ideology—to control or
have permanent influence over this oil
supply, which is critical to the economic
well-being of the West. Some of our
allies depend today more on this oil than
we. But our dependency is growing and
will continue to do so. Moreover, a sup-
ply disruption, or the threat of one, will
sharply raise global oil prices, affecting
our economy dearly.

We do not seek confrontation with
Iran. We hope, over time, to improve
our relations with that strategically
important country. We share many com-
mon interests, including opposition to
Soviet expansion in Afghanistan and
elsewhere. We accept the Iranian revolu-
tion as a fact of history. But our bilateral
relations will not substantially improve
until Iran changes its policies toward the
war, terrorism, and subversion of its
neighbors. And in the meantime, we will
protect our interests.

Kuwaiti Reflagging:
The Administration’s Decision

Late last year, to counter Iranian
targeting of Kuwaiti-associated shipping,
Kuwait approached both the Soviet
Union and the United States—as well as
others, ultimately—to explore ways to
protect Kuwaiti-owned oil shipping. The
Russians responded promptly and posi-
tively. We took more time before agree-
ing to reflag and protect 11 Kuwaiti
ships; we did so only after earefully
assessing the benefits and risks, as many
in the Congress are doing today. Kuwait
expressed its preference to cooperate
primarily with the United States but
insisted on chartering three Soviet
tankers as well—to retain its so-called
balance in its foreign policy and to
engage the military presence of as many
permanent members of the Security
Counecil as possible.

Kuwait’s request to place ships
under the American flag was an unusual
step in an unusual situation. Unlike a
commercial charter arrangement, these
vessels become American ships subject
to American laws. Moreover, Kuwait

and the other gulf states view the reflag-
ging as a demonstration of long-term

ties with the United States—in contrast
to a short-term leasing agrrangement
with the U.S.S.R.

Kuwait—or any country—can register
its ships under the American flag if it
meets normal requirements, or it can
charter American-flag vessels if it can
work out a commercial arrangement. As
a general policy, the U.S. Navy tries to
protect U.S.-flag ships around the world,
and this policy does not discriminate on
the basis of how and why ships are
flagged. Nevertheless, the Adminis-
tration carefully considered the Kuwaiti
request and reaffirmed as a policy deci-
sion to provide the same type of protec-
tion for the Kuwaiti reflagged vessels as
that accorded other U.S.flagged vessels
operating in the gulf. Since the tragedy
of the U.S.S. Stark, we have decided to
augment our naval forces, which have
been in the gulf since 1949, to ensure
stronger protection for the U.S.-flag
ships and our military personnel. How-
ever, we are talking about only a modest
increase in American-flagged vessels
operating in the gulf. We are not enter-
ing into an open-ended, unilateral pro-
tection regime of all neutral shipping,
nor do we intend to do so.

We have taken these actions to sup-
port two important and specific U.S.
security interests in the gulf:

First, to help Kuwait counter immedi-
ate intimidation and thereby discourage
Iran from similar attempts against the
other moderate gulf states; and

Second, to limit, to the extent possi-
ble, an increase in Soviet military
presence and influence in the gulf.

There is plenty of evidence that the
Soviets are eager to exploit the oppor-
tunity created by the Iran-Iraq war to
insert themselves into the gulf—a region
in which their presence has traditionally
been quite limited. The strategic impor-
tance of this region, which is essential to
the economic health of the Western
world and Japan, is as clear to the
Soviets as it is to us. Most governments
in the gulf states regard the U.S.S.R.
and its policies with deep suspicion and
have traditionally denied it any signifi-
cant role in the region. However, the
continuation and escalation of the war
have created opportunities for the
Soviets to play on the anxieties of the
GCC [Gulf Cooperation Council] coun-
tries and to press for increased diplo-
matic, commercial, and military rela-
tions. They were prepared to take on
much larger responsibilities for protect-
ing the Kuwaiti oil trade than they were
ultimately offered; we must assume that
they would readily step into our place if
we were to withdraw.

Even though Kuwait has chartered
three Soviet tankers and the Soviets

have said they would protect their ships,
we believe the gulf states, including
Kuwait, will not allow Soviet naval
vessels to use their ports and facilities.
This will significantly limit Soviet long-
term ability to maintain or increase its
current level of naval involvement in the
gulf. However, if the U.S.S.R. had a
much larger role in protecting gulf oil,
these states would be under great pres-
sure to make these facilities available.
This was an important consideration in
our decision on reflagging.

Risks and U.S. Neutrality

What added risks do we incur by reflag-
ging the 11 Kuwaiti vessels? We cannot
predict with absolute certainty what the
Iranian response will be. Iranian rhetoric
is full of menace, but Tehran’s conduct
has been marked by prudence in the
gulf. Iran has not attacked any U.S.
naval vessel. It has consistently avoided
carrying out attacks on commerecial ships
when U.S. naval vessels have been in the
vicinity. In its recent actions, it has
displayed no interest in provoking
incidents at sea. Of course, it would be
foolhardy for Iran to attack American-
flag vessels. They will have American
masters; they will carry no contraband;
they pose no danger to Iran; they will be
defended, if attacked.

Some charge that by supporting
Kuwait, the United States assists a
so-called ally of Iraq and ceases to be
neutral in the war. We do not consider
Kuwait a belligerent—nor does Iran, for-
mally. It is not militarily engaged in the
war. We recognize, however, that
Kuwait provides financial support for
Irag—as do many Arab states. Its port,
pursuant to a 1972 agreement that long
predates the war, is open to cargo bound
for Iraq; so are the ports of some other
Arab countries. We understand why
Kuwait and many Arab nations believe
their own security and stability depends
on Iraq not collapsing before Iran. We
do not wish to see an Iranian victory in
that terrible conflict.

Nevertheless, the United States
remains formally neutral in the war.
With one aberration, we have sold
weaponry to neither side; we will not sell
to either. But we want the war to end—
because of its inherent tragedy and
because a major escalation could
threaten major U.S. and Western
interests. That is why one of the two
tracks of the President’s overall gulf
policy today is to seek a prompt end to
the Iran-Iraq war with the territorial
integrity of both nations intact.
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U.S. Efforts for Peace

The United Nations. Since January,
U.S.-spurred diplomatic efforts in the
UN Security Council have taken on real
momentum. We have explored a new
approach to halt the conflict. In closed-
door meetings among the “Big Five”
permanent members of the Security
Council, the United States has vigor-
ously pressed for a Security Council
resolution that anticipates mandatory
enforcement measures against either
belligerent which proves unwilling to
abide by a UN call for a cease-fire,
negotiations, and withdrawal to interna-
tionally recognized borders. We perceive
a shared concern among all of the five
permanent members that this war has
gone on too long; its continuation is
destabilizing and dangerous.

There also appears to be a growing
consensus that more assertive and bind-
ing international efforts are needed to
persuade the parties to end the conflict.
Although one might not observe it from
the media treatment here, the Venice
summit leaders endorsed a strong state-
ment to this end. This is, in many ways,
a unique effort among the major powers.
While success is far from certain, the
current UN initiative represents a
serious and significant effort to find a
negotiated settlement to the war. Since
the war began in 1980, there has not
been such an auspicious time for con-
certed and meaningful action. Unfor-
tunately, we still have no indication from
Iran that it is interested in negotiations.

Operation Staunch. At the same
time, we are actively working to per-
suade Iran’s leaders of the futility of
their pursuit of the war by limiting their
ability to buy weapons. This effort—
““Operation Staunch’’—is aimed specifi-
cally at Iran because that country, unlike
Iraq, has rejected all calls for negotia-
tions. Staunch entails vigorous diplo-
matic efforts—through intelligence-shar-
ing and strong demarches—to block or
complicate Iranian arms resupply efforts
on a worldwide basis. The process of
closing off arms suppliers to Iran has not
yielded swift or dramatic results, but we
are firmly committed to the effort, and
we are achieving some success.

The Venice Summit. Last week,
President Reagan met in Venice with
leaders of Western nations and Japan.
Prior to the Venice meeting, we directly
approached the summit participants at a
high level to urge greater individual and
collective efforts to seek peace and
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ensure protection of our common
interests in the gulf region. The gulf
situation was a major topic of discussion
at Venice. The seven heads of govern-
ment agreed to a positive, substantive
statement urging new and concerted
international action to end the war,
endorsing strong UNSC action, and
declaring that oil flow and other traffic
must continue unimpeded through the
strait. We welcome the demonstration of
allied support.

Sharing the Burden
for Peace and Security

There is a broad consensus in West
European countries and Japan about the
importance of the gulf. We are working
intensively with our allies and with our
friends in the gulf to determine whether
and what additional efforts would be
appropriate,

Allied efforts can take many and
varied forms—diplomatie initiatives
designed to bring about an end to the
hostilities; agreements to further
monitor and restrict the flow of arms to
Iran as the recaleitrant party; financial
contributions to regional states and a
future international reconstruction fund
to help alleviate the economic conse-
quences of the war; and cooperation of
naval units present in and near the gulf.
In fact, much is already being done. The
British and French have warships in the
area to encourage freedom of navigation
and assist ships flying their own flags.
Two of Kuwait’s tankers already sail
under British flag. Other maritime coun-
tries are considering what they would do
if the violence in the gulf expanded.

On the specific issue of Kuwaiti
reflagging, we are not asking our allies
to help us protect them. We can—and
will—protect these ships that will fly
American flags, as we do all U.S.-
flagged ships. Nor would we expect
them to ask us to protect their flagged
ships. Should the situation in the gulf
later demand a broad protective regime
to keep the sealanes open, we would
expect broad participation, and we
would do our part. This Administration,
like the previous one, is committed to
ensuring the free flow of oil through the
Strait of Hormuz.

Our preference would be for a
Western protective regime, since an
international regime would provide
opportunity for the U.S.S.R. to try to
legitimize a long-term military presence
in the gulf. The best way for the United
States and U.S.S.R. to collaborate in our
stated common interest to end the war is
through the work currently being under-

taken in the Security Council. We
challenge the Soviets to work with us in

this important endeavor.
The GCC states recognize their

responsibility for protecting all shipping
in their territorial waters. They provide
considerable assistance for our naval
forces in the gulf. We may well need fur-
ther support from the GCC states. While
the specifics of such requirements
remain under study, we will actively and
forthrightly seek such facilitation of our
efforts—which have to be based on
cooperation if they are to be successful.

Conclusion

In sum, then, the United States has
major—yes, vital—interests in the Persian
Gulf. Our naval presence over the past
40 years is symbolic of the continuity
and importance of our interests there.
The Iran-Iraq war, if it escalates
significantly, could threaten some or all
of these interests. That is why the
Administration puts great stress on the
peace track of its two-track policy
approach toward the gulf. At the same
time, we will pursue the second track of
protecting our interests in the gulf—
working, as appropriate, with our allies
and friends in the region. The reflagging
of 11 Kuwaiti ships helps advance two
specific goals: to limit efforts of both
Iran and the Soviet Union to expand
their influence in the area—to our detri-
ment and that of the West, Never-
theless, this new commitment is only a
limited expansion of our role in protect-
ing U.S.-flag vessels there, which we
have been doing since the tanker war
began. Our intent with the reflagging is
to deter, not to provoke. But no one
should doubt our firmness of purpose.

We believe the Congress supports
our interests in the gulf and continued
U.S. presence there. I hope I have
clarified how the reflagging effort pro-
motes some important U.S. interests and
how it is an integral, important part of
an overall policy toward the gulf that
protects and advances both fundamental
American objectives in the region. We
trust the Congress will support our
overall policy and this new, important
element of that policy. B
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Marine Corps ready to
build amphibious M-1

QUANTICO, Va.— The Marines are putting the fin-
ishing touches on a version of their new battle tank, the
MI1A1 Abrams, so it can operate in an amphibious environ-
ment,

Contract negotiations are now underway between the
Marines and M1A1 manufacturer General Dynamics Corp.
for a deep-water fording kit— a key feature of the Marines’
tank, said Maj. Mark Spurgeon, who is coordinating the
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Gorbachev met at the Kremlin with Af-
ghan leader Najibullah. The news agency
Tass said the two officials discussed '*addi-
tional steps” that could be taken to promote
a settlement in the conflict between Kabul
and Moslem rebels in Afghanistan.

early in 1990. They will replace 716 MG60A1s that have been
in the Marines' inventory since the 1960s. The Marines want
$24 million next year for advanced procurement and plant to
asked for $196 million in fiscal 1989 for 66 M1A1s. The total

Marines’ M1A1 development.

‘The kit consists of two six-foot long stacks that are
connected to the tank's air intake and exhaust. The stacks
prevent water drowning the engine. “It will allow us to ford
tp io 78 inches with the M1A1,” said Spurgeon in an
interview with NAVY NEWS, The kit also includes seals for
the tank’s doors and check valves in each stack.

The Marines are sct 1o receive the first of 560 M1Als

program cost is estimated to be $3.5 billion. Deliveries will

start in carly 1990.

The Marines are looking al several othcr features that
will not be used on the Army version, The Marines' M1A1
will use the basic position locating reporting system, or
PLRS. The Army will use the enhanced PLRS. The Marine
version will also have strengthened “tie downs” so it can be
securely stored .on Navy amphibious ships in heavy seas.
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dorsement for the U.S. operations
and [make] cooperation with us
more visible.

Undersecretary of State Michael
H. Aramacost told the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee on June
16 that the administration might
need support’ in addition to the al-
ready “considerable assistance” be-
ing extended to the United States
by the Arab gulf states.

The United States has sold bil-
lions of dollars of arms, training
programs and construction projects
to the gulf Arab states, principaily
Saudi Arabia, which spent $55 bil-
lion between 1974 and 1986 under
the U.S. foreign military sales pro-
gram. Members of Congress have
questioned what benefits the Unit-
ed States has derived from this in-
vestment in terms of security co-
operation from its gulf Arab allies.

But some U.S. analysts are con-
cerned the administration, under
Pentagon pressure, will press too
hard to obtain permanent access to
the facilities, This, they warn, could
create other problems..

Thomas L. McNaugher, the
Brookings Institution’s top military
specialist on the gulf region,
warned that such bases will serve
only as “lightning rods” for political
trouble later and should not be
sought now.

While none of the six gulf Arab
states has given formal basing
rights to the United States, Saudi
Arabia has allowed four U.S.
AWACS aircraft to operate from its
territory since 1980. In addition,
Oman has permitted CENTCOM
P3 Orion aircraft needed for Indian

Ocean submarine surveillance to
use an airbase on its Masirah Is-
land, improved by the U.S. at a cost
of $170 million..

The primary reason for the gulf
Arab response to U.S. appeals for
greater military cooperation is
mounting concern about Iraq’s
prospects for holding out in what
has become a long war of attrition
with its much more populous and
zealous neighbor, Iran.

Some U.S. analysts now share
this concern, At a recent Brookings
Institution conference on the gulf
situation, McNaugher said he was
not alone in believing that there are
now “serious uncertainties about
how long Iraq can keep this up.”

Worries about the war's course

have spurred the gulf Arab states to
take these steps, administration and
congressional sources say:
@ Saudi Arabia; Has committed its
own five newly acquired AWACS
surveillance aircraft for setting up a
second aerial orbit over the south-
ern gulf that will be used to relay in-
telligence on Iranian military moves
to U.S. warships escorting the 11
reflagged Kuwaiti tankers.

Saudi sources say Saudi crews
are capable of manning two of the
five AWACS planes, but mixed Sau-
di-U.S. crews will be needed if the
other aircraft arerequired for the
“southern orbit.”

The sources said the southern
cap will be flown only three or four
times a week, or when a convoy of
U.S.-escorted, reflagged Kuwaiti
ships passes through the gulf. Once
regular operations are established,
convoys are expected every seven
to 10 days.

The Saudis, who already provide
air cover with their F15 fighters for

U.S.-piloted AWACS aircraft flying
the “northern oribt” covering the
upper gulf from inside the kingdom,
will also provide similar protection
for the AWACS in the south.

The Saudis also have offered
their four U.S.-made minesweepers
to hunt for mines Iran may lay in
the northern gulf to damage Amer-
ican warships or the U.S.-flagged
Kuwaiti tankers.

Saudi ports, airfields and hospi-
tals are expected to be made avail-
able in emergencies to U.S. ships
and aircraft.m Bahrain: Home port
of the USS La Salle, flagship of the
six-vessel U.S. Middle East Force
stationed in the guif, Bahrain has
expanded harbor facilities in the
city of Manama available under a
lease arrangement to accommodate
the additional three warships being
sent to help for the escort mission.

The island republic has steadily
expanded its military cooperation
with CENTCOM over the past few
years, CENTCOM Commander,
Gen. George B. Crist, told the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee in
testimony Jan., 27 that Bahrain’s
support is now “crucial” to the U.S.
ability to maintain a naval presence
in the gulf,

Some U.S. military planners are
hopeful that if the United States
carries out its escort mission suc-
cessfully and gains Arab confidence,
Bahraini authorities will allow
CENTCOM to move its forward
headquarters, now on the La Salle,
into facilities ashore in Manama.

@ United Arab Emirates: In a ma-
jor concession to the U.S,, the fed-
eration of seven sheikdoms has
agreed, reportedly under heavy
Saudi pressure, to allow the U.S.-
Saudi “southern orbit® AWACS to

operate over its territory, despite
likely Iranian ire.

It also has agreed to “overflights”
of its terntory by U.S. aircraft, ap-
parently in case a US-operated
AWACS is used or U.S. aircraft go
into action from carriers stationed
just outside the gulf. Use of Emir-
ates’ airspace will allow Saudi and
U.S. AWACS to operate far inland,
out of range of Iranian jets.m
Kuwait: In the region’s most rad-
ical shift from a standoff policy, Ku-
wait, which once rarely allowed
port visits from U.S. warships, now
offers regular port access to U.S.
escort warships and military pro-
tection to all U.S.-flagged ships
within its territorial waters.

While Pentagon and other admin-
istration officials say they have not
formally asked that U.S. aircraft be
allowed to use Kuwaiti airfields be-
cause they are too close to the Iran-
Iraq war zone, Kuwait has offered
to let U.S, minesweeping helicop-
ters operate from Kuwaiti air bases.

Kuawait will provide free oil to
the U.S. warships escorting its re-
flagged tankers.m Oman: The only
gulf Arab state to have signed an
access agreement with the United
States as far back as 1980, Oman
has agreed to increased use of its
U.S.-upgraded ports and airfields by
U.S. warships and aircraft support-
ing the escort mission.m Qatar:
Smallest of the six Arab gulf na-
tions, the tiny island sheikdom has
never played any significant role in
the Arab Gulf Council's defenses or
been asked to provide any military
support to CENTCOM or the U.S.
Middle East Force. U.S. officials
have given no indication Qatar will
play any role in the escort plan.
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Arab Cooperation
With U.S. Grows

| Military Access Widens

By David B. Ottaway
Washington Poat Staff Writer

After years of spurning American en-
treaties for closer military ties, the Persian
Gulf Arab states around Kuwait, in an unprec-
edented display of cooperation, are opening
their ports, airfields and other facilities to
help in case the United States’ naval escort of
Kuwaiti oil tankers brings on armed confron-
tation with Iran.

The shift in attitude among the six king-
doms and sheikdoms of the Saudi-led Arab
Gulf Cooperation Council has raised hopes
among U.S. military strategists that the Arab
leaders may agree to convert temporary
U.S.-access to their facilities into more per-
manent arrangements, possibly including a
shore site for the forward headquarters of the
U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM), now
carried aboard a ship.

The command, set up in 1983, is the suc-
cessor to the Rapid Deployment Force cre-
ated to protect U.S. vital interests in the gulf
in the wake of the 1979 Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan. Despite persistent efforts, U.S.
officials have never persuaded any Arab gulf
state to host CENTCOM headquarters or
provide it with any bases.

Plans for the U.S. naval escort mission in-
clude several unusual instances of coopera-
tion, such as agreement for the first time for
the United States and Saudi Arabia to jointly
man Airborne Warning and Control System
(AWACS) surveillance aircraft outside the
Saudi kingdom. Moreover, the operation will
take place nver the territory of the United
Arab Emirates, up to now the most reluctant
of the Arab gulf nations to publicly associate
itself with Washington.
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Kuwait, long the prime advocate
of keeping U.S. military forces out
of the gulf, has actually spear-
headed the campaign to bring the
Americans in, promising all kinds of
backup assistance in return for U.S,
protection of its tankers.

The six council members—Saudi
Arabia, Kuwait, Qatar, Oman, Bah-
rain and the Emirates—are engag-
ing for the first time in bilateral
“worst case” contingency planning
with U.S. officials in case Iran at-
tacks American warships or the re-
flagged Kuwaiti tankers.

While much of this planning is

Strait of
Hormuz
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that, in an emergency for the U.S, “Hor. U.SSRWACS patrol, -5 e
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access to their airfields and ports,
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Except for Oman’s Sultan i
Qaboos, such close cooperation with is still not prepared to regard Iran operation that could prove a boon
the United States has previously as the threat it is for Kuwait and fo, CENTCOM'’s fortunes, accord-
been judged politically too risky by the gulf,” said Mazher A. Hameed, a ing to U.S. analysts. ’
Arab gulf leaders. They feel highly Saudi defense analyst. “There is One of CENTCOM's major weak-
vulnerable to [ranian threats of re- uncertainty about U.S. policy to- nesses since its inception has been
taliation and equally uncertain of ward Iran for the gulf Arab states.” |ack of access to local ports and air-
the benefits of any stronger “Amer- These states are also worried fields, with only tiny Oman at the
ican connection.” _that President Reagan will an-mouth of the gulf willing to sign

The new military cooperation nounce “a strategic withdrawal” of even a limited access agreement
emerging between Washington and U.S, warships from the gulf if the ;04 atlow U.S. war materiel to be
the six gulf Arab nations is so far going gets tough, just as he de- stockpiled on its soil
restricted, however, to specific clared in February 1984 a strategic The Pentagon has seized upon
U.S. needs in protecting the U.S.- “redeployment” of U.S. Marines in Kuwait’s request for reflagging its
flagged Kuwaiti oil tankers. Beirut back to their ships in the tankers to ‘}'ess for reategrgacgcess

Both U.S. and Arab analysts are Mediterranean, Hameed said. to local facﬁities as \%ell 23 a more
warning that in the aftermath of the ~Hameed added that Arab gulf .- declaration of gulf Arab su
Lebanon fiasco and secret U.S. leaders are asking themselves what p:t for the U.S miliga buildu 4
arms shipments to Iran, any other Reagan will do if American lives are pODefense Séc'reta ryCas r p-w
display of U.S. unreliability could lost and the White House once Weinberger told Co;ygress g: Juné
prove fatal to hopes of sustained again cannot stand “the political 15 that, “It is important for
closer cooperation in the future.iheat in Washington.”, [Europe;m] allies and regio;m'l.[Ar-
The Arab gulf states are reportedly ~ Still, the new military ties being ab] states to lend strong public en-
still very wary of the new U.S. com-iwoven between the Pentagon and
mitment. 'the gulf Arab council hold out the ARAB 14
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based weapons and cuts by both
sides in strategic nuclear arsenals,
as well as potential agreements on
other strategic issues such as a So-
viet proposal to reduce and even-
tually eliminate nuclear testing on
both sides.

Falin, stressing that “we have
only two or three years left for se-
rious arms contro! efforts,” said in
an interview last week that the So-
viet Union is still interested in
achieving the objectives outlined at
the Reykjavik summit last October.

At that summit, Moscow proposed
limiting research on space-based
weapons and gradually eliminating
nuclear testing as well as deep cuts
in medium-range and strategic nu-
clear aisenals. .

Following meetings that Secre-
tary of State George P. Shuitz held
here ih April, the Soviet Union said
that a summit meeting could consist
of making final an INF agreement
and forging key conditions for
agreements on cutbacks in strate-
gic weapons, nuclear tests and lim-
its on space research.

In the hope of achieving these

goals within the two-to-three-year
period identified by Falin, which
would center on the last phase of
the Reagan administration, the So-
viet Union has apparently devel-
oped a strategy consisting of the
following elements:
s Taking a wait-and-see attitude
toward the summit and the arms
talks while the Reagan administra-
tion, as Moscow sees it, sinks deep-
er into the Iran-contra morass,
gradually losing its overall influ-
ence,

m Cultivating closer relations with
U.S. allies such as Britain and West
Germany, who may prove helpful in
influencing the Reagan administra-
tion during presummit negotiations.
During a visit to the Soviet Union by
West German President Richard von
Weizsaecker last week, Moscow took
two steps to forge closer ties with
Bonn: lifting a veto on a long-planned
trip by East German leader Erich
Honecker to West Germany to take
place in September and expressing
new interest in a meeting next year
between West German Chancellor
Helmut Kohl and Gorbachev.

= Highlighting what they call in-
flexible aspects of Washington’s
arms control policy before the
world public by mounting a cam-
paign of attacks against the Reagan
administration’s positions.

While Soviet strategy is largely
oriented toward achieving medium-
term goals, it also has short-term
objectives, according to western
diplomatic analysts here. In partic-
ular, they say, the Soviets are seek-
ing to pressure the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization to adopt a
more conciliatory position on re-
maining obstacles in talks to elim-
inate medium- and short-range mis-
siles, such as including the 72 West
German Pershings—with their U.S.
warheads—in the proposed treaty.

Soviet officials have described
U.S. and West German objections to
such a move as the biggest barrier to
concluding an INF agreement, but
they have indicated in talks with U.S.
officials here that the issue would
have to be resolved in talks on a
higher political level than the Geneva
arms negotiations,
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Under Secretary Armacost

Current
Policy
No. 978

U.S. Policy in the
Persian Gulf and
Kuwaiti Reflagging

Following is a statement by Michael H.
Armacost, Under Secretary for Political
Affairs, before the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Commattee, Washington, D.C.,
June 16, 1987.

1 welcome the opportunity to testify
before this distinguished committee on
U.S. policy in the Persian Gulf, an area
of the world vital to U.S. interests. 1
want to focus in some detail on the Admin-
istration’s decision to reflag and protect
11 Kuwaiti oil tankers. There is consid-
erable misunderstanding, and the Admin-
istration accepts part of the responsi-
bility for this confusion. We have not
always articulated as clearly as we might
the distinction between our comprehen-
sive policy to protect all our interests in
the gulf, on the one hand, and the spe-
cific interests advanced by the decision
to reflag a limited number of ships, on
the other. I hope today to add greater
clarity to these important issues.

U.S. Interests in the Region

I believe a consensus exists in the
Administration, the Congress, and the
country on the basic U.S. interests in the
Persian Gulf region.

¢ The unimpeded flow of oil through
the Strait of Hormuz is a vital interest
and critical to the economic health of the
Western world; another very important
interest is freedom of navigation for

United States Department of State
Bureau of Public Affairs
Washington, D.C.

nonbelligerent shipping in and through
the gulf, in line with our worldwide
policy of keeping sealanes open.

¢ The security, stability, and cooper-
ation of the moderate states of the area
are important to our political and eco-
nomic goals; we have a major interest in
standing by our friends in the gulf, both
because of their importance in their own
right and because of their influence in
the gulf and beyond. At present, that
means helping them deal with the threat
from Khomeini’s Iran.

¢ We have an interest in limiting the
Soviet Union’s influence and presence in
the gulf, an area of great strategic
interest to the Soviets because of
Western dependency on its oil supplies.

These interests are threatened by the
escalation of the Iran-Iraq war. To pro-
tect them, we are following a two-track
policy:

o To galvanize greater international
pressure to persuade the belligerents to
negotiate an end to the conflict; and

s To protect our interests and help
protect the security of moderate,
friendly Arab states in the gulf.

The Iran-Iraq War

For a number of years, the tragic Iran-
[raq war was contained. It wreaked
terrible human and material losses on
the two nations involved and their
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citizens but largely spared others beyond
the belligerents’ borders.

In 1984, Iraq began to attack
tankers carrying Iranian oil through the
gulf. Iraq’s intention was clear: to try to
recoup on the seas the military momen-
tum it had lost on the ground. With
three times the population of Iraq and
driven by revolutionary-religious fervor,
Iran has great advantage in a land war
of attrition. Iraq also viewed the ship-
ping attacks as a way to reduce Iran’s oil
exports and, thus, its revenues for prop-
agating the war; with this action, it
hoped to neutralize, in part, Iran’s
military success early in the war of clos-
ing down Iraqi ports and persuading
Syria to shut off the Iragi-Syrian oil
pipeline to the Mediterranean Sea.
Unable to export significant quantities of
oil in 1981 and 1982, Iraq has gradually
built up new export facilities—using
pipelines in Turkey and also Saudi
Arabia. None of its 1.5 million barrels
per day in exports transit the gulf any
longer. Thus, unable to hit Iraqi over-
land exports, Iran retaliated by hitting
nonbelligerent shipping going to the
ports of the moderate gulf states which
support Iraq.

The international community became

" predictably alarmed in the spring of

1984. The UN Security Council (UNSC)
passed a resolution calling for protection
of neutral shipping, but it had no
enforcement measures. Iran rejected the
resolution, and it was filed away.



Gradually, however, other producing and
consuming nations became less appre-
hensive as they saw that most ships got
through more or less on schedule and
that gulf oil flow was not interrupted.
Insurance rates settled down. Tankers
and crews were readily available. In
short, the world learned to live with the
tanker war.

That situation has not yet
dramatically changed, although three
developments over the past 18 months
have caused us concern.

First, the number of attacks on
vessels doubled in 1986 over 1985. The
trend so far in 1987 has been slightly
ahead of the 1986 level. On the other hand,
the percentage of ships hit is still very
small—less than 1% of those transiting
the gulf.

Second, in late 1986, Iran acquired
Chinese-origin Silkworm antiship mis-
siles. It tested one in February. Deploy-
ment sites are being constructed along
the narrow Strait of Hormuz. These mis-
siles, with warheads three times larger
than other Iranian weapons, can range
the strait. They could severely damage
or sink a large oil tanker or perhaps
scare shippers from going through the
strait, leading to a de facto closure. We
have made clear to Iran, publicly and
privately, our concern about these
missiles and their threat to the free flow
of oil and urged others to do so as well.
A number have. We emphatically want
to avoid a confrontation and will not pro-
voke one—but we are determined to pur-
sue a prudent policy that protects our
own interests and those of our friends.

Finally, last September, Iran began
singling out Kuwaiti-flag vessels and
vessels bound to or from Kuwait for
attack. At the same time, Iranian-
inspired groups intensified their efforts
at sabotage and terrorism in Kuwait
itself, building on their earlier activities
that included a bombing attack on the
U.S. Embassy in December 1983 and an
assassination attempt on the Amir in
1984. Iran’s immediate objective was
clear—and publicly stated: to use intimi-
dation to force Kuwait to quit supporting
Iraq with financial subventions and per-
mitting goods bound for Iraq to be off-
loaded at a Kuwaiti port. Iran’s longer
term objective is equally clear—if not
publicly articulated: after succeeding in
Kuwait, to apply the same policies of
intimidation against other gulf states to
change their policies and set the stage
for gaining hegemony over the entire
area.

It is to frustrate Iranian hegemonic
aspirations that the Arab gulf states con-
tinue to support Iraq. It is for similar

reasons that other close friends, such as
Egypt and Jordan, also assist Iraq—
despite their previous difficulties with
Baghdad. Iranian hegemony over the
gulf and the spread of Iranian radical
fundamentalism beyond Lebanon worry
them greatly. They and the gulf states
view Iraq as a buffer that must not be
allowed to collapse.

Let us not forget—the gulf region
sits on 70% of the world’s oil reserves. It
provides 25% of the oil moving in
world trade today; it will supply a much
higher percentage in the future. It is
fundamentally counter to U.S. interests
for Iran—with its current policies and
anti-American ideology—to control or
have permanent influence over this oil
supply, which is critical to the economic
well-being of the West. Some of our
allies depend today more on this oil than
we. But our dependency is growing and
will continue to do so. Moreover, a sup-
ply disruption, or the threat of one, will
sharply raise global oil prices, affecting
our economy dearly.

We do not seek confrontation with
Iran. We hope, over time, to improve
our relations with that strategically
important country. We share many com-
mon interests, including opposition to
Soviet expansion in Afghanistan and
elsewhere. We accept the Iranian revolu-
tion as a fact of history. But our bilateral
relations will not substantially improve
until Iran changes its policies toward the
war, terrorism, and subversion of its
neighbors. And in the meantime, we will
protect our interests.

Kuwaiti Reflagging:
The Administration’s Decision

Late last year, to counter Iranian
targeting of Kuwaiti-associated shipping,
Kuwait approached both the Soviet
Union and the United States—as well as
others, ultimately—to explore ways to
protect Kuwaiti-owned oil shipping. The
Russians responded promptly and posi-
tively. We took more time before agree-
ing to reflag and protect 11 Kuwaiti
ships; we did so only after carefully
assessing the benefits and risks, as many
in the Congress are doing today. Kuwait
expressed its preference to cooperate
primarily with the United States but
insisted on chartering three Soviet
tankers as well—to retain its so-called
balance in its foreign policy and to
engage the military presence of as many
permanent members of the Security
Council as possible.

Kuwait’s request to place ships
under the American flag was an unusual
step in an unusual situation. Unlike a
commercial charter arrangement, these
vessels become American ships subject

to American laws. Moreover, Kuwait
and the other gulf states view the reflag-
ging as a demonstration of long-term
ties with the United States—in contrast
to a short-term leasing agrrangement
with the U.S.S.R.

Kuwait—or any country—can register
its ships under the American flag if it
meets normal requirements, or it can
charter American-flag vessels if it can
work out a commercial arrangement. As
a general policy, the U.S. Navy tries to
protect U.S.-flag ships around the world,
and this policy does not discriminate on
the basis of how and why ships are
flagged. Nevertheless, the Adminis-
tration carefully considered the Kuwaiti
request and reaffirmed as a policy deci-
sion to provide the same type of protec-
tion for the Kuwaiti reflagged vessels as
that accorded other U.S.-flagged vessels
operating in the gulf. Since the tragedy
of the U.S.S. Stark, we have decided to
augment our naval forces, which have
been in the gulf since 1949, to ensure
stronger protection for the U.S.-flag
ships and our military personnel. How-
ever, we are talking about only a modest
increase in American-flagged vessels
operating in the gulf. We are not enter-
ing into an open-ended, unilateral pro-
tection regime of all neutral shipping,
nor do we intend to do so.

We have taken these actions to sup-
port two important and specific U.S.
security interests in the gulf:

First, to help Kuwait counter immedi-
ate intimidation and thereby discourage
Iran from similar attempts against the
other moderate gulf states; and

Second, to limit, to the extent possi-
ble, an increase in Soviet military
presence and influence in the gulf.

There is plenty of evidence that the
Soviets are eager to exploit the oppor-
tunity created by the Iran-Iraq war to
insert themselves into the gulf—a region
in which their presence has traditionally
been quite limited. The strategic impor-
tance of this region, which is essential to
the economic health of the Western
world and Japan, is as clear to the
Soviets as it is to us. Most governments
in the gulf states regard the U.S.S.R.
and its policies with deep suspicion and
have traditionally denied it any signifi-
cant role in the region. However, the
continuation and escalation of the war
have created opportunities for the
Soviets to play on the anxieties of the
GCC [Gulf Cooperation Council] coun-
tries and to press for increased diplo-
matie, commercial, and military rela-
tions. They were prepared to take on
much larger responsibilities for protect-
ing the Kuwaiti oil trade than they were
ultimately offered; we must assume that



they would readily step into our place if
we were to withdraw.

Even though Kuwait has chartered
three Soviet tankers and the Soviets
have said they would protect their ships,
we believe the gulf states, including
Kuwait, will not allow Soviet naval
vessels to use their ports and facilities.
This will significantly limit Soviet long-
term ability to maintain or increase its
current level of naval involvement in the
gulf. However, if the U.S.S.R. had a
much larger role in protecting gulf oil,
these states would be under great pres-
sure to make these facilities available.
This was an important consideration in
our decision on reflagging.

Risks and U.S. Neutrality

What added risks do we incur by reflag-
ging the 11 Kuwaiti vessels? We cannot
predict with absolute certainty what the
Iranian response will be. Iranian rhetoric
is full of menace, but Tehran’s conduct
has been marked by prudence in the
gulf. Iran has not attacked any U.S.
naval vessel. It has consistently avoided
carrying out attacks on commercial ships
when U.S. naval vessels have been in the
vicinity. In its recent actions, it has
displayed no interest in provoking
incidents at sea. Of course, it would be
foolhardy for Iran to attack American-
flag vessels. They will have American
masters; they will carry no contraband;
they pose no danger to Iran; they will be
defended, if attacked.

Some charge that by supporting
Kuwait, the United States assists a
so-called ally of Iraq and ceases to be
neutral in the war. We do not consider
Kuwait a belligerent—nor does Iran, for-
mally. It is not militarily engaged in the
war. We recognize, however, that
Kuwait provides financial support for
Irag—as do many Arab states. Its port,
pursuant to a 1972 agreement that long
predates the war, is open to cargo bound
for Irag; so are the ports of some other
Arab countries. We understand why
Kuwait and many Arab nations believe
their own security and stability depend
on Iraq not collapsing before Iran. We
do not wish to see an Iranian victory in
that terrible conflict.

Nevertheless, the United States

remains formally neutral in the war.
With one aberration, we have sold
weaponry to neither side; we will not sell
to either. But we want the war to end—
because of its inherent tragedy and
because a major escalation could
threaten major U.S. and Western
interests. That is why one of the two
tracks of the Pre "~ ' all gulf
policy today is tc ot end to

the Iran-Iraq war with the territorial
integrity of both nations intact.

U.S. Efforts for Peace

The United Nations. Since January,
U.S.-spurred diplomatic efforts in the
UN Security Council have taken on real
momentum. We have explored a new
approach to halt the conflict. In closed-
door meetings among the ‘“Big Five”
permanent members of the Security
Council, the United States has vigor-
ously pressed for a Security Council
resolution that anticipates mandatory
enforcement measures against either
belligerent which proves unwilling to
abide by a UN call for a cease-fire,
negotiations, and withdrawal to interna-
tionally recognized borders. We perceive
a shared concern among all of the five
permanent members that this war has
gone on too long; its continuation is
destabilizing and dangerous.

There also appears to be a growing
consensus that more assertive and bind-
ing international efforts are needed to
persuade the parties to end the conflict.
Although one might not observe it from
the media treatment here, the Venice
summit leaders endorsed a strong state-
ment to this end. This is, in many ways,
a unique effort among the major powers.
While success is far from certain, the
current UN initiative represents a
serious and significant effort to find a
negotiated settlement to the war. Since
the war began in 1980, there has not
been such an auspicious time for con-
certed and meaningful action. Unfor-
tunately, we still have no indication from
Iran that it is interested in negotiations.

Operation Staunch. At the same
time, we are actively working to per-
suade Iran’s leaders of the futility of
their pursuit of the war by limiting their
ability to buy weapons. This effort—
“Operation Staunch’’—is aimed specifi-
cally at Iran because that country, unlike
Iraq, has rejected all calls for negotia-
tions. Staunch entails vigorous diplo-
matic efforts—through intelligence-shar-
ing and strong demarches—to block or
complicate Iranian arms resupply efforts
on a worldwide basis. The process of
closing off arms suppliers to Iran has not
yielded swift or dramatic results, but we
are firmly committed to the effort, and
we are achieving some success.

The Venice Summit. Last week,
President Reagan met in Venice with
leaders of Western nations and Japan.
Prior to the Venice meeting, we directly
approached the summit participants at a
high level to urge greater individual and
collective efforts to seek peace and
ensure protection of our common

interests in the gulf region. The gulf
situation was a major topic of discussion
at Venice. The seven heads of govern-
ment agreed to a positive, substantive
statement urging new and concerted
international action to end the war,
endorsing strong UNSC action, and
declaring that oil flow and other traffic
must continue unimpeded through the
strait. We welcome the demonstration of
allied support.

Sharing the Burden
for Peace and Security

There is a broad consensus in West
European countries and Japan about the
importance of the gulf. We are working
intensively with our allies and with our
friends in the gulf to determine whether
and what additional efforts would be
appropriate.

Allied efforts can take many and
varied forms—diplomatic initiatives
designed to bring about an end to the
hostilities; agreements to further
monitor and restrict the flow of arms to
Iran as the recalcitrant party; financial
contributions to regional states and a
future international reconstruction fund
to help alleviate the economic conse-
quences of the war; and cooperation of
naval units present in and near the gulf.
In fact, much is already being done. The
British and French have warships in the
area to encourage freedom of navigation
and assist ships flying their own flags.
Two of Kuwait's tankers already sail
under British flag. Other maritime coun-
tries are considering what they would do
if the violence in the gulf expanded.

On the specific issue of Kuwaiti
reflagging, we are not asking our allies
to help us protect them, We can—and
will—protect these ships that will fly
American flags, as we do all U.S.-
flagged ships. Nor would we expect
them to ask us to protect their flagged
ships. Should the situation in the gulf
later demand a broad protective regime
to keep the sealanes open, we would
expect broad participation, and we
would do our part. This Administration,
like the previous one, is committed to
ensuring the free flow of oil through the
Strait of Hormuz.

Our preference would be for a
Western protective regime, since an
international regime would provide
opportunity for the U.S.8.R. to try to
legitimize a long-term military presence
in the gulf. The best way for the United
States and U.S.S.R. to collaborate in our
stated common interest to end the war is
through the work currently being under-
taken in the Security Council. We



challenge the Soviets to work with us in
this important endeavor.

The GCC states recognize their
responsibility for protecting all shipping
in their territorial waters. They provide
considerable assistance for our naval
forces in the gulf. We may well need fur-
ther support from the GCC states. While
the specifics of such requirements
remain under study, we will actively and
forthrightly seek such facilitation of our
efforts—which have to be based on
cooperation if they are to be successful.

Conclusion

In sum, then, the United States has
major—yes, vital—interests in the Persian
Gulf. Our naval presence over the past
40 years is symbolic of the continuity
and importance of our interests there.

The Iran-Iraq war, if it escalates
significantly, could threaten some or all
of these interests. That is why the
Administration puts great stress on the
peace track of its two-track policy
approach toward the gulf. At the same
time, we will pursue the second track of
protecting our interests in the gulf—
working, as appropriate, with our allies
and friends in the region. The reflagging
of 11 Kuwaiti ships helps advance two
specific goals: to limit efforts of both
Iran and the Soviet Union to expand
their influence in the area—to our detri-
ment and that of the West. Never-
theless, this new commitment is only a
limited expansion of our role in protect-
ing U.S.-flag vessels there, which we
have been doing since the tanker war
began. Our intent with the reflagging is
to deter, not to provoke. But no one
should doubt our firmness of purpose.

We believe the Congress supports
our interests in the gulf and continued
U.S. presence there. I hope I have
clarified how the reflagging effort pro-
motes some important U.S. interests and
how it is an integral, important part of
an overall policy toward the gulf that
protects and advances both fundamental
American objectives in the region. We
trust the Congress will support our
overall policy and this new, important
element of that policy. B
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THE WHITE HOUSE ‘ W

WASHINGTON

June 18, 19886

Dear Mr. President:

By letter dated October 28, 1981, I assured then-Senate
Majority Leader Baker that the proposed transfer to

- S8audi Arabia of AWACS aircraft would not occur until I

had certified to the Congress that specified conditions had
been met. Subsequently, Section 131 of the International
Security and Development Cooperation Act of 1985 ("ISDCA")
incorporated the text of that letter, with its conditions
for certification, into legislation.

I am pleased to inform you that all conditions set forth in
sy oOCiLober 28 letter and repeated in Section 131 of the ISDCA
have now been met and that I herewith forward to you my
certification to that effect. Through the extensive efforts
of the Defense and State Departments, agreements and other
actions necessary to fulfill these req41rements have been
concluded.

I now wish to draw particular attention to the sixth condition
that I have certified. I remain convinced that, as I stated
in 1981, the sale of these AWACS aircraft to Saudi Arabia
will contribute directly tc the stability and security of the
area and enhance the atmosphere and prospects for progress
toward peace. I also believe that significant progress toward
peaceful resolution of disputes in the region has been accom-
plished with the substantial assistance of Saudi Arabia.

These perceptions are strengthened by a review of events of
the last five years.

The current deployment of U.S. AWACS aircraft to Saudi Arabia
has contributed significantly to the stability and security of
Saudi Arabia and the region as a whole. The Royal Saudi Air
Force's (RSAF) gradual assumption of the role now performed by
the U.S. AWACS aircraft will continue this contribution. . Over
the past five years the U.S. AWACS aircraft have demonstrated
their ability to detect approaching Iranian aircraft well
before they would be detected by ground-based radar. This
early detection, coupled with the demonstrated resolve of the
RSAF to deploy its F-15s and engage aggressor aircraft, has
deterred Iran from escalating attacks against targets on land
and in Gulf waters under the Saudi protective umbrella. The
Saudi commitment to a cstrong defense as evidenced by such
measures as the AWACS acquisition, past defensive military
action, and efforts to organize collective security among the
member states of the Gulf Cooperation Council {(GCC), taken
together with the Kingdom's obvious lack of aggressive intent,



have contributed and will continue to contribute to the
stability and security of the area. Our continued success in
helping to support regional stability will diminish prospects
that U.S. forces might be called upon to protect the govern-
ments, shipping lanes, or vital petroleum resources of the
region. .

Saudi Arabia has firmly supported every significant diplomatic
effort to end the Iran-Irag war. Mediation missions under
the auspices of the United Nations, the Organization of the
Islamic Conference, and third countries acting independently
have received Saudi diplomatic and facilitative assistance.

In encouraging a negotiated settlement of the conflict, the
Saudis have made clear their preference that the war end
without concessions of sovereignty by either side.

\ Saudi efforts to advance the Arab-Israeli peace process
have been substantial. The Fahd Peace Plan and the Arab
‘lendorsement of the plan embodied in the 1982 Fez Communique
significantly and irreversibly modified the.Arab consensus
of the three "no's" enunciated at the 1968 Khartoum Summit,
}1-&., no recognition, no negotiation, and no conciliation with
'Israel. The Fez Communique moved the formal Arab position

&from rejection of peace to consideration of how to achieve
peace with Israel. The plan's statement that all states in

1the region should be able to live in peace was an implicit
acceptance of the right of Israel to a secure existence.

The concept of land for peace was a direct reflection of
U.N. Resolution 242. While various elements of the Fez Plan
differ from our views, the Plan remains the single largest
step toward peace on which the Arab world has been able to
agree. The existence of this consensus provided a base from
which King Hussein felt he could launch his initiative to

| bring Israel, Jordan, and the Palestinians to the negotiating

.t table in 1984-85. '

Saudi Arabia has signaled its tacit support for King Hussein's.
moves to lay the foundation for peace negotiations by con-
 tinuing substantial financial assistance payments to Jordan
following critical steps in the process, i.e., after Jordan
resumed diplomatic relations with Egypt and again after the
February 1985 agreement between Hussein and PLO Chairman
Arafat. Despite vocal Syrian opposition, the Saudis sent
official observers to the Amman Palestine National Council
meeting in late 1984 where moderate Palestinians made a
\decision to break with the radicals thereby opening the way
for King Hussein to begin his peace initiative.



During the subsequent and continuing debate over how to

make peace with Israel, the Saudis have consistently lent
support to moderate Arab governments. Egypt's readmission to
he Organization of the Islamic Conference was significantly
issisted by crucial Saudi support for a procedural motion

(calling for a secret ballot on the readmission vote. Follow-
ing the police riots in Cairo in February of this year, the

~e— Saudi Council of Ministers issued a statement supporting

President Mubarak.

Although its efforts, like our own, met with limited success,
Saudi Arabia played a major and highly visible role in
' attempts to arrange a lasting cease-fire in Lebanon. In the
August 1983 efforts of Crown Prince Abdullah and Prince Bandar
" to bring an end to fighting in the Shuf mountains, and again
through observers at theé Geneva and Lausanne Lebanese national
reconciliation talks, Saudi Arabia sought to bring peace to a
moderate Arab nation and establish the framework for stable
government. The Saudis also proved supportive of Lebanese
efforts to negotiate directly with Israel conditions for
Israeli withdrawal from southern Lebanon. In this regard, the
Saudis supported Lebanese efforts to win Syrian consent to
compromises necessary to reach agreement.

'saudi Arabia has provided crucial support for Sudan during
that country's transition to a democratic form of government.
Furthermore, it has established a significant record in work-
ing for regional stability and settlement of regional disputes
in countries beyond its immediate neighborhood. Saudi aid has
ggeen crucial to the Afghan cause and significant to Pakistan,
orocco, and Tunisia. Despite limitations imposed by concern

for its own security, the depth of regional animosities, and
the need to establish and work within an Arab consensus, Saudi
Arabia has assisted substantially the significant”progress

= that has been made in the peaceful resolution of disputes in
the region.

Saudi Arabia has publicly condemned terrorism and terrorist
actions, having itself been a victim of terrorism. More
important, it has taken practical actions to oppose terrorism
regardless of its origins.

I am convinced that the assurances I made in my letter to
Senator Baker have been amply fulfilled. A firm foundation
has been laid for close and continued U.S.-Saudi cooperation



in operating the Saudi AWACS and in building an air defense
system for Saudi Arabia and the GCC. By contributing to the
self-defense of these countries, we are diminishing the like-
lihood of direct intervention by U.S. forces in defense of
vital Western interests. At the same time, we are encouraging
forces of moderation which, if they prevail, will bring
lasting peace to a turbulent region.

Sincerely,
The Honorable George Bush

President of the Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510 )
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Dear Mr. President: .

'’ June 18, 1986

By letter dated October 28, 1981, I assured then-~Senate
Majority Leader Baker that the proposed transfer to

Saudi Arabia of AWACS aircraft would not occur until I

had certified to the Congress that specified conditions had
been met. Subsequently, Section 131 of the International
Security and Development Cooperation Act of 1585 ("ISDCA")
incorporated the text of that letter, with its conditions
for certification, into legislation.

I am pleased to inform you that all conditions set forth in
my October 28 letter and repeated in Section 131 of the ISDCA
have now been met and that I herewith forward to you my
certification to that effect. Through the extensive efforts
of the Defense and State Departments, agreements and other
actions necessary to fulfill these requlrements have been
concluded.

I now wish to draw particular attention to the sixth condition
that I have certified. I remain convinced that, as I stated
in 1981, the sale of these AWACS aircraft to Saudi Arabia
will contribute directly to the stability and security of the
area and enhance the atmosphere and prospects for progress
toward peace. I also believe that significant progress toward
peaceful resolution of disputes in the region has been accom-
plished with the substantial assistance of Saudi Arabia.

These perceptions are strengthened by a review of events of

- the last five years.

The current deployment of U.S. AWACS aircraft to Saudi Arabia
has contributed significantly to the stability and security of
Saudi Arabia and the region as a whole. The Royal Saudi Air
Force's (RSAF) gradual assumption of the role now performed by
the U.S. AWACS aircraft will continue this contribution. . Over
the past five years the U.S. AWACS aircraft have demonstrated
their ability to detect approaching Iranian aircraft well
before they would be detected by ground-based radar. This
early detection, coupled with the demonstrated resolve of the
RSAF to deploy its F-15s and engage aggressor aircraft, has
deterred Iran from escalating attacks against targets on land
and in Gulf waters under the Saudi protective umbrella. The
Saudi commitment to a strong defense as evidenced by such
measures as the AWACS acquisition, past defensive military
action, and efforts to organize collective security among the
member states of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC), taken
together with the Kingdom's obvious lack of aggressive intent,



have contributed and will continue to contribute to the
stability and security of the area. Our continued success in
helping to support regional stability will diminish prospects
that U.S. forces might be called upon to protect the govern-
ments, shipping lanes, or vital petroleum resources of the
region. . :

Saudi Arabia has firmly supported every significant diplomatic
effort to end the Iran-Irag war. Mediation missions under
the auspices of the United Nations, the Organization of the
Islamic Conference, and third countries acting 1ndependently
have received Saudi diplomatic and facilitative assistance.

In encouraging a negotiated settlement of the conflict, the
Saudis have made clear their preference that the war end ’
without concessions of sovereignty by either side.

Saudi efforts to advance the Arab-Israeli peace process
have been substantial. The Fahd Peace Plan and the Arab
endorsement of the plan embodied in the 1982 Fez Communique
significantly and irreversibly modified the. Arab consensus

'of the three "no's" enunciated at the 1968 Khartoum Summit,

i.e., no recognition, no negotiation, and no conciliation with
Israel. The Fez Communique moved the formal Arab position
from rejection of peace to consideration of how to achieve
peace with Israel. The plan's statement that all states in
the region should be able to live in peace was an implicit
acceptance of the right of Israel to a secure existence.

The concept of land for peace was a direct reflection of
U.N. Resolution 242. While various elements of the Fez Plan
differ from our views, the Plan remains the single largest
step toward peace on which the Arab world has been able to
agree, The existence of this consensus provided a base from

- which King Hussein felt he could launch his initiative to

bring Israel, Jordan, and the Palestinians to the negotiating

- table in 1984-85.

Saudi Arabia has signaled its tacit support for King Hussein's.
moves to lay the foundation for peace negotiations by con-
tinuing substantial financial assistance payments to Jordan
following critical steps in the process, i.e., after Jordan
resumed diplomatic relations with Egypt and again after the
February 1985 agreement between Hussein and PLO Chairman
Arafat. Despite vocal Syrian opposition, the Saudis sent
official observers to the Amman Palestine National Council
meeting in late 1984 where moderate Palestinians made a
decision to break with the radicals thereby opening the way
for King Hussein to begin his peace initiative,
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During the subsequent and continuing debate over how to

make peace with Israel, the Saudis have consistently lent

support to moderate Arab governments. Egypt's readmission to

the Organization of the Islamic Conference was significantly

assisted by crucial Saudi support for a procedural motion

calling for a secret ballot on the readmission vote. Follow- -

ing the police riots in Cairo in February of this year, the -
—— Saudi Council of Mlnlsters issued a statement supporting

Pre51dent Mubarak.

Although its efforts, like our own, met with limited success,
Saudi Arabia played a major and highly visible role in
attempts to arrange a lasting cease-fire in Lebanon. 1In the
August 1983 efforts of Crown Prince Abdullah and Prince Bandar
" to bring an end to fighting in the Shuf mountains, and again *
through observers at the Geneva and Lausanne Lebanese national
reconciliation talks, Saudi Arabia sought to bring peace to a
moderate Arab nation and establish the framework for stable
government. The -Saudis also proved supportive of Lebanese
efforts to negotiate directly with Israel conditions for
Israeli withdrawal from southern Lebanon. In this regard, the
Saudis supported Lebanese efforts to win Syrian consent to
compromises necessary to reach agreement.

Saudi Arabia has provided crucial support for Sudan during
that country's transition to a democratic form of government.
Furthermore, it has established a significant record in work-
ing for regional stability and settlement of regional disputes
in countries beyond its immediate neighborhood. Saudi aid has
been crucial to the Afghan cause and significant to Pakistan,
Morocco, and Tunisia. Despite limitations imposed by concern
for its own security, the depth of regional animosities, and
the need to establish and work within an Arab consensus, Saudi
Arabia has assisted substantially the significant progress

- that has been made in the peaceful resolution of disputes in
the region.

Saudi Arabia has publicly condemned terrorism and terrorist
actions, having itself been a victim of terrorism. More
important, it has taken practical actions to oppose terrorism
regardless of its origins.

I am convinced that the assurances I made in my letter to
Senator Baker have been amply fulfilled. A firm foundation
has been laid for close and continued U.S.-Saudi cqpperation



in operating the Saudi AWACS and in building an air defense
system for Saudi Arabia and the GCC. By contributing to the
self-defense of these countries, we are diminishing the like-
lihood of direct intervention by U.S. forces in defense of
vital Western interests. At the same time, we are encouraging
forces of moderation which, if they prevail, w111 bring
lasting peace to a turbulent region.

Sincerely,
The Honorable George Bush

President of the Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510 .
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BEHIND THE RIOT IN MECCA

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The recent rioting and deaths in
Mecca have shocked Muslims and
confused the world. The hostility
which led to bloodshed in the sacred
city was prompted in part by the
political tensions in the Gulf. But the
tragedy is primarily one episode in a
lengthy history of pilgrimage
conflict between Sunnis and Shiites.
That conflict is perpetuated by the
refusal of Iranians and Saudis to
respect each other’s Islam.

Through history, the pilgrimage has
produced a vast corpus of bigoted
lore about Shiite pilgrims and Sunni
hosts. The essence of the Sunni lore
is that Shiites seek to defile the holy
places; the Shiite lore holds that

Sunni  hosts will find any
opportunity to spill Shiite blood.
It is in this century that the

pilgrimage has become a tinderbox
of Sunni-Shiite tension. Since 1924,
Mecca has been in Saudi hands, and
Saudi Islam regards Shiism more
severely than do other forms of
Sunni Islam. Since 1979, Iranian
Shiism has undergone a radicalizing

transformation. This  volatile
combination has produced some
sort of incident during every
pilgrimage season since 1981,

These have been fueled by the old
libels of Shiite defilement and Sunni
bloodthirstiness.

In turn, the incidents have
revalidated old prejudices, now
potentially more explosive than ever
in the context of the current crisis in
the Persian Gulf.
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By Martin Kramer

The fatal confrontation which occurred between Iranian
pilgrims and Saudi police on July 31, 1987 is still shrouded in
confusion. Iran has accused the United States of ordering Saudi
Arabia to massacre demonstrating Iranian pilgrims. Saudi Arabia
accuses some of Iran’s 155,000 pilgrims of provocation and claims
that stampeding rioters crushed themselves to death. According to
official Saudi figures, 402 persons died in the resulting clash,
including 275 Iranian pilgrims, 85 security police, and 42 pilgrims
from other countries. It is too early to determine with any certainty
what actually occurred in Mecca, and who provoked whom.

The magnitude of the bloodshed at Mecca is without
precedent, for Mecca’s standing in Islam has always been that of
an inviolable sanctuary. For one Muslim to raise his hand against
another in the holy city is an abomination before God. But the
Meccan tragedy, while unprecedented in the number of lives it
claimed, was preceded by a long series of confrontations between
Iranian pilgrims and their Saudi hosts.

Since 1981, no pilgrimage season has passed without some
incident involving Iranian pilgrims. Their annual demonstrations
in the streets and mosques of Mecca and Medina have challenged
the Saudi concept of pilgrimage, the Saudi interpretation of Islam,
and even the legitimacy of Saudi rule over the holy cities. Nor can
the most recent tragedy be divorced from the history of mistrust
between Shiite pilgrims and their Sunni hosts, a history which
stretches back as far as the sixteenth century.

The purpose of this survey is to understand the tragedy at
Mecca in the context of Islamic history and the religious tensions
of contemporary Islam. The political crisis of the moment
contributed to the violence, although it is still impossible to say
how. But the rising political temperature in the Gulf cannot offer a
comprehensive explanation for the setting and form of the tragedy.
In the longer perspective, the rupture of the pilgrimage peace in
1987 appears not as a gross aberration, but as an unusually violent
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episode in a continuing controversy which has
long divided Islam and cast a shadow over the
pilgrimage. In the context of that essentially
sectarian controversy, the violence which has

occurred at Islam’s sacred center is fully
comprehensible.
THE SHIITE FACTOR

In their narrowest context, the pilgrimage
incidents of the past seven years have been a
symptom of the political rivalry between Saudi
Arabia and Iran. Fach seeks to exercise a
predominant influence throughout the Gulf
which separates them, and the activities of
Iran’s pilgrims have complemented other
methods of propaganda employed by Iran. But
another latent conflict also defines the contours
of Iranian action and Saudi reaction. The
disturbances have not only been manifestations
of political rivalry, but of sectarian conflict with
deep roots in the history of Muslim pilgrimage.
That is the conflict between Sunnism and
Shiism. Its origins lie in a seventh-century
dispute over succession to the Prophet
Muhammad. Over the course of subsequent
centuries the schism became a full-blown
division over theology, exacerbated by social
and economic disparities.

The pilgrimage ritual itself is not one
about which Sunnis and Shiites have conducted
an elaborate polemic. The bedrock of sectarian
conflict has always been the matter of the
Imamate—the question of legitimate authority
in Islam—which is an issue of theological
controversy that has found fullest expression
outside the ritual sphere.

Indeed, for the first thousand years of
Islam, Sunni pilgrims could not be readily
distinguished from Shiite pilgrims.  Shiites
formed a minority throughout the Muslim
world, and spoke the same languages and
shared the same culture as the Sunni majority.
But in the sixteenth century, a new dynasty set
about converting all of Iran to Shiism. Only
then did Shiism become identified thoroughly
with Iran and the Persian-speaking world.
Henceforth, Persian-speakers could be taken for
Shiites  without question, opening new
possibilities for sectarian confrontation between
Sunnis and Shiites in the holy cities.

Since that time, the pilgrimage has
produced a vast corpus of bigoted lore about
Shiite pilgrims and Sunni hosts. The Sunni
corpus is perhaps more readily documented, if

only because it sometimes led to violent acts
against Shiite pilgrims. At the root of the Sunni
lore is the belief that Shiites feel themselves
compelled to pollute the holy premises. Ample
evidence for Sunni belief in this libel exists both
in Islamic textual sources and in European
travel literature. This pollution was said to take a
particularly disgusting form: Burckhardt and
Burton, the great nineteenth-century explorers
of Arabia, both heard about past attacks on Shiite
pilgrims, prompted by the suspicion that they
had polluted the Great Mosque in Mecca with
excrement.

The Shiite libel was just as farfetched. It
held that Sunnis did not respect Mecca as a
sanctuary, and that the lives of Shiite pilgrims
were forfeit even in these sacred precincts,
where the shedding of blood is forbidden by
religion and tradition. Shiite pilgrims were
indeed liable to humiliation at any time; as
Burton wrote of Shiites on pilgrimage, “that
man is happy who gets over it without a
beating.”

Yet it would seem that, for the most part,
Shiite pilgrims were as secure as other pilgrims,
provided they exercised the discretion (tagiyya)
permitted them by Shiite doctrine. They could
and did avoid persecution by adopting an
attitude of self-effacing conformity with the
customs of their Sunni hosts. And, while
schismatics were not especially welcome in the
holy cities, the Iranians among them had a
reputation as well-to-do, and those who profited
from the pilgrimage traffic eagerly awaited the
Iranian caravan. This security was also bought
formally through the offering of special tribute,
paid both to desert tribes en route and to the
guardians of the sanctuaries. Toleration could
be had at a price which Shiite pilgrims were
prepared to pay, and their lives were rarely as
threatened as their dignity.

THE ADVENT OF THE SAUDIS

Sectarian  antagonisms  were given
renewed force with the advent of Saudi rule
over Mecca in 1924, The doctrinal divide
which separated mainstream Sunnism from
Shiism seemed narrow in comparison with the

"chasm which stood between Saudi Wahhabism

and Shiism. Wahhabi doctrine regarded Shiite
veneration of the Imams and their tombs to be
blasphemous  idolatry. The  Wahhabi
iconoclasts had earned a lasting notoriety in
Shiite eyes when they emerged from the
Arabian desert in 1802 and sacked Karbala, a
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Shiite shrine city in Iraq. They slew several
thousand Shiites on that occasion, and
desecrated the revered tomb of the Imam
Husayn, whose martyrdom in the- se.ve:nth
century is the pivotal event in Shiite religious
history. Those Shiites who perished became
martyrs in the eyes of their co-religionists,

sacrificed on the very site of Husayn’s
martyrdom.
When a revived Wahhabi movement

swept through Arabia during the first quarter of
this century, it seemed as hostile as ever to
Shiism’s most fundamental assumptions. The
leader of the movement, Abd al-Aziz Ibn Saud,
when asked in 1918 about the Shiite shrines in
Iraq, could still declare: “I would raise no
objection if you demolished the whole lot of
them, and I would demolish them myself if I
had the chance.”

He never had that chance, but he did take
Medina, and his bombardment of the city
produced a general strike in Iran and an uproar
throughout the Shiite world. For while the
pilgrimage (hajj) to Mecca holds the same
significance for Sunnis and Shiites, the
visitation (zéyara) to Medina is of special
significance for Shiites. The cemetery of al-
Bagqi, near the city, is the reputed resting place
of the Prophet Muhammad’s daughter Fatima
and four of the Twelve Imams, who are counted
among Shiism’s fourteen intercessors. The
Wahhabis, for whom prayer through
intercessors represented a form of idolatry, had
leveled much of this cemetery in 1806, during
an earlier occupation of Medina; its domed
tombs had been rebuilt by the end of the
century. Now the Saudis, in their purifying
zeal, again demolished al-Baqi, a move
regarded by Shiites as desecration of their own
shrines.

A wave of revulsion and protest swept
through Shiite Islam against this alleged
vandalism. The demolition created so profound
a sentiment in Iran, especially in religious
circles, that the Iranian government refused to
recognize Ibn Saud’s rule. Iran angrily
demanded the creation of a general assembly of
Muslims to regulate the holy cities, and called
on all Muslims not to permit “any further
humiliating insults to be heaped on their
sanctities and their faith.”

Denial of recognition was combined, in
1927, with a decision by Iran to forbid the
pilgrimage to its nationals. This move was

inspired in part by Reza Shah's secularizing
policy of discouraging religious ritual, in order
to undercut the authority of the recalcitrant

Shiite clergy. But the move was presented by

the Iranian government as an act of protest
against the alleged intolerance of the Wahhabis
and their destruction of tombs.

Still, the ban failed to discourage the most
determined pilgrims from Iran, who continued
to arrive via Iraq and Syria. And, in a pragmatic
step, Ibn Saud moved to defuse the extensive
Shiite agitation against him by a show of
tolerance designed to win official Iranian
recognition. Shiite pilgrims from Arab lands
met with exemplary treatment during the year
in which Iran imposed the ban, and Iran’s men
of religion soon were demanding an end to the
ban.

In 1928, the pilgrimage ban was lifted, and
in 1929 a treaty of friendship was concluded
between Iran and Ibn Saud’s kingdom. Article
Three of the treaty guaranteed that Iran’s
pilgrims would enjoy treatment equal to that of
pilgrims from other countries, and that they
would not be prevented from observing their
own religious rituals. Iran’s pilgrims came to
enjoy a measure of toleration which reflected
the pragmatism of Ibn Saud on Shiité matters,
an approach which also molded his policy
toward his own Shiite minority in the east of
his kingdom. Ibn Saud, in both hosting and
ruling over Shiites, now asked only that they
avoid public enactment of distinctly Shiite
rituals. In less than a decade, a pattern of
tolerance seemed to have been ' firmly
established.

All the more striking, then, was a .most
serious recurrence of the Sunni libel of Shiite
defilement. In 1943, "an Iranian pilgrim was
summarily beheaded for allegedly defiling the
Great Mosque with excrement which he
supposedly carried into the mosque in his
pilgrim’s garment. Ibn Saud remarked to some
Americans that “this was the kind of offense
which might be expected of an Iranian.” The
verdict in local coffee houses held that “the
Iranians always act that way.” The incident,
which infuriated religious opinion in Iran,
culminated in an official Iranian protest and a
demand for payment of an indemnity. Iran
even severed diplomatic relations for a time.
The Iranian press indulged in a campaign of
anti-Wahhabi polemic harsher than anything
published since Ibn Saud’s conquest of Mecca.
Once again, tales of Wahhabi barbarism were
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retold, and the story of the sacking of Karbala
was recounted with anguish and
embellishment. The government of Iran
imposed another pilgrimage ban, which was
only lifted in 1948, after the dust of controversy
had settled.

The sudden reappearance of this most
implausible of libels gave some Muslims pause
for thought, and inspired ecumenical initiatives
which enjoyed the encouragement of certain
Sunni and Shiite scholars. But the Sunni
response came from Egypt, where there are no
Shiites, and never had the endorsement of
Saudi men of religion. In 1959, the rector of al-
Azhar, Egypt’s great university of theology,
issued a now famous ecumenical opinion
(fatwa) ruling that Shiism constituted a
legitimate Muslim rite “like the other rites of
Sunni Islam.” But this fatwa, whatever its effect
in the wider Sunni world, found no echo at all
in Saudi Arabia.

Indeed, the Saudi men of religion
purposely excluded  Shiites from their own
attempts to unite Muslim opinion. In 1962,
Saudi authorities promoted the establishment of
the Mecca-based Muslim World League, Saudi
Arabia’s principal forum for bringing together
Muslims of different lands. Conspicuous by
their absence were Iranian Shiites; not one sat
on the League’s constituent council, a sort of

Muslim college of clerics and laymen,
convened annually during the pilgrimage
season. This exclusion seems to have been

mutually agreeable, for no Shiite complaint was
registered at the time.

Instead, the Shiite world was up in arms
over the publication, in Saudi Arabia, of an anti-
Shiite tract which stirred up all of the familiar
accusations. The Broad Lines of the Foundations on
Which the Shiite Religion Arose, by Muhibb al-Din
al-Khatib, first appeared in Saudi Arabia in 1960,
and quickly became (and remains even now)
the most widely read anti-Shiite polemic in the
Sunni world. The author argued that Shiism,
far from constituting a school within Islam, was
a distinct religion beyond the proper confines of
Islam.

This slim pamphlet, many times
reprinted, opened a new polemical exchange, as
Shiite scholars published refutations of the
charge and renewed condemnations of
Wahhabism. These rebuttals argued that since
mainstream  Sunnism and  Shiissm  were
moving  toward conciliation, @ Wahhabism

constituted a deviation from the emergent
ecumenical Islam. This only fueled anti-Shiite
fires in Saudi Arabia, and in 1971, a then-
obscure Shiite cleric, Ayatollah Ruhollah
Khomeini, issued a message to the pilgrims in
Mecca from his exile in Iraq, rebuking the
Saudis for permitting the continued circulation
of expressly anti-Shiite material: “Certain poison
pens in the service of imperialism have for
several years been seeking to sow dissension in
the ranks of the Muslims, here in the very land
that witnessed revelation . . . . Pamphlets like
The Broad Lines are being published and
distributed here in order to serve the
imperialists who hope to use lies and slander to
separate a group of 170 million people from the
ranks of the Muslims. It is surprising that the
{Saudi] authorities in the Hijaz would permit
such misleading material to be distributed in
the land of revelation.”

This doctrinal debate was quite unaffected
by the political rapprochement between Saudi
Arabia and Iran during the 1960s, which was
the outcome of shared apprehension over
Egyptian-backed subversion.  Theologians on
both sides of the divide continued to spew forth
intolerant polemical attacks and legal opinions.
On the Saudi side, these enjoyed the sanction of
the kingdom’s leading religious figures. In the
mid-1970s, a potential African convert to Islam
wrote to Saudi Arabia’s foremost religious
authority, Shaykh Abd al-Aziz Ibn Baz, asking
whether conversion to Shiite Islam did in fact
constitute conversion to a valid form of Islam.
Shaykh Ibn Baz was Saudi Arabia’s leading
bearer of the Wahhabi legacy, an arch-
conservative entrusted with defining the
contours of Saudi Islam. The ruling of religious
law (fatwa) which he issued in reply to this
inquiry gave serious affront to Shiites, since he
denigrated conversion to Shiite Islam, which he
refused to accord the same validity as Sunni
Islam.

THE PILGRIMAGE REINTERPRETED

This doctrinal disagreement was
nonetheless accompanied by a steady increase
in the number of Iranian pilgrims from 12,000
in 1961 to 57,000 in 1972, thanks to the
introduction of a direct air service for pilgrims.
This influx coincided with the appearance of an
introspective and overtly political genre of
Iranian writing on the pilgrimage. The radical
Iranian intellectual Ali Shariati in his book
entitled Pilgrimage, sought deeper meaning in
the Meccan pilgrimage, in his quest for a
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solution to contemporary Islam’s broader
philosophical and political dilemmas. Shariati
urged the pilgrims “to study the dangers of the
superpowers and their agents who have
infiltrated Muslim nations. They should resolve
to fight against brainwashing, propaganda,
disunity, heresy, and false religions.”

In 1971, several Iranians were arrested in
Mecca for distributing a message to Muslim
pilgrims from one Ayatollah Khomeini in
Najaf, the Shiite shrine city in Iraq: “At this
sacred pilgrimage gathering, the Muslims must
exchange their views concerning the basic
problems of Islam and the special problems of
each Muslim country. The people of each
country should, in effect, present a report
concerning their own state to the Muslims of
the world, and thus all will come to know what
their Muslim brothers are suffering at the
hands of imperialism and its agents.”
Khomeini then presented his own scathing
“report” on Iran, describing it as “a military
base for Israel, which means, by extension, for
America.”

After 1971, hardly a year passed during
which some Iranians did not distribute a
similar message from Khomeini to Muslim
pilgrims. The effort usually met with Saudi
apathy, for the Saudis did not regard this
preaching as directed against themselves.
Khomeini worded his annual pilgrimage
message in such a way as to appeal to Iranian
pilgrims, and to alert other pilgrims to the
“shameful, bloody, so-called White Revolution”
of the Shah. Such propaganda was liable to
complicate Saudi relations with the Shah’s Iran,
so measures were taken against the more
brazen distributors of Khomeini’s messages. But
the Saudis did not regard these few troublesome
Iranians as a serious threat to their own
standing as rulers of Islam’s holiest sanctuaries.
Khomeini himself went on pilgrimage in 1973,
without incident.

But the truly radical feature of Shiite
doctrine as expounded both by Khomeini and
Shariati was their abandonment of the Shiite
principle of discretion (laqiyya) during the
pilgrimage, a discretion which had generally
been reciprocated by Saudi tolerance. They
upset the delicate balance which preserved the
pilgrimage peace by virtually
abrogating the traditional Shiite doctrine of
legitimate discretion. By urging their followers
to view the pilgrimage as a political rite, they set
Shiites apart from other pilgrims, with serious

consequences for the pilgrimage peace.

THE PILGRIMAGE SINCE IRAN’S
REVOLUTION

Following the Iranian revolution, Iran
sought to act on the principles elaborated by
Khomeini, by appealing directly to the Muslim
pilgrims of other lands through political activity
during the pilgrimage.  Still,  Khomeini’s
preaching to the pilgrims did not immediately
menace the Saudis themselves. The first two
seasons passed without serious incident. In
1979, Iran’s pilgrims engaged in no more than
light propagandizing, and in 1980, Iran
organized a much reduced pilgrimage, due to
the outbreak of war with Iraq. But the mission
of Khomeini’s supporters in the holy cities was
no longer to import revolution to Iran, but to
export Iran’s revolutionary Islam to the wider
Muslim world. The pilgrimage provided an
unequaled opportunity for Iran’s zealots to sway
the minds of the two million Muslims who
now attend the pilgrimage.

Large- demonstrations, resulting in violent
clashes with Saudi police, first took place in
1981, when Iranian pilgrims began to chant
political slogans in the Prophet’s Mosque in
Medina and the Great Mosque in Mecca. Saudi
security forces acted against the Iranians in
both mosques, and a subsequent clash in the
Prophet’s Mosque resulted in the death of an

Iranian  pilgrim. In 1982, the Iranian
pilgrimage took on an even more radical color,
when Khomeini appointed Hojjatolislam
Musavi-Khoiniha as his pilgrimage

representative. Khoiniha was the mentor of the
students who had seized the United States
Embassy in Tehran. Saudi police clashed with
demonstrators whom he addressed in both
Medina and Mecca. In Mecca he was arrested,
and a speech he delivered in Medina after the
pilgrimage earned him expulsion as an
“instigator.”

The next three seasons saw something of a
respite, although tensions remained high.
Libya’s Qadhdhafi mediated an understanding
in 1983, so that only one incident ended in
violence. Khoiniha assured the Saudis that
“Iranian pilgrims are not here to confront you,”
but “to counter the American and Soviet
superpowers, as well as Zionism.” In 1984,
there were no clashes between Saudi police and
Iranian pilgrims. But Saudi handling of a clash
between Iranian and Iraqi pilgrims, which left
one Iranian dead, led to a new round of Iranian




attacks on Saudi pilgrimage management, and
an official Iranian protest. And in 1985, a
dispute between Saudi Arabia and Iran over the

ermitted number of Iranian pilgrims led the
gaudis to deny landing to several Iranian
pilgrimage flights.

By 1986, it seemed that Iran and Saudi
Arabia had reached a compromise permitting
Iran to conduct a limited measure of political
propaganda during the pilgrimage. That
understanding resulted from a shortlived
attempt by Iran to show (or feign) moderation,
in order to drive a wedge between Saudi Arabia

and Iraq. By the informal terms of the
pilgrimage understanding, Khomeini’s
pilgrimage representative was permitted to
organize two pilgrims’ rallies, the first in

Medina and the second in Mecca, in areas
removed from the holy mosques in each city.
A number of understandings restricted the
form and content of these demonstrations.
Iran’s pilgrims were not to import or display
printed matter and posters of a political nature,
and their slogans were to be directed only
against the United States, the Soviet Union, and
Israel. Other Muslim governments, and the
host government, were not to be criticized. This
understanding allowed Iran’s pilgrims to vent
their views, but enabled Saudi authorities to
confine all demonstrating to two fixed events.

In 1986, a group of Iranian pilgrims who
opposed the strategy of moderation in dealing
with Saudi Arabia arrived in the country with a
quantity of explosives. Their aim was to destroy
the pilgrimage understanding reached between
Iran and Saudi Arabia. But they failed. Saudi
authorities discovered the explosives and
arrested 115 of the pilgrims upon their arrival.
Those Iranian leaders who had assured Saudi
Arabia that the pilgrimage peace would be
preserved were embarrassed, and dissociated
themselves from the plot by allowing the Saudis
to detain the pilgrims for weeks without protest.
But the plotters did enjoy the support of one of
the major factions in Iran - that which is
opposed to the pursuit of any opening toward the
Saudis and favors the aggressive export of the
revolution. In the pilgrimage plot of 1986, it
became clear that the pilgrimage peace was an
unstable one, affected by the changing balance
in Iran’s internal power struggle.

By 1987, that balance had clearly shifted
in favor of the same faction responsible for the
thwarted  provocation of 1987 The
demonstration of the Iranians which

culminated in violence exceeded the bounds of
the understanding of past years. That was to be
expected, for the understanding is not a formaid
one, and each year Iran has sought to modify it
in favor of Khomeini’s original vision of the
pilgrimage as a great demonstration. But at
some point during the Mecca demonstration of
1987, the established bounds were grossly
violated by the Iranian pilgrims, or the Saudi
police, or both.

THE NEW PILGRIMAGE POLEMIC

This increasing incidence of violence has
been complemented by the intensification of
polemical debate over the pilgrimage. This has
tended simply to revalidate old prejudices, as a
result of the manner in which Iranian pilgrims
have set themselves apart from other pilgrims.
What appears to be a recent confrontation
between radical and conservative Islam has
these timeless sectarian animosities at its core.
The polemic itself has not been a simple
repetition of the old libels, but they have been
transformed and made more credible, so that
they no longer express sectarian distrust so
much as they evoke it. This transformation
probably reflects the influence of ecumenism
upon the intellectual climate of contemporary
Islam, a climate now inhospitable to overt
sectarian polemics.

For most Muslims, it is no longer
considered politic to dwell openly on the
differences between Sunni and Shiite Islam.
Indeed, merely to cite these differences is
regarded by many Shiites as an attempt to
isolate them, and even as part of an imperialist
plot to foment division in Islam. Yet any
reading of the declarations and documents
generated by the recent pilgrimage polemic
cannot but create a strong sense that all this has
been said before. Most of today’s lines of
argument clearly insinuate the libels of
yesterday.

A vivid example may be found in the
brief correspondence between the late Saudi
King Khalid and Imam Khomeini in October
1981, at a time of violent clashes in Mecca and
Medina between Iranian pilgrims and Saudi
police. Khalid compiled a revealing letter of
protest to Khomeini, asking that Khomeini urge
his followers to show restraint, but strongly
hinting that the Great Mosque had been defiled
by blasphemous Iranian pilgrims. According to
Khalid, Iranian pilgrims in the Great Mosque
had performed their circumambulations while




chanting “God is great, Khomeini is great,”
and “God is one, Khomeini is one.” There was
no need for Khalid to make his charge more
explicit. It was obvious that the Iranians’ slogans
were the product of an excessive veneration of
their Imam, constituting a form of blasphemous
polytheism. Khalid wrote Khomeini that all this
had aroused the “dissatisfaction and disgust” of
other pilgrims.

In fact, these were distortions of very well-
known Iranian revolutionary slogans. Iranian
pilgrims had actually chanted “God is great,
Khomeini is leader.” The Saudis had confused

the Persian word for “leader” with the
rhyming Arabic for “great.” The pilgrims’
Arabic chant declared that “God is one,
Khomeini is leader.” Here, the Saudis had
confused the Arabic for “one” with the

rhyming Arabic for “leader.” There was a vast
difference between the slogans as actually
chanted by the Iranians, and the inadvertent or
deliberate misrepresentations of Khalid. In the
actual slogans, Khomeini is cast as a leader
unrivaled in the world, but subordinate to an
almighty God. In the slogans as reported by the
Saudis, Khomeini is placed on one plane with
God, a verbal pollution of Islam’s holiest
sanctuary. It was this familiar but disguised
charge of Shiite defilement which the Saudis
sought to level at Iran’s pilgrims. The
accusation gained credibility from the formerly
widespread Sunni conviction that the Shiites are
bound to pollute the Great Mosque.

In his reply to Khalid, Khomeini evoked
the old Shiite libel, charging the Saudis with
failing to respect the refuge provided by the
Great Mosque. “How is it that the Saudi police
attack Muslims with jackboots and weapons,
beat them, arrest them, and send them to
prisons from inside the holy mosque, a place
which according to the teaching of God and the

text of the Quran, is refuge for all, even

deviants?” This was a decidedly Shiite reading
of the meaning of the Great Mosque’s sanctity,
which owed a great deal to the concept of refuge
(bast) that traditionally applied to Shiite shrines
in Iran. Such shrines were indeed absolutely
inviolable places of refuge, where any kind of
malefactor could find asylum.

Nothing could have been farther from the
Wahhabi-Saudi concept of the sanctity of the
holy places. These were and are regarded as
sites so sacred that no deviation at all may be
allowed in their precincts. Only from a Shiite
perspective did this Saudi concern for

preserving the purity of the Great Mosque
appear as blind disrespect. In 1979, the Saudis
had acted in good conscience to clear the Great
Mosque of “deviants,” relying upon a fatwa
issued by Shaykh Ibn Baz and over thirty other
men of religion, who argued that it was
permissible to dislodge the defilers even by
force of arms. This decision enjoyed wide
Muslim support beyond Saudi Arabia, and
Khomeini’s presentation of the Great Mosque as
a place in which even  “deviants” enjoyed
absolute immunity could only be regarded as
peculiarly Shiite, for it relied upon a Shiite
concept of inviolable refuge which knows no
parallel in Sunni Islam.

Differing concepts of sanctity also affected
that part of the pilgrimage controversy played
out in Medina. In 1982, Khomeini’s
representative to the pilgrimage chose the
cemetery of al-Baqi in Medina as the site for a
series of demonstrations combined with
visitation prayers. After the Saudi demolition of
the shrines in the cemetery in 1926, al-Baqi
ceased to serve as a place of Shiite visitation. But
after Iran’s Islamic revolution, the formal
prayers were reinstated against Saudi will, and
were recited outside the high wall which the
Saudis once built to seal off the cemetery. In
1986, in a remarkable concession to Iran’s
pilgrims, Saudi authorities allowed them access
to the cemetery itself, and Khomeini’s
representative to the pilgrimage formally
thanked Saudi King Fahd for permitting the
return of Shiite pilgrims to the venerated site.
This obsessive interest in al-Baqi and other
tombs, and the resort to the cemetery as a
rallying point for pilgrims in Medina, reflects
an especially Shiite notion of Medina’s sanctity,
and serves to evoke past resentment against the
Saudis for having defaced the memory of the
Imams.

THE CHANGING SPIRITUAL GEOGRAPHY

This heightened Shiite interest in Medina
also owes a great deal to changes in the spiritual
geography of Shiite Islam. Since the outbreak of
the war between Iran and Iraq, it is no longer
possible for Iranians to visit the Shiite shrine
cities in Iraq and the tombs of the Imams in
their sacred precincts. Their inaccessibility has
greatly enhanced the significance for Iranian
Shiism of the holy citics of Arabia, and
especially Medina.

The number of Iranians who now desire
to make the pilgrimage far exceeds the number




that Saudi Arabia is willing to admit in any one
year, or that Iran is prepared to provide with
scarce hard currency for the journey.
Application for pilgrimage is centralized in Iran,
and by 1984 .the list of applicants had reached
600,000. The annual figure agreed upon by Iran
and Saudi Arabia (after some inevitable
haggling) has stood at about 150,000 since 1984.
Even at this reduced figure, Iran’s pilgrims now
consistently constitute about 18% of foreign
pilgrims, the largest foreign national group.

The demand has probably increased
because of the inaccessibility of the Iraqi shrines.
Iran’s pilgrims may have invested Medina with
some of the same emotional significance as
those shrines. Certainly with the unprecedented
influx of Iranian pilgrims, al-Baqi has emerged
again as a major Shiite shrine. The site itself
remains desolate. But mass prayer services are
conducted there, not by the Saudi men of
religion who manage the mosques in Mecca
and Medina, but by visiting Shiite clerics. They
have established themselves as the pilgrimage’s
only ceremonial functionaries who are not
members of the official supervisory bureaucracy
of Saudi Islam.

Such identifiably Shiite themes and
methods of protest might blind other pilgrims to
the political message of liberation Iran wishes to
convey during the pilgrimage. The fear that
Iran’s message might simply be dismissed by

other Muslims as Shiite dissent has been
responsible for some of the ecumenical
intonations of Khomeini’s pilgrimage

representatives and other Shiite clerics. At times
they have even urged Iran’s pilgrims to refrain
from excessive praise of their Imam Khomeini,
an admonition which wusually is not heeded.
Iran’s pilgrims are also explicitly instructed to
pray with all other pilgrims behind the Sunni
prayer leaders in the Great Mosque and the
Prophet’s Mosque, lest they stand out for their
Shiism rather than their political activism.

At the same time, however, leading Shiite
clerics have undertaken a campaign to discredit
Saudi Islam as a legitimate form of Sunni Islam.
Early in this century, most of the Sunni world
regarded the doctrine of the Wahhabis as a
heresy, for the Wahhabis displayed a severe
intolerance toward other Sunnis whom they
regarded as backsliders. Since then there has
been a virtual revolution in Sunni Islam, by
which the Saudis have gained wide Sunni
recognition as the propounders of orthodox faith.
The aim of Shiite clerics has been to reverse that

revolution, by reminding other Sunnis of those
points where the Islam of the Saudis diverges
from that of other Sunnis.

This campaign began by emphasizing a
point on which the Saudis themselves could be
excluded from the ecumenical consensus of
Islam. Shiism’s determined foe, Shaykh Ibn Baz,
provided the Shiite clerics with a perfect pretext.
In November 1981, Shaykh Ibn Baz issued a
denunciation of the practice of celebrating the
Prophet Muhammad’s birthday. In a fatwa, he
determined that “God has not decreed for us
any birthday celebrations, either for the Prophet
or for anyone else,” and urged Muslims to
abandon this  “heretical innovation.”  This
position accorded with the doctrinal stand of
pristine Wahhabism, which deems the marking
of the Prophet’s birthday a late development in
Islam and a compromise of the faith’s
monotheistic principles.

Observance of the Prophet’s birthday is
nonetheless widespread in the Muslim world,
among Sunnis and Shiites alike. In many
countries it is recognized as an official holiday.
Championing observance of the Prophet’s
birthday would cast Iran as an adherent of Sunni-
Shiite unity, while bringing Muslim attention to
the alleged deviance of Saudi Islam. Khomeini’s
attack on Shaykh Ibn Baz represented a frontal
assault on the entire tradition which the Saudi
man of religion personified: “This mullah is a
lackey of the Saudi Arabian court and wants to
implement the King’s wishes; therefore, he
stands against the Muslims and makes such
remarks. Is it blasphemy to respect the Prophet of
God? Does this mullah understand the meaning
of blasphemy?” Shaykh Ibn Baz was
“extremely ignorant” of Islam. Khomeini’s
insinuation was clear: Did the attitude of Saudi
“disrespect” for the Prophet not constitute a point
on which Shiism and Sunnism converged,
while Wahhabism diverged?

Iran’s formal answer to the fatwa, on the
initiative of Ayatollah Husayn Ali Montazeri,
was to establish an annual “unity week”
spanning the two different birthdays of the
Prophet (one recognized by Sunnis, the other by
Shiites). Obviously, had Montazeri’s sole
intention been the promotion of Muslim unity,
he could have scheduled this annual week of
ecumenical conferences and speeches for an
even more neutral date. But by combining his
appeal for unity with observance of the Prophet’s
birthday, he purposely sought to exclude Saudi
Arabia, Iran’s principal rival, from the contest for
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primacy in Islam.
RESTORING THE PILGRIMAGE PEACE

The ever-changing demands of politics have
had an obvious effect upon the. climate of
pilgrimage, at this and many other moments in
history. It is certainly significant that the short-
lived Saudi-Iranian rapprochement between 1983
and 1986 coincided with an easing of tensions
during the pilgrimage, and that the tragedy of
1987 followed an escalation of conflict in the Gulf.
The pilgrimage reenacts on a small scale the
conflicts which rend the Muslim world of today.

But when those conflicts themselves evoke
past prejudice, such as that between Sunni and
Shiite, the journey to Mecca can become a

pilgrimage into the past, stirring animosities
which are part and parcel of culture. From a
historical perspective, the contemporary

controversy is but the Ilatest chapter in an
immemorial feud over the Muslim pilgrimage.
For centuries, Shiite pilgrims have sought
through claims of persecution to blacken the
reputation of successive Sunni rulers of Mecca.
For centuries, Sunnis have charged Shiite
pilgrims with the most abhorrent violations of
Mecca’s sanctity. To rediscover the pure faith of
one’s fathers is also to relearn their great and
petty bigotries.

Saudi Arabia must now begin to consider
the policy it will adopt toward Iranian pilgrims in
1988, although the final decision will depend
upon the political climate in the last months and
even days before the scheduled arrival of the first
pilgrims. The Saudis have three options. First,
they might forbid entry to Iranian pilgrims or
order their numbers diminished. The latter step
would probably be tantamount to the first, since
Iran has always made it clear that it would
respond to any cut in the number of its pilgrims
by boycotting the pilgrimage altogether. Other
difficulties placed before the Iranians, such as
delays in reaching agreements for their
transportation and lodging, might have the same
effect of prompting an Iranian boycott of the

pilgrimage.

If Saudi Arabia chooses this course, it will
have to counter an inevitable Iranian charge that
the Saudis have failed in their responsibility to
permit all Muslims to meet a basic obligation of
Islam. Saudi Arabia might present its case in a
variety of ways, but would ultimately rely for
support upon the traditional Sunni hostility to

alleged Shiite defilement of the pilgrimage. A
ban on Shiite pilgrims also has precedents, dating
from the sixteenth century. But that was possibly
the most divided century in Islamic history,
marked by great wars of religion between Sunnis
and Shiites. Such a ban in this century would
signal the return of Islam to a state of absolute
division.

A second course of Saudi action might be to
ban demonstrations on the grounds that in
Mecca’s crowded streets, any demonstration for
any purpose constitutes a danger to public safety.
By such a policy, Saudi Arabia would essentially
terminate the understanding which has allowed
one Iranian demonstration in Mecca. The Saudis
would then be obliged to take every measure to
enforce the ban, including the expulsion of
Khomeini’s pilgrimage representative should he
call for a demonstration. This option clearly
contains the seeds of a further bloody
confrontation.

The third Saudi option is to allow all the
elements of the previous understanding to
remain in force. This would necessitate detailed
negotiations with the Iranians and explicit
assurances from Khomeini. Without such
assurances, the consequences of pursuing such a
course would be unpredictable. For in the present
climate of factional rivalry in Iran, there is no
certainty that assurances given by a lesser
authority would bind all of Iran’s pilgrims.
Whether such an agreement can be negotiated
while the climate of tensions in the gulf persists,
seems doubtful.

Islam has emerged from its revival more
divided than at any time in the living memory of
its adherents. The religious awakening of Islam
has already produced a devastating war between
Muslims  along the same frontier of Islamic
history’s greatest internecine struggle. It has
produced denunciations of wunbelief and
declarations of holy war by Muslims against
Muslims, of a kind which had long ceased to be
heard in Islam. And now even the pilgrimage,
symbol of Islam’s overriding unity, has become a
tinderbox. O

Dr. Martin Kramer is a visiting fellow at the Washington
Institute for Near East Policy, and a senior fellow at the Dayan
Center for Middle Eastern and African Studies at Tel Aviv
University. He is the author of Islam Assembled (Cohumbia
University Press, 1986), and s the editor of Shi‘ism.,
Resistance, and Revolution (Westview Press, 1987). His
detailed accounts of the pilgrimage appear annually in the
Middle East Contemporary Survey.




FURTHER READING FOR THIS PUBLICATION

A thorough introduction to the Muslim pilgrimage in modern times is provided by David Long, The
Hajj Today: A Survey of the Contemporary Makkah Pilgrimage (Washington, 1979). Written before the Iranian revolution,
the book does not deal at length with the politics of pilgrimage. The author nevertheless provides a detailed
discussion of the social and economic impact of the pilgrimage on Saudi Arabia and an invaluable bibliography. A

treatment of subsequent developments in the pilgrimage may be found in the annual Middle East Contemporary Survey,

beginning with volume six (covering 1981-1982).

The course of Saudi-Iranian

relations since Iran’s revolution is considered by R. K Ramazani,

Revolutionary Iran: Challenge and Response in the Middle East (Baltimore, 1986), pp. 86-113.

For an account of modern Sunni-Shiite polemics, sece Hamid Enayat, Modern Islamic Political Thought

(Austin, 1982), pp. 18-51.

The special place of Medina in Shiite Islam is discussed in detail in the classic study by

Dwight M. Donaldson, The Shi $te Religion (London, 1933), pp. 142-151.
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HE SAUDI ARMS SALE Jel

I. Summarz

As a continuation of the long-standing U.S.-Saudi security
relationship and as a signal of U.S. support for regional
states against the threat posed by Iran, the President 1is
notifying Congress of his intent to sell Saudi Arabia
defensive weaponry which includes air-to-air, air-to-sea and
Stinger ground-to-air missiles. The provision of these arms
to Saudi Arabia is important to U.S. security interests both
as a demonstration of continued U.S. reliability as a
security partner for Saudi Arabia and the Gulf states, and as
a Clear message to Iran that the United States is determined
to oppose any expansion of the Gulf war and Iranian-backed
radicalism in the region. This sale had been planned for
later this year; recent events in the Gulf and direct,
nigh-level requests from the Saudi leadership have impelled
us to move the sale at this time. Iranian successes have
raised the threat of expansion of the war to the Gulf states
to the hnighest point since the contflict began, nearly six
years ago. Our friends 1n the region are urgently looking to
the United States for an affirmation of our oft-repeated
assurances of military assistance and support. If this sale
1s not approved d4nd we are unable to respond to Saudi
Arapia's legitimate defensive needs at this critical point,
our credibility in the region will pe eroded seriously and
our messadge of deterrence to Iran will be muted. These
defensive arms for Saudi Arapia do not constitute an
introduction of new weapons systems; they either augment or
upgrade defense equipment currently in the Saudi inventory.

II. Weapons Under Consideration

General The sale we are notifying has a total estimated cost

of $354 million and is composed of the following items:
-- 671 AIM-9P4 Air-to-Air Missiles
--— 995 AIM-9-L Air-to-Air Missiles
~- 100 HARPOON Air-to-Sea Missiles

-— 200 STINGER Manportable Ground-to-Air Missile
Systems with 600 Reloads

These items do not constitute an introduction of new weapons
systems into the Saudi inventory. The Saudis already have
various versions of tne Sidewinder missile, including the
AIM-9L, as well as quantities of the STINGER. Additionally,
Saudi Arapia currently possesses the surtace-launched version
of the HARPOON missile. Sale of the air-launched variant
will assist the Saudis in better countering the naval threat
to the vital sea lanes and snipping 1n the Persian Gulif. The
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Saudi government will pay for these defense articles and
related services over a period of at least four years on a
"dependable undertaking" basis, meaning that tne Saudis will
commit themselves to making payments in any manner specified
by the U.S.

III. Justification for the Sale

The Increased Military Threat Tne greatest military threat

to the Gulf states and Saudi Arabia is an expansion of the
Gulf War to the Arapian Peninsula. With Iran's recent
crossing of the Shaat al-Arab and occupation of Iraqgi
territory near the pborder witn Kuwait, this threat nas
dramatically increased. Kuwait and the other Gulf states
look primarily to Saudi Arabia, and to the Saudi-U.S.
strategic relationship, for their military support. As these
states assess their political-military position with respect
to Iran, specifically their ability to resist Iranian
incursions, they will weigh carefully the U.S. response to
Saudi Arabia's request for military assistance as contained
in this sale.

Saudi Arabia's greatest need is ‘improved air defense. The
Royal Saudi Air Force must protect an airspace equal to that
of the entire Eastern United States. 1Its population centers
are widely separated, rendering air defense more difficult.
These cities, and the Kingdom's vital oilfields and extensive
petrochemical complexes, are all nighly vulnerable to attack
from Iran. It requires only a single successful penetration
of Saudi air defenses for incalculable damage to pe done to
Saudi oil facilities; accordingly, we nhave concentrated our
military assistance on ennancement of air defense, The AIM-Y
air-to-air missiles will increase the Saudi ability to
counter the Iranian air threat. The STINGER ground-to-air
system provides vital low-level, point-defense coverage,
complementing the ground-to-air protection already in place.
Protection of sea lanes and commercial shipping in the Gulf
is another key U.S. interest in the region. The air-launched
HARPOON missiles in the proposed saie will enhance Saudi
capabilities to defend shipping in tne Gulf.

IV. U.S. Strategic Interests

The United States has vital strategic interests at stake in
the region which are supported by the proposed sale.
Regional stability, support for Arab moderates, opposing
radical forces and resisting expansion of Soviet influence
have been key aspects of U.S. policy in the Middle East.
Additionally, they contribute to our fundamental commitment
to Israel's security and to our efforts to encourage peace
petween Israel and its Arapb neighbors. Finally, our policy
has been to provide Saudi Arabia and its neighbors with the
resources to defend themselves and protect our mutual
interests without direct U.S. involvement.
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For over thirty years the United States and Saudi Arabia have
been close partners in strategic military cooperation --
cooperation which serves both our nations' and the region's
interests., Since the 1970's, the U.S. nas pecome the major
strateqic partner of the Gulf states as well. These
countries have received assurances from a succession of U.S.
Presidents that the United States will stand by tnem in their
defense; at this critical juncture, any furtner perception
that the U.S. is unable or unwilling to live up to its
promises will deal a severe plow to our credibility and
regional role. It will inevitably send a message to Iran
that the U.,S. is again backing away from its commitments, and
encouradge further Iranian military and political adventurism
in the Gulf. It wiil dramatically reduce the ability of our
friends in the area to stand up to Iranian aggression, and
will provide an opportunity for the Soviet Union to 1increase
its influence,

Security assistance and arms transfers in the region have
traditionally been a vital element of U.S. diplomacy.
Through our military support and training programs we have
established strong relationships of mutual trust and ‘
reliance. It is definitely not in U.S. interests to bring
these relationships to an end, or to permit the U.S. to pe
replaced by any other country as principal supplier of arms
to regional Arab states. It must be realized that U.S. arms
sales carry with them safeguards and assurances which no
other country requires. The safequards are designed both to
protect U.S. interests in the region and to ensure that arms
sales pose no threat to Israel. As the British sale of
Tornado aircraft to Saudi Arabia demonstrated, inability of
the U.S. to fulfil its arms sale commitments does not help
ensure Israel's security. :

V. Arms Sales and Political Linkage

Attempts to link U.S. arms sailes to Saudi Arapia with Saudi
political pbehavior on the peace process or other issues are
both shortsighted and counterproductive. As was demonstrated
in the F-15/Tornado affair, Saudi Arapia has legitimate
defense needs which it will meet -- if not tfrom the U.S.,
then from other suppliers. We accomplish nothing by
diminishing the political influence our military assistance
relationship has built up over tne years through insisting
that that relationship be cast entirely in the light of a
single political issue. In fact, the Saudis nave played a
major role in furthering moderate Arab thinking on Israel and
advancing the peace process. We recognize that the Saudi
contribution to peace is most effectively made in'a low-key,
non-confrontational manner which molds Arab consensus from
within. To demand that Saudi Arabia adopt a wnholly different
style within the Arab world is unrealistic and will not
advance either the United States or Israel's desire to move
the peace process forward.
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VI. Israeli Concerns

The cornerstone of U.S. policy in the Middle East is our
support for Israel's security and the maintenance of Israel's
qualitative regional military advantage. We fully understand
Israel's concerns about the effect arms sales to Arapb states
have on that advantage; the United States will never take an
action or make any sale which would Jjeopardize Israel's
security. For our part, we have asked Israel to understand
that vital U.S. security interests require that we pursue
arms transfer programs, and closely cooperate with other Arab
states. Such assistance and cooperation is in Israel's own
interests, in that close U.S. security relationsnips and
influence with all peace-loving states in the area
contributes to overall regionali stability and diminisnes the
threat posed py radicalism and expansion of Soviet influence
to Israel. It is in neither U.S. nor Israeii interests to
see the Middle East destabilized or U.S. influence diminished
or replaced by the Soviets or any other state., The U.S. nas
proad interests both in the Middie East and Guif region.
Israeli security concerns are not helped by seeing the United
States pbarred frowm fulfilling its security commitments to
meet the legitimate defensive needs of our Arab friends. The
arms we propose to sell to Saudi Arabia are intended to
augment Saudi capabilities to meet a genuine threat from
Iran. They are purely defensive in nature and do not
threaten Israel's security or qualitative regional military
advantage in any significant fashion.

VII. Implications of Not Going Forward with the Sale

The implications of not providing Saudi Arabia with the arms
proposed in this sale are clear:

--As in the case of our failure to sell F-15's, Saudi Arabia
will turn to other suppliers to meet its pressing defensive

needs; carefully constructed U.S. safeguards and assurances

will therefore not be present.

--We signal a radical departure from a security relationship
with Saudi Arabia dating back to the Second World war, and
thereby call into question U.S. apbility or willingness t o
fulfill other security guarantees to otner states in the
region. :

~-We send a  message to Iran and other radical states and
forces that the U.S. guarantees of support for moderate
states in the region are merely rnetorical and need not be
seriously weighed.

--We provide opportunities for exploitation by the Soviet
Union to expand both its military and political influence in
the region.
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--We do not advance the peace process; to the contrary, we
erode our political infiuence with Saudi Arapbia ana
discourage it from continuing the nelpful role in Arab tora
it has assumed in the past.

VIiiI. Conclusion

This proposed sale of air defense weaponry to Saudi Arabia is
clearly in the long term interest of tne United States. It
will help Saudi Arabia address pressing defensive needs in
the face of a dramatically increased threat from Iran to the
entire Gulf, and poses no threat to Israel's security or 1its
qualitative military advantade. We affirm our long-standing
commitments to be responsive to legitimate Saudi defense
needs, and send a signal of our resolve throughout the
region. We help thwart expansion of Soviet and radical
influence, and significantly increase Iranian awareness of
the price they will pay for any decision to further expand
“the Gulf War. Through our support for our Arab friends we
enhance regional stability and materially reduce potential
threats to Israel's security. By retention of our
“traditional role as arms supplier to the moderate Arabs we
help protect Israel's interests as welLl as our own vital
security concerns in the region. Disapproval of the sale
will erode both regional confidence in the United States and
diminish our political influence. Neitner U.S. strategic
interests in the area nor the peace process 1itself will be
helped by sucn an alteration in tne U.S. role.

b3



U.S. ARMS SALES TO ARAB STALES

The U.S. has maintained a close and mutually beneficial
security assistance relationship with moderate Arab
states for over thirty years. U.S. strategic interests
will be adversely affected if this relationship is
further eroded or terminated.

The U.S. has assured these states that we would be
prepared to assist them in their own defense against
threats from Iran and other radical forces; to back away
now from these pledges would gravely damage U.S.
credibility throughout the region.

Inability of the U.S. to live up to its committments will
send a clear messade to Iran that U.S. statements
opposing expansion of the Gulf War and declaring our
determination to fight radical influence are rhetorical
only, and lack substance.

Israel's security and the maintenance of Israel's
gualitative military advantage are tihne foundations of our
policy in the region. The U.S. will never take any
actions which would harm Israel's security.

Our arms sales proposals are tne product of careful
review of the legitimate self-defense requirements of the
countries involved, and their ability to use the arms in
a responsible manner. If we are prevented from supplying
arms to these countries, tney will fill their genuine
defensive needs from other sources.

It is in Israel's interest for the U.S. to remain the
principal supplier of arms to moderate Arab states. U.S.
arms sales involve safeguards and assurances which are
designed to protect Israel's security, and provide a
considerable degree of U.S. supervision and control.

Attempts at using U.S. arms sales as political levers to
reward or punish behavior is short-sighted and wholly
counter-productive. Neither U.S. interests in furthering
the peace process nor Israel's security are served.





