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KnioueBble clI0Ba:  gHewHAs  nOaUMuKa,
eHewnenomumuyeckul  kype CILIIA, cxkanoan
«Hpan-konmpacy, Hpan, noaumuKa

«coeporcusanuny, aomurucmpayus P. Peiieana,
cmpamezusi 0OMEHA «OPYHCUA-HA-3AIONHCHUKOBY.

IMaBmok Ourecs. Bimsinue ckangana «MpaH-KOHTPac» Ha ame-
PUKAHO-MPAHCKHe OTHOLIeHUs! IPH aiMuHucTpauyu P. Peiirana.

B cratee uccnemyroTcs BHEITHENOMUTHYECKHE OIXOIBI U CpeJicTBa
HaJIKUBAaHKA JIBYCTOPOHHUX OTHOLICHWK Bammurrona u Terepana u
(akTIUeCKoe BBEICHHE MOJMTHKH «caepxuBanusdy CILIA B oTHOLIEHHH
Hpana.

VYuuteiBasg BosmoxHoctd VPU mo mpenocraBieHuIo BIMSIHUSA Ha
ocralJieHNe aHTHAMEPUKAHCKOW TTOJIMTUKY PaJUKABHBIX SKCTPEMHCT-
CKMX opranuzaimii Ha brbknem Bocrtoke, anmunuctpanus P. Pelirana
TIOTIBITANACh YCTAHOBUTH HEO(HIIMATIbHBII IBYCTOPOHHUI JIMAJIOT C yMe-
PEHHBIMH TIPEACTaBUTENISIMU MPaHCKOTO pykoBojicTBa. [Tocne odnapomo-
BaHusA B CIIJA yka3aHHBIX TaliHBIX aMEPUKAHO-MPAHCKUX KOHTAKTOB M
OCYIIIECTBJICHHE CTpaTerud OOMEHa «BOOpPY)KEHHE-Ha-3aJI0’KHHKOBY», B
Coenunennbix 1lltatax pazpaswics BHyTPHUIIOIUTUYECKUN CKAHAIL, CBs-
3aHHBIN C HE3aKOHHOM MpoJakel amepuKaHcKoro opyxus B Mpan. Yro-
OBl KOMIIEHCHPOBATh MOTEPH aMEPUKAHCKOM MMHKa oT aena «MpaH-
KOHTpAc», KOTopasi HaHecna yaap no poseputo B CLIA cpeau MoHapxuit
Iepcuzackoro 3aimmBa, P. Peiiran TpancgopMUpoBait perioHAIBHYIO T0-
JIMTHKY B CTOPOHY IpoBeneHus nasieHus Ha MIPY. TloareepxneHo, 4to
HanbonbiimM uHTepecoM CIIIA B Xome MpaHO-MPaKCKOW BOWHBI pac-
CMAaTpUBAJICS COICHCTBIE KaK MOYKHO OOJIBbIIEMY OCIIa0JIeHHIO COMIEPHH-
KaMH JIpyT ApyTa, YT00bI HU OTHA W3 OMDKHEBOCTOYHBIX CTPAH HE CMOT-
JIa CTaTh TETEMOHOM B PETHUOHE M MOMEIIATh PACIIPOCTPAHEHUIO aMEpH-

KaHCKOI'O BJIMAHUA B HepCI/IIlCKOM 3aJIMBC.

The greatest threat in the Persian Gulf region
Reagan Administration saw in the Soviet Union
influence, including because of military interven-
tion in Afghanistan and its close ties with radical
countries like Libya and Syria. The White House
has focused its efforts In the Middle East at negotia-
tions according a peace treaty between Israel and
Egypt in 1978. Before the revolution in 1979 Iran
was crucial to US interests in the Middle East.
However, how the director of regional strategic pro-
grams of the Nixon Center and an expert in the Na-
tional Security Administration under Reagan Ad-
ministration J.argues, after the Islamic revolution,
Iran became the periphery to US priorities in the
region.

At the beginning of the Iran-Iraq war in Septem-
ber 1980 the US did not have an explicit position to

counter either pro-Soviet Iraqi or anti-American
Iran. Reagan Administration declared at the begin-
ning of the war of neutrality, which reflects the stra-
tegic, economic and political interests of the United
States, including the rejection of the sale of arms to
both sides; supporting international efforts for me-
diation in resolving the conflict; maintaining securi-
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ty of the Persian Gulf and against the spread of hos-
tilities.

However, the Iranian theocratic elite concentrat-
ed its forces near theriver. Shatt al-Arab — the wa-
terway on the border with Iraq. Fearing attack from
Iran, which could threaten the weak oil-monarchies
of the Persian Gulf, Jordan and even Israel, the
United States revised its neutrality, preferring to
back a more predictable Iraq in the Iran-Iraq
war.

In early 1983 the United States also initiated the
Operation Staunch — official plan aimed at coopera-
tion with other countries to refuse to supply weap-
ons to Iran, including equipment from the US to the
Iranian soldiers who were trained and armed by the
United States during their close cooperation with
the Shah. For January 14, 1983 State Department
instructed US embassies in the countries that could
export arms to Tehran that they warned their gov-
ernments to stop arms deliveries to Iran because of
the great interest of the international community in
achieving negotiations on ending the Iran-Iraq war.

Nevertheless, during his second term, Reagan
administration decided to begin secret talks with
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Iranian authority. This initiative, according to J.
Kemp, was based on the mistaken belief that the
Iranian regime included some “moderate” politi-
cians who were ready to cooperate with the United
States — at a time when others sought an alliance
with the USSR.

Seeing the futility in implementing the policy of
isolation regarding IRI in 1984, the administration
of R.decided to review its foreign policy strategy
towards Tehran. Thus Reagan suggested the estab-
lishment of political and economic relations with
the “moderate” representatives of the Iranian gov-
ernment, which, in his view, could affect the soften-
ing of anti-American political course of Tehran,
stop providing Iranian support to terrorist organiza-
tions in the Middle East, promote the cessation of
Iran-Iraq war and to ensure that the IRI does not fall
under Soviet influence.

In 1984 the CIA carried out the attempt to estab-
lish contact with Iranian “moderate” representa-
tives. Thus, in November 1984 CIA agent
T.Sheckley met in Hamburg with the former head
of counter-intelligence of shah protection organiza-
tion SAVAK M. Hashemi and he introduced him to
M. Horbanifar, who then played an important role
in the development of relations between the US and
IRI, which became known as Iran-Contra or Iran-
gate. M. Gorbanifar, a former SAVAK officer, one
time worked with the CIA, engaged in trade of arms
and kept relations with official Tehran after the Is-
lamic revolution. M. Horbanifar made it clear that
he is ready to take on a mediating role in the negoti-
ations between the US and IRI according the
“exchange” of the US hostages at weapon.

To implement the plan of military supplies to
Iran through official public decision-making pro-
cess was impossible and the staff of the National
Security Council and the CIA began to look ways
that are more “informal”. Israel went at the fore-
front, and became the main channel for the imple-
mentation of US trade agreements with Iran. For
political and legal reasons Israel could not supply
weapons to a third country without obtaining prior
permission from the government of the United
States. In addition, Israeli Prime Minister Shimon
Peres wanted to have firm guarantees that the US
will full te Israel’s arsenal of missiles after some of
them Tel Aviv would supply in Iran. On the role of
mediator between Israel and Tehran was invited M.
Horbanifar. Soon he gave the Israeli side a list of
weapons that needed to exchange for the release of
American hostages from radical extremist organiza-
tions in Lebanon.

July 13, 1985 R.received from S. Peres message
stating that Israeli agents in Iran can promote the
liberation of all Americans trapped in Lebanon, if
IRI receive 100 “TOW” missiles and it will serve as
a pretext for the start of the US — Iran dialogue. Af-
ter reading this message R.decided to launch a se-
cret agreement with the Islamic Republic of Iran.
August 6, 1985 Robert McFarlane recommended
US President to convene a meeting of the National
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Security Planning Group (NSPG) as the official
meetings of the National Security Council attended
a large number of employees. R., trying to discuss
such sensitive issues in private, ordered to convene
NSPG. The planning team included Secretary of
State J. Schultz, Defense Minister K. Weinberger,
CIA Director W., Vice President G. Bush, Admiral
and J. Poindexter and R. McFarlane. According to
R McFarlane, a few days after the meeting NSPG,
R.called him to tell about his agreement to sell
weapons to Iran with the help of Israel and reim-
bursement of appropriate compensation to Israeli
government.

August 30, 1985 the first batch of 100 “TOW”
missiles were bounced to Iran. However, the release
of the hostages did not happen. According to M.
Horbanifar this was due to the fact that agreed to
supply 500 missiles “TOW?”, but was sent only 100.
Israel agreed to transfer another 400 missiles. How-
ever, after September 14, 1985 in the Iranian city of
Tabriz were delivered 400 American missiles
“TOW”, only one American hostage was released
the next day — priest B. Ware, captured in Lebanon
by Shiite extremists. The White House were disap-
pointed by the results of the first secret operation of
exchange US weapon on hostages seized in Leba-
non. In addition, any opportunities to expand Amer-
ican influence in Iran was not discovered and only
one hostage was released.

Since the autumn of 1985 negotiations were re-
storing, at which the question of sending 80 anti-
aircraft missiles “Hawk” from Israel to Iran via Por-
tugal was discussed. Third part of weapons had to
be taken to IRI in November 22, 1985. However,
operation failed, as the Portuguese government has
refused to give permission for landing in its territo-
ry Israeli aircraft loaded with missiles on board. In
this regard, Washington has decided to smuggle anti
-aircraft missiles “Hawk™ in Iran on its own plane.
The CIA had to get new permits from governments
of third countries for flying of its aircraft over their
territory.

In the end the cargo was supplied in Tebriz with
three days lateness by one plane and has only 18
missiles. None of American hostages was released
and Iran refused from the cargo. One of the reasons,
why the missiles “Hawk” didn’t satisfied Teheran,
was that they had Israeli labeling. This operation
was first in Iran-Contra Affair, in which CIA took
part directly that was conflicting to American legis-
lation.

The main law that regulate the sale of weapon
overseas is Control over Arms Export Act. It char-
acterize the obligatory conditions, according which
the US president can agree to re-export of American
armament in third country (in this case from Israel
to Iran). A list of conditions provides the written
obligation of the third party not to sell this weapon
to fourth country without appropriate permission
from US government. White House didn’t receive
any written obligations from Iran. Moreover
R.obliged to inform Congress beforechand, if the
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weapon costs more than $ 14 million. Another law,
under which the Irangate affair falls is National Se-
curity Act. According to its provisions the director
of CIA and the heads of other foreign policy offices
should in promptly inform the Senate Intelligence
Committee about their activity. Any data on the
covert supply of arms to Iran, which were carried
out on the direct participation of the CIA, was not
passed to the appropriate committees of Congress.
Moreover, under the amendment “Hughes-Ryan” to
the law on foreign aid, the CIA had no right to carry
out any operations on IRI for as long as the presi-
dent does not sign the so-called intelligence con-
cluded regarding IRI. In late November 1985 the
CIA urgently initiated the drafting of such conclu-
sion of Intelligence Agency regarding the Islamic
Republic of Iran, to give the appearance of legality
of special services involvement in operations to
supply weapons to IRI.

After such fiasco R. McFarlane resigned on No-
vember 30, 1985. December 4, 1985 Reagan ap-
pointed assistant to National Security Admiral J..
January 2, 1986 Israel offered Washington to re-
lease 20 members of the group “Hezbollah” from
their prison and sent in Iran 4000 “TOW” missiles
in exchange for the release of all American hostages
in Beirut. Reagan approved the plan and signed the
conclusion of the intelligence regarding Tehran,
which gave the green light to resumption of deliver-
ies of American weapons to Iran Israel. This con-
clusion highlighted a number of US goals in the
“deal” with Iran: assistance of coming to power
more moderate government in IRI; receiving im-
portant intelligence information that can be ob-
tained in another way, the intentions of the Islamic
government in Tehran according its neighbors and
supporting of international terrorism; the release of
American hostages in Beirut.

In January 24, 1986 the American plan of opera-
tion called “Restore” was developed. It was as-
sumed that it will begin by transferring US intelli-
gence information about Iraqi armed forces to Iran.
After that, the Ministry of Defense of the United
States had to transfer 1000 “TOW” missiles to the
CIA, which transported them from the United States
to Israel, and from there to Iran. The next day Irani-
ans had to facilitate the release of US citizens taken
hostage in Beirut, after which Washington would
organize the supply of another 3,000 missiles to the
IRI. The first batch of 500 missiles was delivered in
February 18, 1986, and the second — 500 missiles in
February 27, 1986 but none of the hostages was
released.

M. Horbanifar explained to the disgruntled
American side that the first thousand missiles in-
tended to restore confidence in the good intentions
of the United States to Iran, which were blown up
in November 1985. The US government announced
a desire to start direct contacts with the Iranian lead-
ership. M. Horbanifar promised to organize every-
thing, but, in turn, handed the list prepared by the
Iranian side, the need for procurement of spare parts
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for missiles “Hawk” that Tehran really needed.
M.insisted that senior Iranian officials agreed to
accept the American delegation only if it personally
bring with them the necessary spare parts. They
agreed on the fact that a plane with a delegation
from the US will be loaded the quarter of them. The
rest would be taken after the release of the hostages.
In May 25, 1986 a plane with an American delega-
tion landed at the airport in Tehran. The same even-
ing, negotiations began. However, a productive dia-
logue did not work, as from the Iranian side there
were involved officials who did not have permis-
sion and status for the signing of the US-Iranian
agreements.

Thus, the meeting that the United States con-
ceived as a grand diplomatic “breakthrough” in US-
Iranian relations turned to another great failure. In
addition, in September and October 1986 Shiite ex-
tremists in Lebanon kidnapped three US citizen.
Washington concluded that the main fault of the
incident should be entrusted to M.who had no suffi-
cient influence to force the Iranian leadership to
abandon terrorist acts against Americans.

In November 3, 1986 about illegal US-Iranian
relations became aware the international communi-
ty. On this day in the Lebanese magazine “Al-
Shira” were published the materials about the visit
of the US delegation to the IRI. The source of sen-
sational news “leak” may have been Iranian
“moderate” leaders who understood that govern-
ment Tehran will not forgive them agreements with
the “Great Satan” and hastened to divert the blow
from themselves. The message caused great resent-
ment in the United States as a secret program of the
arms supply to Iran, which was directed firstly by
Israel, was implemented against the official policy
of prohibition of weapons and transactions
“Staunch”. Money received from the sale of weap-
ons to Iran, secretly were kept in Swiss banks to
finance the Contras, anti-communist group in Nica-
ragua. Details of the Iran-Contra case was discov-
ered in 1987 and became one of the biggest political
scandals in US history.

Director of Center for Transatlantic Security,
Head of the Middle East office in the National Se-
curity Council in the administration of J. Carter, R.
Hunter believes that the strategy of sharing «arms-
for-hostages” was important because of its signifi-
cance for the Gulf region and US policy in strategi-
cally important regions. According to Lieutenant
Colonel of US Marine Corps R. Bell, the supply of
arms to Iran can be explained by two strategic con-
siderations. Firstly, Israel, according to sources of
the US government, first pointed the importance of
the supply of arms to Iran, apparently acting on the
basis of its long-standing “periphery policy”, when
it was trying to maintain good relations with the
Iranian leadership. Secondly, it was strategically
important for the US to improve relations with the
Islamic Republic. Like his predecessors, President
R.was concerned of the approach of the Soviet Un-
ion on American interests in the Middle East, and
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after the invasion of Afghanistan, the Soviet Union
could take a course on Iran, and eventually control
of the Gulf region.

Later, after the scandal concerning the case Iran-
gate in 1986 economic relations between the United
States and IRI in 1987-1988 were significantly
complicated. In October 29, 1987 President
R.signed Executive order12613, which highlighted
that Iran has supported international terrorist organ-
izations at the national level. Based on this Execu-
tive order, the United States introduced a ban on the
import of goods of Iranian production. The ultimate
goal of Washington was to made Iran to reduce the
provision of financial aid to international terrorist
organizations at the expense of export revenues.
The White House has banned the import of Iranian
goods of a total value of $ 1 billion. American oil
companies were also not allowed to import Iranian
oil to the United States for consumption, but they
were allowed to continue to buy Iranian oil for non-
US markets through their foreign subsidiaries. The
US sanctions on IRI forced Tehran to seek new eco-
nomic partners. However, Iran has deliberately
avoided the traditional, pre-revolutionary suppliers
from Western Europe (Germany, France and the
UK) and Japan. Iranian government deemed that the
American political influence could hinder free trade
between Iran and Japan or Western Europe. Thus,
economic ties of Iran with the United States signifi-
cantly reduced, and trade and economic relations
with some European countries, Eastern Europe and
Islamic countries came to the fore.

Thus, since the early 1980s the threat of security
disbalance in the Middle East significantly in-
creased, the Reagan administration gradually ex-
panded US influence in the Gulf. The evolution of
the president’s foreign policy evidences about this
processes. Continuing the Carter Doctrine, which
declared the Gulf region a vital to US interests and
approved the creation of a special military unit to
protect them, R.implements the concept of
“strategic consensus”, which included the strength-
ening of US policy in the region of the Middle East
and proclaims the Reagan Doctrine to achieve glob-
al impact of the US. Also, US President reorganiz-
es, increases and improves the troops who had to
respond to the hostilities in the Middle East region.
Although R.saw in the spread of the Soviet Union
the greatest threat, he also worried about intra-
regional instability that could be used by the Soviet
Union in its favor. Iran-Iraq war and scandal Iran-
Contra were major challenges for the Reagan ad-
ministration. To compensate for the loss of the
American image because of the Irangate, which de-
creased US credibility among the monarchies of the
Persian Gulf, R.transformed the regional policy in
the direction of pressure toward IRL

Reagan administration attempted to establish an in-
formal bilateral dialogue with moderate representatives
of the Iranian leadership, considering the possibility of
IRI to influence the policy of anti-American radical ex-
tremist organizations in the Middle East. After re-
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vealence of these secret US-Iranian contacts in the
United States exploded the internal political scandal
involving the illegal sale of American weapons to
Iran and support Contras in Nicaragua by this mon-
ey. To compensate the loss of the American image from
the Iran-Contra affair, which dealt a blow to US credibil-
ity among the monarchies of the Persian Gulf, Reagan
transformed the regional policy in the direction of politi-
cal pressure to IRI. Confirmed that the greatest interest in
the US during the Iran-Iraq war was to promote the
greatest weakening of two rival search other that none of
the Middle Eastern countries could not become the lead-
er in the region and prevent the spread of American in-
fluence in the Gulf. Thus, the possibility of the resto-
ration of US-Iranian relations during the reign of
R.were not fully realized.
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MaBmok Ousecs. Bnine ckangany «IpaH-kKoHTpac»
HA aMepHKAHO-ipaHCHKi BiIHOCHHHU 3a agMiHicTpauii
P. Peiirana. B crarTi 10CIi/HKYIOTHCsl 30BHIIIHBOIMOMNITH-
YHI MIXOIH Ta 3aCO0HM HANArO/PKEHHS JBOCTOPOHHIX BiIHO-
cun Bammnurrony ta Terepany 1 QakThune 3ampoBaJpKEHHs
nomiTaky «cTpuMyBaHHED CLLA 1momo Ipany.

BcraHoB1NEHO, 0 OCKUTHKU Ha mo4atky 1980-x pp. 3Ha4-
HO 3pociia 3arpo3a nopyneHss oesnexn Ha Cepenapomy Cxo-
Jli, TIpe3HMICHTChKA aaMiHicTparis P. Pedirana moctymoBo pos-
mmproe BB CIIIA y Tlepcbkiii 3aTor1i Ta peatizye KOHIIET-
IIIFO «CTPATETIYHOTO KOHCEHCYCY», sIKa repeadadaia MoCHIeH-
HI aMEpUKaHChKOI TIOJMITHKKM B PEriOH 1 TPOTOJIONIyE
«IOKTpUHY Pefirana» myist TOCSATHEHHS TIIOOATHHOTO BILUIUBY
CLIA.

BpaxoByroun moxmiBocTi [Pl 3 HajiaHHS BIUIMBY Ha Ociia-
OJeHHsI aHTMaMEPHKAHCHKOI TIOMITHKY PaJMKAIIBHUX EKCTpe-
MICTCBKUX OpraHizamiii Ha bmmspkoMy Cxomi, agMiHICTparist
P. Peiirana cnipoOyBajia BCTAaHOBHUTH HEOMIITIHHII ABOCTOPOH-
HI miajor 3 MOMIPKOBAHMMH MPEACTABHHUKAMH IPaHCHKOTO
KEpPiBHUIITBA.
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ITicns onpromtogaenns B CIIA 3a3HaueHUX TAEMHHX ame-
PHKaHO-IPaHCHKMX KOHTAKTIB Ta 3/iIHCHEHHS CTparerii 0OMiHy
«030poeHHsI-Ha-3apy4HHUKIB», y Cromydennx IlItatax BuOyx-
HYB BHYTPIIIHBOTIOJITUYHHI CKaH/IaJI, OB SI3aHNH 3 HE3aKOH-
HIM TIPOJIA’KOM aMePUKaHCBHKOi 30poi B Ipan. 11]00 kommieHcy-
BaTH BTPAaTH aMEPUKAHCBKOMY IMIIDKYy Bin cripaBu «IpaH-
KOHTpacy, fKa 3aBzaja yaapy 1o aoBipi no CILIA cepen moHa-
pxiit [lepcrkoi 3atokw, P. Peiiran TparcgopmyBaB perioHaib-
Hy HOJITHKY y Oik mpoBexenns Tucky Ha IPIL. IlinrepmieHo,
mo HaioummmM iHTepecoM CIIA y xomi ipaHO-ipakchbKoi
BIiHM pO3IVIANANOCH CIPHSIHHS sIKOMOTa OUIbIIOMY TOCia0-
JICHHIO CYIEPHUKaMH OJIUH OTHOTO, 100 >KO/THA 3 OJIM3BKOCXi-
JIHUX KpaiH He 3MOIJIa CTATH TETEMOHOM Y PETiOHi 1 TIePEIIKO-
JIUTH TIOIIMPEHHIO aMEPHKaHCHKOTO BIUMBY Yy Tlepchbkiii 3aTo-
.

Haronomryerscst, mo 1980-ti pp. Oyim HecTiiKiM miepion
y BigHOCcHHaX Mixk Criomygermmi [lItatamu ta Ipanowm i mpoit-
[ITA Yepe3 YOTHPH eTarm: OaiIy»KocCTi, BOPOIKOCTI, CITIBIIparT
1 BKIHI[i IPOTHUCTOSTHHSI.

Kunro4oBi ciioBa: 306HiuiHA nomimuxa, 3068HiUHLONONIMU-
unuti kype CILLIA, ckanoan «lpan-Koumpacy, Ipan, nonimuxa
«cmpumyeannsay, aominicmpayia P. Petieana, cmpamezia 00-
MIHY «30pPOi-HA-30PYUHUKIBY.

Iasniok Oneca — sukiaday kageopu ncuxonozii ma
coyionocii BIIH3 Vxpainu «byxosuncvkuii depaicagruti
MeOUYHUU YHigepcumemy, acnipanm kapeopu MidcHapo-
OHUxX 8i0HOCUH YepHiseybko2o HAYIOHATLHOSO YHIBEPCU-
memy imeni IOpia @edvrosuua. Kono naykogux inmepe-
cig: soeniwns nonimuxa CILLA, inmepecu Cnonyuenux
Lmamis na bnuzvxomy ma Cepeonvomy Cxo0i, camoo-
yinka ocobucmocmi, KOMyHikamueHi 30i6Hocmi. Aemop
6ins 40 nayxosux cmameil ma nyoaiKayil, Y4aACHUK MIdc-
HAPOOHUX HABUANLHUX KYPCI8, MPEHIHeI8 ma CeMIHApi6 6
Himeuuuni, Ionvwi, Pocii, Monoosi.
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