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© Foreword @

Dip/omacy and Mi/itary Action

General Kenneth F. McKenzie Jr., USMC (Ret)

he United States isa gtoi)ai power, with interests in every corner of the world.

Some are vitai, some are not. We address these interests t]nrougti the various
elements of our national power, and preeminent among them are the diplomatic
and the mititary components.

This is actuaiiy a tairiy new construct for the United States. Carl von
Clausewitz famously wrote that war was the extension of policy by other means.'
Ironica“y, too many German generals who were assigned his classic On War in
their staff schools misinterpreted this to mean that (tipiornacy and war represent-
ed discrete endeavors on the policy spectrum, with diplomats predominating in
the former and soldiers in the latter. The apocryptlat notion that once the J.ogs
of war had been unieastlect, the concerns of (tipiornats ougtlt not interfere with
the generals’ pursuit of victory, led the Germans—and millions of others—to
disaster and strategic defeat in two world wars and serves still as a salient remind-
er that, uitimateiy, the purpose of war is to secure a better peace. Peace itself is
a (iiplomatic construct. The boundaries of any peace that follows a war must be
crafted by national leadership.

To this end, the ctipiomats are at least as important as the generals. Yet, while
history is replete with affirmations of Georges Clemenceau’s famous dictum that
“war is too important to be left to the generals" (a/one, I would add), it offers

fewer illustrations of the inverse proposition: that dipiomacy is too important a

! Carl von Clausewitz, On War, trans. and ed. Michael Howard and Peter Paret (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1976)
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business to be left exclusively to the cliplomats.2 Both the &iplomats and the mil-
itary need to be clearly subordinate to, and act at the behest of, political leaders.
This is particu]arly vital in a democracy, where po]iticians are meant to both lead
and represent the popular will.

[tis easy to misunderstand this concept, so here is a further refinement: used
effectively, the military instrument of national power is also a power{:ul tool for
statecraft, one capal)le of holstering cliplomacy and climinishing the prospects for
conflict by enhancing stability and security. And yet, the military contribution
must be in harness, it must be subordinate, and must ultimately yielcl control
and direction to diplomacy and policy. This is not and cannot become a coequal
re]a‘cionsl’lip.

Another great military theorist, Sun Tzu, famously wrote that winning
“one hundred victories in one hundred battles is not the acme of skill” but
rather “to subdue the enemy without figll‘cing is the acme of skill.”® Historians
today debate whether the true meaning of this passage has been lost in transla-
tion, but the desirability of achieving one’s aims without resort to armed force
1s l)eyoncl clispute.

The United States has an even more complicatecl rela’cionsl’lip to parse be-
tween the mili’cary and cliplomatic elements of national power. In the twenty—first
century, few American institutions have enjoyed greater pul)lic esteem than the
armed forces of the United States. Yet, the pro{essionals who lead these forces
and learn their history know well that this was not always the case and that, in-
deed, the nation was founded with a profound mistrust of “standing armies.” The
history of Western civilization to that point had shown them to be the tools of
tyrants and the enemies of 1i1)er’cy. Wariness toward them was embedded in the
Constitution in 1787 and was still evident in the ear]y twentieth century when
President Woodrow Wilson was shocked to learn that the U.S. Army staff pre-
pared war plans against hypothetical enemies in times of peace. The prevailing
sentiment for the first century and a half of American history was that armed
forces were best maintained at anemic levels during periods of peace, expanded

clramatica”y in the event of war, then restored to skeletal levels afterward. The
exigencies of the Second World War and the ensuing Cold War compe“ed the

2 Susan Ratcliffe, ed., Ox][ora] Essential Quotations, 5th ed. (Oxford, UK: Oxford University
Press, 2017).
3 Sun Tzu, The Art o][ War, trans. Ralph D. Sawyer (New York: Perseus Books, 1994).
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United States to deviate from this model, but the notion that military forces were
instruments to be used only in the case of dire emergencies—t)realz glass in case
of war—persiste(t.

The idea, which I submit is too simplistic, that miiitary forces have oniy one
proper function—to tigtlt and win our nation’s wars—is manifest in a pair of
canards that gainect currency cturing and after the Vietnam War. The first is that,
during wartime, civilians should simply “listen to the generals” and let them win
the war. The second, which became commonplace in the 1980s and 1990s, was
that armed forces should not be involved in nation t)uilding, which was another
way of arguing that armed forces should only train for wars and win them, and
that any other use of them was inappropriate. The idea that American armed
forces have onty a singte legitimate purpose has proven remarteat)ty resilient, en-
ciuring ttirough eras when trust in the military was low (in the early repu]otic and
after the Vietnam War) and when it was tligtl (World War IT and post—11 Sep-
tember 2001 [9/11]).

I was commissioned in 1979 and have witnessed firsthand the ebb and flow
of popular opinion toward the military, as well as the rationale for keeping it “be-
hind glass.” With the Weinberger-Powell doctrine of the Ronald W. Reagan ad-
ministration, the U.S. military offered a seductive argument that military forces
had on]y two joi)s: prepare for war and prevai] in it.* This reductionism, while
perhaps appealing, is not suited for the complex world that we inhabit today, and
we need to look beyond this narrow reading. The most significant area where the
mi]itary can play a useful role is in the arena of security force assistance. Here,
woriaing at the miiitary—to—mititary level, there are great opportunities to stlape
the future trajectories of nascent partner militaries. As the commander of U.S.
Central Commanct, [ went to great lengttls to ensure that our military approactles
to the countries in our region were caretuliy aiigned with our &iptomatic ap-
proaches. There is atways a temptation, more prevatent in some countries than
others, to seek to prioritize the military-to-military relationship over the dip-
lomatic relationship. I found that the best way to avoid this tlappening was to
ensure my team was linked in at every level with interagency partners. When 1
visited a country, my first act was atways to see the ambassador, and to receive a

full briefing from their country team. This was invaluable, first because it allowed

* Jeffrey Record, “Back to the Weinberger-Powell Doctrine?,” Strategic Studies Quarter/y 1, no.
1 (2007): 79-985.
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me to understand the mission’s priorities for the country, and second because it
messagecl to all concerned that Central Command would be in a.lignment with
our dip]omats.

Boots and Suits is an excellent step on the pat}l to Lroadening our view of
how the military interacts with c].iplomats. The historical examples are trenchant
and clear, and the contemporary cases are meaningful. Most importantly, the
strong contributions from current practitioners are able to apply theory to real
situations. It is not an exaggeration to say that we are at a critical time for the
United States. The rise of Cl’lina, the actions of an irresponsil)le Russia, as well
as continued threats from Iran, North Korea, and violent extremists all create a
daunting strategic lanclscape that we must traverse. Protecting our vital national
interests will require that we use every tool at our disposal.

To do this means we must have a nuanced and complex understanding of
how to integrate the c].iplomatic and the military elements of our national power
—and this collection of chapters will help scholars, practitioners (both uni-

formed and civilian), and policy makers function in this environment.
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O] Prefac SHO]

Admiral James G. Foggo, USN (Ret)

Boots and Suits is a testament to the extraordinary civil-military coopera-
tion that exists between our uniformed Joint Forces on the tip of the spear
and our expec].itionary cliploma.ts who live in the communities of our allies, part-
ners, and in some cases our adversaries.

Having served for almost 40 years as a submarine officer in the U.S. Navy,
the first pl’lase of my career was purposeful]y myopic—my field of view was 32
clegrees wide through the lens of a periscope. After graduation from the United
States Naval Academy, I went to sea in submarines during the height of the Cold
War. As a junior officer, I affiliated on]y with Navy boots on the deck plate of a
submarine. Under only special occasions did civilians accompany us to sea and
rarely, if ever, on long cleployments.

The world back then, in fact, was a simpler place to operate than it is Jco«;lay.
We lived in a bipolar world—the United States of America and her allies versus
the Soviet Union and her satellites. My shipmates and 1 fought in the Third
Battle of the Atlantic—not a naval campaign as in WWII, but a long, twilight
campaign in which the United States and its allies cleployed all the tools of na-
tional power to contain and weaken the Soviet Union. This cost-imposing strat-
egy aimed at the Soviet Union ultimately ljroug}lt the Russians to their knees.
Thanlzfuﬂy, not a shot was fired.

The Third Battle of the Atlantic may have been over, but neither the Navy
nor the nation realized the peace dividend many imagine& would happen. In the
summer of 1989, T was struck ]oy the work of a brilliant young State Depart-
ment officer named Francis Fukuyama, who penned an article entitled “The End
of History?” for the National Interest. Fulzuyama arguecl that, with the fall of
the Berlin Wall and the imminent disintegration of the Soviet empire, the last

vestiges of Communism had been rooted out. Former members of the Warsaw
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Pact sought alternatives to autocratic rule and embraced &emocracy and liberal
reform.! The Cold War really was over, I thought, and we won!

Despite the wishful thinlzing, the decades to follow were indeed full of c}lange
Lroug}lt on Ly the peace dividend, but Western liberal clemocracy was not univer-
sally embraced. Although many Western democracies thrived in the 1990s and
members}lip in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Buro-
pean Union grew in leaps and bounds, many former Soviet satellites clamored
to become part of the Euro-Atlantic order, but not all made it in. As markets
thrived, the accumulation of wealth became lopsiclecl. The combination of the
lack of good governance and growing discontent in developing nations served as
a cauldron that fomented violent extremism. Warning signs were missed. Despite
the fact that in the twentieth century, the United States of America established
itself—from the execution of the Marshall Plan forward—as one of the most
philanthropic nations on Earth, the United States became the main target of
violent extremists, culminating in the attack of America on 9/11. As the 9/11
report conclude&, now more than ever, America needed a whole—oLgovernment
approacl'l to the threat of violent extremism.? As a nation, we embarked on what
would become the “forever wars” in the Middle East and Southwest Asia.

Fo”owing my first tour in submarines, | pursuecl a more liberal education
as a student at Harvard’s ]olln E Kennedy School of Government and an Ol-
msted Scholar at the University of Strasbourg in France. It was my first foray
into civil—military relations as my classmates and | attemptecl to understand one
another and the different cultures and professions that we grew up in. For me, it
was a fulfilling and 1i];)erating experience that would impact my decision—malzing
processes for the remainder of my career.

I ultima‘ce]y returned to the submarine force after my graduate education
experience and was one of the fortunate ones to attain command of a fast-attack
nuclear submarine, USS Oklahoma City (SSN 723), in the new millennium.
As we turned the corner on the twenty—first century, the once Lipolar world that
I felt comfortable in had turned into a more complicated multipolar world. My
last deployment under the ice in the Arctic Ocean reminded me of my first de-
ployment during the Cold War.

Going ashore after my command tour, I served as the division chief of West-

! Francis Fulauyama, “The End of History?,” National Interest, no. 16 (1989): 3—-18.
2The /11 Commission Report: Final Report of the National Commission on Terrorist Attacks
Upon tlze Unitec] States (9/11 Report) (Was}lington, DC: Government Printing Ogice, 2004).
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ern Burope and the Balkans on the Joint Staff (J-5) in 2003-5. In this role,
I found mysel{: thrust into a world where mi]itary officers worked side l)y side
with our civilian counterparts in the Department of Defense, the Department of
State, and the rest of the Interagency. This assignment was a defining experience
for me. I traveled to Western Europe and the Balkans {:requently, and I found
that the most effective combatant and component commanders of four-star rank
were the ones who made an effort to collaborate with their civilian counterparts.

In fact, it was Admiral Gregory G. Johnson, commander of Naval Forces
Europe, who taugl'lt me that ambassadors and their country teams were an es-
sential ingredient in advancing the interests and national security of the United
States of America. Admiral ]ol'mson's regional ambassador conferences, which
I once had the pleasure of attending, were essential in bridging gaps and solving
problems specific to a particular region. | tried to emulate Admiral ]ohnson’s
example when I became the commander of Naval Forces Europe, filling his ljig
s]noes, 14 years later.

After major comman&, I returned to the Pentagon for one of the most ed-
ucational and exciting assignments of my career—as executive assistant to the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Michael G. Mullen. Admiral
Mullen served alongside Secretary Robert M. Gates, and although I spent the
prepon&erance of my time with the cllairman, I was fortunate to get some ex-
posure to Secretary Gates. Each man had his own particular cause célé]:)re, but
generaﬂy spealzing they were c]osely aligne(]. and on the same Wavelength. Both
subscribed to the fact that our diplomatic corps was an essential but underres-
ourced part of government. While delivering the Landon Lecture at Kansas State
University in 2007, Gates cited Mullen’s high regard for our State Department
colleagues:

I hear all the time from the senior 1eadership of our Armed Forces about

how important these civilian capal)ilities are. In fact, when Chairman

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Mike Mullen was Chief of Naval

Operations, he once said he'd hand a part of his Ludget to the State

Department “in a heartbeat,” assuming it was spent in the rig}lt place.3

In fact, Admiral Mullen used to say that he would give up an aircraft carrier—
valued at $14 billion—in order to Luy more soft power t}lrough the institution
of the Department of State.

3 Robert M. Gates, Landon Lecture Series, Kansas State University, 26 November 2007.
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I also had the pleasure of traveling with Admiral Mullen in his support of
Ambassador Richard C. Holbrooke, the first special representative for A{:ghani—
stan and Pakistan (SRAP), tl'n‘oug}lout the region of Afg}lanistan, Pakistan, In-
dia, and [raq. Mullen often used the phrase "expe&itionary government” when
referring to our foreign service officers and interagency civilians on the front
lines. Like Holbrooke, Mullen saw Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTS)
populatecl ]3y civilians alongside military counterparts as a pathway to peace and
stability in these war-torn regions.

After departing the office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, my first ﬂag as-
signment was as the executive officer for the Supreme Allied Commander
Europe, Admiral James G. Stavridis, at Supreme Headquarters Allied Pow-
ers Europe (SHAPE) Heaclquarters in Mons, Belgium. Like Admiral Mullen,
Admiral Stavridis was a master of civil—military relations, as reflected in his
numerous l)ooles, artic]es, and media appearances on the sul)ject. After one year
at SHAPE, 1 transitioned to Naples, Italy, as the commander of Submarine
Group Bight and deputy commander of the U.S. Sixth Fleet under Vice Ad-
miral Harry B. Harris, another great proponent of civil-military collaboration.

Sl’lortly after my arrival in Naples, Italy, and assumption of my duties as the
commander of Submarine Group Eight, commander Allied Submarines South,
and (J.eputy commander and operations officer for the U.S. Sixth Fleet, the Arab
Spring exploded in North Africa after the self-immolation of Tunisian vegetable
merchant Mohamed Bouazizi in Tunis. As the protests spread across North Af-
rica, the Libyan regime conducted a brutal crackdown on dissent inside its sov-
ereign borders. The U.S. Sixth Fleet was charged with conducting humanitarian
operations in support of third country nationals fleeing Libya for safe havens in
Tunisia or Egypt. After repeated warnings by the UN Security Council to Lib-
yan leader Muammar al-Qaddafi to stop the persecution of his own population
sympa.tlletic to the Arab Spring, the United States formed a coalition of the
willing and established a no—ﬂy zone over Liloya intended to protect the civilian
population from the al-Qaddafi regime.

Accordingly, General Carter F. Ham, the brand-new commander of U.S.
Africa Command, was tasked to form an interagency Joint Task Force (JTF)
called Oclyssey Dawn Ly Secretary Gates. In turn, General Ham &elegatec{ au-
t}lority for c].ay—to—(].ay operations of the ]TF to Admiral Samuel J. Loclzlear,

comman(].er, Naval FOI‘CGS Europe an(], Africa. I assumeol a new role as tl’le ]oint

Task Force O&yssey Dawn operations officer (J-3) and Vice Admiral Harris,
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commander, Sixth Fleet, assumed the role as Joint Force maritime component
commander (JFMCCQ). To establish a no—ﬂy zone and protect the civilian pop-
ulation of Libya, the U.S. Sixth Fleet executed kinetic strikes on Lihyan Air
Forces, integrated air and missile defense, and the Libyan 32d Brigade.

Remarlzal)]y, cluring the middle of the conflict, an unsung foreign service
officer named J. Cl’lristopher Stevens arrived in Li})ya as the U.S. special envoy
to liaison with opposition elements of the Transitional National Council.

Stevens and his small team of diploma‘cs and volunteers from the U.S.
Agency for International Development (USAID) entered Benghazi not 1ong af-
ter U.S. and NATO airpower had pushe& regime forces out of the city and farther
south to the cities of Brega and Aj&al)iya. Nevertheless, it was still a very c].anger—
ous and uncertain environment.

One of our roles in Joint Task Force chyssey Dawn was to provicle a means
to get Stevens and his team out of Lil)ya if tlley ran into trouble. There were sev-
eral courses of action to extract the special envoy and his team. Bach one carried
with it associated risks. It was our job at JTF headquarters to minimize those
risks. For my part, [ believed we were overloolzing one l)ig factor in our p]anning:
a personal interaction with the guy we were going to have to extract. So, I ar-
ranged a pllone call with Stevens. There was a lot I wanted to discuss, but I knew
he had his hands full. T just wanted to tell him one thing: “Chris, if you need us,
the Navy and Marine Corps have got your back!”

It was a great conversation, much longer than I had anticipated. Since
no American mili’cary boots were allowed on the ground in Libya during the
operation and we were starved for real time eyes—on—the—ground information
about what was happening in the Transitional National Council, Stevens was
a we”spring of lznowleolge about what was going on. He was direct, candid, and
incredibly informed. I was struck })y his upbeat tone and tenor and his calm
and cool demeanor. He was under a lot of pressure with challenging deadlines
to show American support for the Libyan people and the Transitional National
Council. The odds were against his mission, but he was full of enthusiasm and
hope for the Lil)yan people’s rigl'lt to self-determination.

Fina“y, I was struck ]oy how he went out of his way to thank the U.S. Navy
and Marine Corps for doing so much to plan for his safe’cy and that of his
team. Thanlzfu”y, we never had to execute those plans. Stevens completed his
mission and his mandate. The Li];)yan campaign came to a close and the Lil)y—

an people earned the right to govern themselves. Free and fair elections took
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place and moderates won the majority in government. Later that year, Stevens
was confirmed as U.S. ambassador and returned to Lil)ya. His selection was a
no-brainer to me, and I thought to myse]f, that guy is going to make a differ-
ence.

Tra.gica.uy, Ambassador Stevens's tenure was not ]ong as he was killed in
an attack on the American compouncl in September 2012 in the very city of
Benghazi that he helpe& set free. Ambassador Chris Stevens represents the epit-
ome of the term “expeditionary diplomat.” After 9/11, everything changed, and
although sending our military forces overseas was necessary, it was by no means
sufficient. Along with those forces, on the front line and in the trenches, are
members of so many other federal agencies—the ultimate force mu]tipliers. Like
sailors, soldiers, airmen, and Marines, our civilians from the State Department
and other agencies are operating 1)y our side on the tip of the spear and assuming
similar risks.

These lessons were not lost on me when I assumed the duties as commander
of the U.S. Sixth Fleet from 2014 to 2016 and later as the four-star command-
er of Naval Forces Europe and Africa and commander of Allied Joint Forces
Command in Naples, Italy, from 2017 to 2020. I valued the contribution of our
U.S. ambassadors and their interagency senior advisors—known as the country
team—in those countries of Europe, Africa, and the Middle East that comprise&
my area of responsibility. I traveled {requently throug]ﬂout these regions and I al-
ways made it a priority to stop first at the U.S. Embassy and pay a call on the am-
bassador or c}largé d’affaires (acting aml)assaclor) and talk to the country team.
These visits were always enlightening and, in many cases, | adjusted my schedule
and my talking points to align with the subject matter experts in the diplomatic
service of our nation.

Lileewise, when I could not travel to the region, | borrowed from the play-
book of one of my aforementioned predecessors, Admiral Johnson, and set up
a series of Regional Ambassadors Conferences in my headquarters in Naples,
Italy, coordinated Ly my State Department political advisor, Ms. Elizabeth Hop-
kins. The Black Sea, Balkans, and Southern Europe/North Africa Ambassadors
Conferences lorought toget}ler our U.S. ambassadors, U.S. defense attacl'lés, and
chiefs of navies from allied and partner countries that convened to discuss re-
gional issues and poo] resources to solve difficult cl'lallenges in support of collec-
tive national interests.

As a naval officer, I have always supported the position of Theodore Roos-
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evelt, who once opined: “A good Navy is not a provocation of war. It is the surest
guarantee of peace.” In this ligllt, I value the Navy's contribution as an extended
arm of cliplomacy, and this principle guicled me during my 11 years as a Hag of-
ficer. My hat is off to those expeditionary diploma’cs who helped me cluring my
many tours of c].uty in the regions of Europe and Africa and associated areas of
the Middle East.*

Boots and Suits is an amalgamation of historical case studies and contem-
porary stories and testimonials that chronicle the incredible teamwork between
the uniformed Services and the interagency. [ hope you enjoy this book as much
as [ did. To those who still wear boots or those who still wear a suit in the service
of our country, | commend the best practices of “expec].itionary government” doc-

umented in these cl’lapters to your commands and individual agencies.

* These individuals include but are not limited to: Amb Phil Kosnett (Kosovo), Amb Ken
Braithwaite (Norway), Amb Geoff Pyatt (Ulzraine and Greece), Amb Marie Yovanovitch (Ulzraine),
Ambs Maureen Cormack and Eric Nelson (Bosnia/Herzegovina), Amb Kyle Scott (Ser]:)ia), Ambs
Bob Sherman and George Glass (Portuga]), Ambs Michael Costas and Duke Buchan (Spain), Amb
Jamie McCourt (France), Amb Robert Wood Johnson (United Kingdom), Ambs Hans Klemm and
Adrian Zuckerman (Romania), Amb Herro Mustafa (Bulgaria), Amb Kel]y Degnan (my former
POLAD and now ambassador to Georgia), Ambs Jess Bailey and Kate Byrnes (Repul)]ic of North
Macec].onia), Amb David Satterfield (Turlzey), Amb Lew Eisenlaerg (Italy), Amb James Melville
(Estonia), Amb Nancy Pettit (Latvia), Ambs Chris Stevens and Peter Bodde (Lil)ya), Ambs Daniel
Rubenstein and Daniel Blome (Tunisia), Amb Larry Andre (Djibouti), Amb Stuart Symington
(Nigeria), and Amb Matthew Tueller (Iraq).
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his book owes its existence to the resourceful staff at Marine Corps Univer-

sity Press, particularly Deputy Director Jason Gosnell and Director Angela
Anderson, and to the dream team of scllolars, civilian ctiplomats, and military
officers who contributed. MCUP and I thank the authors for their sctlolarstlip,
insight, and dedication.

MCUP’s original call for contributions was for an academic volume “aim-
ing to explore contemporary and historical examples of ctiptomatic uses of mili-

taries.” It solicited an enthusiastic response from scholars, whose contributions

comprise much of the final pro&uct. MCUP board member Admiral James G.
Foggo (Ret)—wittl whom I had worked when he commanded North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) forces in the Mediterranean and Balkans and I
was U.S. ambassador to Kosovo—suggestect t)ringing on an editor with real-
world pol-mil experience to broaden the scope. I was pleased to come aboard
and to tap into the community of military and diplomatic protessionals to add
additional perspectives, including lessons learned from recent experiences in
governance and nation-building. I believe we have succeeded at highlighting en-
during themes in military diplomacy as well as some challenges of the civilian-
military “whole-of-government” partnership that is increasingly central to the
practice of international relations. Respect is due to the (tiplomats, in and out
of uniform, who risk their lives in the often quixotic quest for peace.

On that note, I would like to recognize my wife, Alison Kosnett: &evelop—
ment protessional, battle t)ud(ty, advisor, and conscience. Alison and | represent-
ed the United States side by side in Burope, the Middle East, and Asia for two
decades, inclucting several years in Iraq and Atgtlanistan. While I spent most of
my time in the detached atmosphere of military headquarters and emt)assy com-

pounds—endeavoring alongside civilian and military colleagues to develop plans
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to stabilize countries most of us little understood— Alison volunteered for tough
service &ownrange on the Provincial Reconstruction Teams.

Gratitude, and much more, is due to Traqi and Afgl'lan co”eagues best left
unnamed. The United States owes a debt to those who served alongside us and
trusted our promises of a better 1i£e—particu1ar]y the thousands of Afgllan col-
leagues who still face rnacl(lening bureaucratic and political hurdles to evacuation

and resettlement in the United States. America’s mission is not over until we

fulfill our p]e&ge.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

xx1V



® Glossary of Select Terms, @
Abbreviations, and Acronyms

ACTTA
AKP
AUKUS
CAT
CENTCOM
CERP
CIMIC
CJTE-OIR
CNAS
COCOM
COFA
COM
CSA
CsO
DAO
DAS
DATT
DCM
démarche
DODEA
DV

EU

EDA

ERI
EXBS
EEZs
EFP

anticrime training and technical assistance
Adalet ve Kalkinma Partisi
Australia-UK-U.S. defense pact

U.S. Civic Action Team

Central Command

Commanders Emergency Response Program
civil—military cooperation

Combined Joint Task Force-Operation Inherent Resolve
Center for New American Security
combatant command

Compact of Free Association states

chief of mission

Confederate States of America

Bureau of Conflict and Stabilization Operations
Defense Attaché Office

Defense Attaché Service

defense attache

cleputy chief of mission

a policy message

Department of Defense Educational Activity
distinguished visitor

European Union

excess defense articles

European Reassurance Initiative

export control and related border security

exclusive economic zones

NATO Enhanced FOIW&I‘(]. Presence
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EUAA European Union Association Agreement

FETO Fethullahist Terrorist Organization

FMF ioreign miiitary iinancing

EMS foreign military sales

ESA Free Syrian Army

FSO ioreign service officer

GAO Government Accountability Office

HIG Hezb-e-Islami Gulbuddin

HIMARS High Mo]aiiity Artillery Rocket System

HN host nation

IAD Institutional Anaiysis and Development

v illegal, unreporte(i, and unregula’cecl

IMET international military education and training
IRGC-QF Iranian Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps—Quds Force
ISAF NATQ’s International Security Assistance Force
JMTG-U Joint Multinational Training Group—Ukraine
JSOC Joint Speciai Operations Command

JTE-Haiti Joint Task Force—Haiti

KCC Kunar Construction Center

KDP Kurdistan Democratic Party

KRG Kurdistan Regional Government

MAP NATO’s Membership Action Plan

MFA Ministry of Foreign Affairs

MHP Nationalist Movement Party (Turlzey)

MIT Milli Istihbarat Te§Li/at7 (National Intelligence Agency of Turkey)
MOD Ministry of National Defense (Turlzey)

MOU memorandum of understanding

NACC North Atlantic Cooperation Council

NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organization

NGO nongovernmental organization

OCHA UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs
oCo Overseas Contingency Operations

ODC Office of Defense Cooperation

ODM Organizational Decision Making

OPC Operation Provide Comfort

ORGF Qperational Group of Russian Forces
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OSCE

P{P

PKK
PMESII-PT

PRTs
POLAD
PUK
RDJTF
SDO
SFD
SIGINT
SOCOM
TAF
TIDEP
UAE
UAS
UAV
UCAV
UESA
UNAMA
UNMIS
UNTSO
USAID
YPG

Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe
Partnersl'lip for Peace

Partiya Karkeron Kurdistan (Kurdistan Workers’ Party)
political, military, economic, social, in{orma’cion, infrastruc-
ture, pllysical environment, and time

Provincial Reconstruction Teams

State Department J[‘oreign policy advisors

Patriotic Union of Kurdistan

Rapicl Deployment Joint Task Force

senior defense official

strategic foresig}xt and direction

signals intelligence

Special Operations Command

Turkish Armed Forces

Tactical Intelligence Defense Exchange Program
United Arab Emirates

unmanned aerial system

unmanned aerial vehicle

unmanned combat aerial vehicle

Ukraine Freedom Support Act of 2014

United Nations Assistance Mission in Afghanistan
United Nations Mission in the Sudan

United Nations Truce Supervision Organization
u.s. Agency for International Development

People’s Defense Units (Yekineyén Parastina Gel)
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o Introduction e

Ambassador Philip S. Kosnett (Ret)

efore digging into the book, we should define our terms. What is mi/fl‘ary
aiip/omacy? For that matter, what do we mean Z)y c]ip/omacy? Encyc/opealia
Britannica offers this definition of the latter term:
Dip/omacy, the established method of inﬂuencing the decisions and
behavior of foreign governments and peoples through dialogue, negoti-
ation, and other measures short of war or violence. Modern diplomatic
practices are a procluct of the post-Renaissance European state system.
Historicaﬂy, diplomacy meant the conduct of official (usuaﬂy bilateral)
relations between sovereign states. By the 20th century, however, the
diplomatic practices pioneerecl in Europe had been a(].opte(], tl'n‘oug}lout
the world, and diplomacy had expanclecl to cover summit meetings and
other international conferences, parliamenta.ry c].ip]omacy, the interna-
tional activities of suprana’cional and subnational entities, unofficial
cliplomacy })y nongovernmental clements, and the work of international

civil servants.!

The Britannica definition is an accessible starting point but incomplete. It
highlights traditional diplomacy—the world of conference tables and cocktail
parties that most people have seen in the movies and associate with cliplomacy,
if indeed they think of it at all. Toclay’s cliplomacy covers a lot more ground

(and water).? In more general parlance, “diplomacy” can also refer to “skill in

! “Diplomacy,” Encyc/opea]ia Britannica, accessed 28 September 2022.

2 The Britannica definition is also a tad Burocentric: interstate diplomacy long predates the Euro-
pean state system, albeit the “tactics, techniques, and procedures” of different cultures have varied.
The diplomatic credentials carried by envoys of the Mongol Khans, for example, declared “I am the
emissary of the Khan. If you de{y me, you die” Use{u], that. See “Mongols Invented the World’s
First Diplomatic Passport,” Citizenship l)y investment, 19 April 2019.



handling affairs without arousing hostility,” whether in the workplace or among
fami]y and neiglll)ors.3 Ironicauy the pursuit of national interests l)y cliploma.ts
is often a transparently “undiplomatic" endeavor, especia”y when negotiations
involve threats of force. Per}laps the best-known quotation on American &iplo-
matic practice comes to us from President Theodore Roosevelt, whose p}li]OS—
ophy—“spealz softly, and carry a big stick”—has reached cleep into the popu]ar
culture.*

During the last few centuries, it has become practice for countries to main-
tain diplomatic representations abroacl, usua”y referred to as embassies, to pur-
sue their national interests. To further these aims, embassy staff may engage with
host governments, opinion 1eac].ers, the me(lia., and other contacts. A less fre-
quently discussed purpose of embassies is to model and promote national values,
which may be less transitory and transactional than national interests. For the
United States, this should include the values America claims to stand for—such
as peace, justice, personal freedom, human rights, and democracy. Few nations
can afford to maintain embassies in the capi’cals of all the countries with which
tlley maintain relations, but the 1argest and wealthiest—e.g., the United States
and China—endeavor to do so. Other countries may rely on regional embassies,
or use their mission to the United Nations (UN) in New York to serve as a hub for
diplomatic contact with other countries via their own UN missions. Or, today,
conduct international diplomacy l)y Zoom or FaceTime.

Next question: Who conducts tjip/omacy in the modern world?

In the U.S. system, most dip]omats are career civilians—foreign service of-
ficers (FSOs), foreign service specialists (FSS), and locaHy employed staff (LES)
employed by the Department of State.® An embassy is led by a chief of mission,
norma]]y an ambassador. This means either a career officer who has climbed the
ladder at the State Department (or, rarely, another federal agency) or a noncareer

“political appointee.”

3 “Diplomat," Merriam—Webster, accessed 29 Septeml)er 2022.

*+ As discussed, for example, by the political philosophers Bugs Bunny and Yosemite Sam in the
19581 Looney Tunes cartoon “Ballot Box Bunny,” directed by Friz Freleng, written hy Warren
Foster, aired 6 October 1951, 7:35.

5 “Department of State” is a confusing bit of nomenclature, analogous to what most countries
call a Ministry of Foreign Affairs, or MFA. Indeed, the State Department—the oldest federal
department—was originally known as the Department of Foreign Affairs until Congress changed
the name in 1789, a regretta]:)]e decision that has led to generations of State Department employ—
ees having to exp]ain to neighl)ors tllat, no, we do not work for the State Department of Motor

Ve}licles.
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An American ambassador is nominated Ly the president and confirmed Ly
the Senate; when there is a gap between confirmed ambassac].ors, an acting am-
bassador known as a cl’large’ d'affaires—with the same responsihilities but gen-
erally less clout and access than a confirmed ambassador—performs the same
duties. Other countries follow similar models, altl'lough the appointment of am-
bassadors often ]oypasses national legislatures.

A modern U.S. eml:»assy or other cliplomatic post (e.g., a mission to an in-
ternational body such as the North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO] or
the United Nations) comprises an interagency team, with staffing and malzeup
clepencling on the nature and importance of U.S. relations with the host country.®
A career State Department officer serves as the ambassador’s alter ego and chief
operating officer—the deputy chief of mission (DCM). In t}leory, the ambassa-
doris {ocusing on managing up (participating in and shaping policy deliberations
back home) and out (engaging with the hosts and traveling in country) while
the DCM coordinates operations at the em})assy. Embassies can be as small as
a single digit number of Americans plus local colleagues, or it can run into the
thousands.

State Department elements include sections covering political and econom-
ic affairs and pul)lic cliplomacy; management and security units that facilitate
diplomatic operations; and sometimes additional specialized sections dedicated
to science, environmental, and law enforcement cooperation. The largest State
Department clement is frequently the consular section that aclju&icates visa ap-
plications and assists tourists and other nationals in distress. Indeed, ordinary
citizens are most lileely to encounter an eml)assy, if they ever do, via its consular
section.

A large embassy may include officials from many agencies. For example,
it can include the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID); De-
partments of Commerce, Agriculture, Justice, and Treasury; law enforcement
agencies like the Federal Bureau of Investigation and Drug Enforcement Ad-
ministration; or scientific agencies such as the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy or the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.

Prominent on the eml)assy interagency leaders}lip staff reporting to the am-

bassador—the “country team”—will be military elements: the Defense Attacheé

© An informative, readable description of the work of American diplomats in the field can be found

in Shawn Dorman, ed., Inside a U.S. Embassy: Diplomacy at Work, 3d ed. (Washington, DC:
Foreign Service Books, 2011).
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Office responsil)le for relations with host country militaries, and sometimes an
Office of Defense Cooperation with the more specializec]. task of running mil-
itary assistance programs. All executive branch personnel outside the United
States are considered under the authority of the chief of mission, with the ex-
ception of military personnel reporting to a geographic combatant commander.”

An embassy in a large country may have branch offices—consulates or con-
sulates general—in cities outside the capital, both to maintain contacts outside
the ca.pital bubble and to provide consular services. The heads of these posts—
consuls and consuls general—report to the ambassador and serve on the country
team. Finally, personnel who visit from Washington or elsewhere in temporary
cluty status come under the autl'lority of the chief of mission.

The clay—to—clay practice of dip]omacy has evolved considerably since [ began
my £oreign service career as a junior political officer at U.S. Emloassy Ankara in
the 19805, when the focus was on government-to-government diplomacy pur-
sued via engagement with host officials. A typical clay might have started with the
overnight receipt of cabled instructions from Washington to deliver a policy mes-
sage—a “démarche”—to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA), perhaps asking
Turkey to sign onto a U.S. initiative at the UN, or calling for calm after a tense
incident involving Turkey and a neighboring country. That meant preparing on
a typewriter a clean written version of the message to leave behind—a “nonpa-
per’—then driving over to the MFA to deliver the message to a host counterpart
in a leisurely chat over Turkish coffee; then going back to the embassy to write
up the response in a cable for Was}lington. If an issue was defense related, the de-
fense attaché might engage with host country defense contacts in parallel with my
démarche to the MFA. The rest of the day might be filled with tedious internal
meetings and perhaps lunch with an opposition politician or other local contact.

Fast forward three—plus decades to my tours as chief of mission in Ankara
and Pristina in Kosovo, and the “operational tempo” of embassy work had greatly
broadened and accelerated both for the chief of mission and the rest of the team.

[t was still normal to meet new contacts in person and break bread to build trust,

7 Since 199 7, the Departments 0{ State and De{ense 1’1&VC had a {ormal process to traclc all nlil—
itary personnel stationed in a country and agree on which are under the authority of the regional
combatant commander (COCOM) and which under chief of mission authority. A key reason for
this exercise is to ensure that force protection responsibility does not fall between the cracks. The
1996 Khobar Towers boml)ing of a U.S. Air Force housing compound in Saudi Arabia led directly
to this process. Maj Thomas W. Murray Jr., Khobar Towers ’Affermaflz: The Deve/opment o][Force
Projection (Maxwell Air Force Base, AL: Air University, n.d.).
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but communication with established contacts was increasingly by email, text, or
telepl'lone to save everyone time (a practice accelerated l)y the COVID-19 pan-
demic). There was more engagement with nongovernmental actors now, more
visits to schools and businesses and local officials, and much greater emphasis
on pub]ic diplomacy via TV interviews and social media. The tedious internal
meetings, | confess, remained a mainstay.

Washington was now ever-present. The overnight cable take—the dump of
instructions and requests from Was]lington—has been replacec]. l)y the endless
flow of emails and texts. Like other white-collar institutions, embassies toclay
struggle to balance the desire of leaders to react to events 24/7 with the desire of
staff to have lives.®

[t is important to note that embassy work is only one avenue of cliploma—
cy. Heaclquarters officials based in the capital often engage directly with {oreign
counterparts, a practice made more common l)y the invention of the telepl'lone,
the airp]ane, and email. In the U.S. system, members of Congress also travel
abroad to engage in &iplomacy—usuaﬂy but not always coordinated with the
administration with the support of the embassies. This coordination is time-
consuming but having the secretary of State or other senior executive branch
officials—or a visiting congressional delegation (CODEL)—weigh in on issues
(especia”y when the CODEL is l)ipartisan and can demonstrate unity of effort
transcencling politics) can be enormously helpful.

So, back to our starting point: How do we ale][ine mi/itary (ji'p/omacy as a
subset ofc]ip/omacy.Q

I do not believe there is an agreed definition, which is one reason the range
of contributions to this book is so engagingly broad. I would submit that the term
embraces the following lines of effort:

On the strategic /eve/, military diplomacy involves the pursuit of diplomatic
aims by civilian as well as military personnel in relation to military topics: for
example, the threat or conduct of hostilities, peace tal]zs, the establishment and
maintenance of military alliances, and cooperation such as arms sales and Joint
exercises with partner countries. Several chapters of Boots and Suits focus on

mi]itary diplomacy at the strategic level.

In “Diplomacy through Arms Sales: The Case of the U.S. and the Ottoman
Empire, 1865-1880,” Dr. Bestami S. Bilgi¢ highlights the nineteenth-century

8 ] take this opportunity to acl:nowleclge those dedicated former employees who may have found my
sensitivity to work-life balance wanting. Cest I guerre. ]e ne regrette rien.
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efforts of the fading Ottoman state to tap into American defense industrial ex-
pertise to strengtllen their defense.

In his cl’lapter on “The Kenner Mission and the Confederate States of
America’s Failed Military Diplomacy," Dr. David Campmier describes how ]ef-
ferson Davis's rebel government attemptec]. to forestall defeat l)y gaining British
support for the war effort through a clesperate effort to recruit enslaved people
into the Confederate Army.

Dr. Kyle Balzer’s “U.S. Military Diplomacy and the Imperia] State of Iran”
details Washingtonys Cold War emphasis on military cooperation to seek to es-
tablish Iran as an unassailable regional ally, only to see the arrogant imperial re-
gime fall to domestic forces. In “Replacing the Pillar: U.S. Policy on Military Aid
to Egypt from Carter to Reagan,” scholar James Bowden recounts how Washing—
ton reacted to this failed effort not by rethinking the concept, but by attempting
the same play with a different regional player.

“The Evolution of U.S. and European Policy on Security Assistance to
Ukraine” by Frank T. Goertner, Edward Hunter Christie, Dr. Eugene M. Fishel,
and Dr. Yaropollz Taras Kulchyclzyj demonstrates the comp]ex &iplomatic and
political environment in which the U.S. and other NATO powers responded to
Russia’s challenge to Ukraine between its first invasion in 2014 and the renewed
aggression of 2022.

Intriguingly, many of the themes of the chapter on U.S.-Ottoman defense
engagement are echoed in the cl'la.pter on “Turkish-U.S. Defense Diplomacy n
the Twenty-first Century” by Dr. Tuba Unlii Bilgi¢ and American diplomat Stal-
lion Yang. Most notable is the Turks’ work to leverage their role as customers to
obtain the maximum degree of technology transfer. This desire is not unique to
Turlzey, certainly, but rea(].ing the two cl’lapters in tandem provi(].es a reminder
that “diin nasilsa Z»ugz)in de é’y/e"—literaﬂy, however yesterday was, today is the
same—more 1oosely, there is notlling new under the sun.

Not all this peacetime action is peaceful. Recent years have ]orougl'lt attention
to the use of military covert action/low-intensity conflict to shape the battlefield
for eventual overt hostilities. Of particular interest in light of Russia’s invasion
of Ukraine is Dr. Ips}lita Bhattacl'laryays stucly of "Understanding Hy})rid War-
fare as a Strategic Policy Tool: Russia as a Case Stu&y," which describes Russia’s
2014-22 use of “little green men” and other tools in an effort to destabilize
Ukraine and other neigh]aors in preparation for a decisive blow.

Operationa//y, military cliplomacy can be manifested in the practice of
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government-to-government negotiations by defense officials. This could include
engagement 1)y the secretary of Defense and other top Pentagon officials with
foreign counterparts, or visits hy combatant commanders (European Command,
Central Command, and so on). When the system is worlzing, these engagements
are coordinated 1)y National Security Council staff worlzing with the Penta-
gon, State Department, et al. to ensure different agencies are pursuing the same
goals and delivering the same messages. “Foreign Policy Advisor 101: Civ-Mil
Partnership in the Global War on Terrorism” l)y foreign service officers Joanne
Cummings and Heather Steil discusses the operational aclvisory role of State
Department foreign policy advisors (FPAs, a.k.a. POLADs) in military head-
quarters and how commanders can best make use of them as force multipliers in
diplomatic engagement.

Another operational form of military dip]omacy is the pursuit of messag-
ing but tllrougll peacetime action. Examp]es include the practice of &eploying
warships into contested waters to defend the right of navigation in international
waters, or conducting ship visits to friendly ports to show the flag.

Opera‘cional peacetime use of the military to demonstrate state power fea-
tures in the following chapters. “The U.S. and Chinese Struggle for Influence
in the Pacific” by Ambassador John T. Hennessey-Niland (Ret) highlights the
growing Chinese challenge to American ties to Pacific nations and the U.S.
whole—of—government response. In "Military Diplomacy Conceptualized from a
Small State’s Perspective,” Licutenant Colonel Mirjam Grandia Mantas, PhD;
Hester Postma; and Colonel Han Bouwmeester, Pl’lD, detail how small nations
like the Netherlands can employ hard power to play a meaningful role in great
power competition.

I would consider Joint mi]itary engagements such as “show the ﬂag" s}lip
visits and training exercises with foreign counterparts to be a form of dip]omacy,
one that both builds confidence and persona] relations.? This includes the prac-

tice of government-to-government negotiations and program management Ly

9 Not all such engagements are with allies, since creating new ties of friendship is as important as
maintaining existing ones. For example, in recent years European Command has maintained an
extensive program of exercises and engagements with Russian—alignetl Serbia—neither a NATO
ally nor a member of NATO's associated Partnership for Peace program—in line with the NATO/
European Union (EU) goa] of drawing Serbia closer to the West.
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military personnel in an eml)assy.IO Marine Corps Lieutenant Colonel Michael
Slzaggs (Ret) describes the roles of the Defense Attaché Office in “The Mi]ita.ry
Attacheé: A(],apting to Foreign Cultures.” And not all the foreigners are outside
the walls of the embassy. Written in the form of a letter of instruction to a new
attachg, this cl'lapter offers a window into a world most readers will not experi-
ence direct]y.

Finaﬂy, military diplomacy at the tactical level is a common aspect of war-
fare in the twenty—first century, where military commanders and civilian part-
ners may find themselves negotiating not just with governments but with armed
groups, political parties, or nongovernmental organizations such as humanitar-
lan agencies. This is a major aspect of the work of mili‘cary forces and civilian
counterparts in counterinsurgency and governance operations—wl'licl'x can in-
volve much drinking of tea in the course of efforts to establish trust with local
leaders both frien&]y and unfrienc].ly.u Scholar Sara Be”igoni describes the dif-
fering approaches of UN peacelzeepers and U.S. troops in Haiti as a case study in
“Improving Civil—Military Operations in Humanitarian Emergencies.” (Spoil-
er alert: one group is better at listening to the locals, which Be”igoni argues is
less eﬁ[icient but makes operations more eﬂ;zctive.) Foreign service officer Alison
Storsve offers a detailed view of the two quite different programs in Afghanistan
in “The Provincial Reconstruction Team Programs in Afgllanistan and Iraq,”
where American and allied troops and civilians sought with varying success to
engage local populations to strengthen governance and stability.'? In “Civil-
Military Relations in Afghanistan and Iraq,” Ambassador Ronald E. Neumann

(Ret) discusses the critical role of senior mi]itary commanders and em]oassy lead-

A persona] example: in 2000, I was c].eputy chief of mission in Reylzjavilz when the United States
and Iceland concluded negotiations to mothball the U.S.-run facilities at Naval Air Station Ke-
Havilz, a vital antisubmarine warfare {acility in the World War II and Cold War J.ays but which no
longer seemed needed for the defense of the Atlantic sea lanes. The decision was not universally
popular in Iceland, a NATO member without its own defense forces. Days after the U.S. ﬂag came
down at Keflavik, we brought in a major U.S. warship—the amphibious assault ship USS Wasp
(LHD 1)—for a port visit, to demonstrate the U.S. al:)ility to provide support in the case of a
military c}lallenge or natural disaster. The visit had the desired pul)]ic (liplomacy effect, as well as
pruvi(].ing a boost to Iceland’s }u)spitality sector (the l)ars, at 1east).

O, as 1egen(1ary Marine genera], later Secretary of Defense James N. Mattis is renowned for
advising his Marines in Iraq, “Be polite. Be professional. But have a plan to kill everybody you
meet.” Madeline Conway, “9O Un{orgettable Quotes 1)y James Mattis,” Po/itico, 1 December 2016.
121 regret it was not possible to include in this book an al-Qaeda or Taliban perspective on our
operations. That day will come, just as interchange between American and Vietnamese scholars has

irnproved our unclerstanc]ing of our shared history.
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ers in ensuring civ-mil unity of effort in the sometimes—disjointed U.S. civ-mil
endeavors in those countries.

As you read, I would encourage you to leeep the following questions in mind

for discussion with colleagues or classmates:

* Do the c].iﬂ:ering perspectives and organizationa] cultures of mil-
itary and civilian officials affect their approac}les to (liplomatic
problems?

e How might the United States or other powers learn from past ex-
perience—in particular, from past failures—to resl’lape both their
operational and strategic approaches to military diplomacy?

+  Should the United States and other powers rebalance their use of
hard and soft power as tools of diplomatic influence?

+  How do other actors—inclucling nonstate actors—approach these
issues?

e Former secretary of the Air Force and later Senator W. Stuart
Symington (D-MO) said in 1981, “I believe the military should be
wary of diplomacy until war is declared; then the State Department
should leeep its nose out and let the military do whatever is neces-
sary to win. Then we would not get into these ‘non-win’ wars. Try to
stay out of wars, but, once in, do what is necessary to win.” What do
you think?"?

*  How has the U.S. Global War on Terrorism—including military
endeavors not just in Iraq and A{:gllanistan, but as far afield as
Libya, Mali, the Horn of Africa, and the P}lilippines—aﬁected
global attitudes toward the United States and its Western security
partners? As an example, have the events of this periocl undercut
Western efforts to seek glo})al cooperation to counter Russian ag-

gression in Ukraine?

13 W. Stuart Symington, interview with James R. Fuchs, 29 May 1981, transcript (Harry S. Tru-
man Lil’)ral‘y an(l Mllseum, IHC]CPCHACHCC, MO).
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® Chapter One o

Diplomacy throug’h Arms Sales

The Case oftlze United States and
the Ottoman Empire, 1805-1880

Bestami S. Bilgi¢, PhD

merican-Turkish relations have recently been going through a tumultuous
pl’lase due to a number of issues. One of the most troublesome of those is
the American decision in 2020 to implement certain military sanctions against
Turkey, a North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) ally for almost 70 years,
due to the latter’s purchase of Russian air-defense missile systems. Turkey clearly
drew the ire of the Americans Ly this unwelcome initiative. Americans believe
that Turkey’s actions of this sort are detrimental to the NATO alliance.
Nevertheless, this is not the first time that a resort to military sanctions has
been made in American-Turkish diplomatic bargaining. During the second half
of the 1970s, the U.S. Congress voted on an arms eml)argo on Turlzey due to the
latter’s military intervention in Cyprus in the aftermath of a Greek-sponsored
coup d’état that toppled the Greelz—Cypriot Makarios regime in July 1974." As
a response to the American arms embargo, the Turkish government shut down
and/or suspended the activities of all American military bases in Turkey. Bilater-
al relations remained strained well into the 1980s.
Yet, a cursory glance at the history of American-Turkish relations, from
the time of the Ottoman Empire to today’s Turkish Repul)lic, suggests that such

episodes of tension in the military relationship are not a norm and are a rather

! For more on these events, see, for example, Edward J. Erickson and Mesut Uyar, Phase Line
Attila: The Amphibious Campaign for Cyprus, 1074 (Quantico, VA: Marine Corps University
Press, 2020), https://doi.org/10.56686/9781732003088.
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recent development. Particularly during the initial pllases of American-Turkish
cliplomacy, military collaboration was a tacilitating factor. Almost imme(i.iately
after the official commencement of bilateral relations in the 1830s, both the
United States and the Ottoman Empire sought avenues for cordial relations in-
clucling military cooperation.

In particular, the Ottoman Empire was closely tollowing the strides the
Americans were malzing in arms production in the nineteenth century and
later purcllased large amounts of weaponry from the United States, which it
rather (lesperately needed to ward off formidable Russian expansionism to its
detriment, particularly cluring the second half of the century. This aspect of
American-Turkish relations has thus far received consicteral)ly less attention
comparect to other topics such as American religious and pllilantliropic activ-
ities in the Ottoman Empire. Furthermore, military cooperation between the
Americans and Turks seems to be treated as a feature of the bilateral relations
in the post—Worl(l War II era. This cl'lapter aims to show that alrea(ty cluring
the nineteenth century, military collaboration between the United States and
the Ottoman Empire had become an important facet of the bilateral ctiplomacy.
The discussion is confined to the periocl between the 1830s, when the official
diplomatic relations commenced, and the early part of the 1880s, when the arms

trade came to almost a complete halt.

THE INITIATION OF OFFICIAL RELATIONS

BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES
AND THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE
In the immediate aftermath of the emergence of the United States as an inde-
penclent repul)lic, American merchants expanclecl their trac].ing activities into the
Eastern Mecliterranean, a region that was largely if not completely under the
administration of the Ottoman government in Istanbul. The main trading post,
however, was Izmir. American sl'xips l)egan to anchor off this l)ustling port town in
the late 1790s. American tra(ling activity in the Ottoman world was tiappening
at a time when the United States and the Ottoman Empire were yet to recognize
each other diplomatically.?

Due to the lack of formal diplomatic relations between these two countries,

2Qrhan E Koprulu, “Tarihte Tiirk-Amerikan Miinasel)etleri," Belloten 51, no.200 (1987): 927~
29; and Robert J. Allison, The Crescent Obscured: The United State and the Muslim World,
1770-1815 (Clxicago: University of Cllicago Press, 2000).
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American merchants had to conduct their activities through British consuls in
the Ottoman Empire. In return for their services, the British chargecl the Amer-
ican traders rather hefti]y. In an attempt to relieve their compatriots of this fairly
cost]y nuisance, American leaders decided to send an official envoy to the Ot-
toman Empire. In this regard, in 1799 William Smith, the American envoy in
Lis]oon, Portugal, was instructed to set out for the Ottoman Empire. However, he
could not make it to the Ottoman capi’cal.3

The next year would see America’s first official envoy arrive in the Ottoman
court—in the blue uniform of a naval officer rather than the black suit of a civil-
ian State Department official. Commodore William Bainbridge arrived at Istan-
bul aboard the friga.te Uss George %s]fzington (1798), albeit ina&vertently. He
was originally commissioned to make a payment to the oley of Algiers—a vassal
of the Ottoman sultan—so that the Algerians would leave the American mer-
chant sl’lips sailing off the northern African coast alone. North African statelets
had made a habit of attaclzing and con{iscating American ships. Bain})ridge dis-
embarked in A]geria, only to be told sternly 19y the &ey to proceed to the Ottoman
capita] to deliver his annual tribute to the sultan. Bainl)ric].ge gru&ging]y agreecl
to perform this task.* Eventuauy, Bainbriclge reached Istanbul. He was warmly
welcomed by Ottoman dignitaries. After delivering the Algerian dey’s consign-
ment, Bainl)ri(].ge held talks with Ottoman officials on various matters related to
American trade with the Levant as well. Nevertheless, the parties did not sign any
official document as to the regulation of the ongoing American-Ottoman trade.®
American merchants had to be content with l)eing clepenc].ent on the gooc]. offices
of British consuls until 1830.

Bilateral talks between the Americans and the Ottomans for an official
treaty commenced in ear]y 1830, and the parties were able to conclude a treaty
in May of the same year. The Americans appointecl David Porter as their first
plenipotentiary in the Ottoman capital. There]ay, official diploma’cic relations

3 Nurdan §a{ale, Osmanh-Amerikan i/ig‘ki/eri (Istanbul: OSAV, 2003), 36-37.

* Suhnaz Yilmaz, Turkish-American Relations, 1800—1052: Between the Stars, Stripes and
the Crescent (New York: Routledge, 2015), 11-12; Leland James Gordon, American Relations
with Tz'n'Ley, 1830-1930 (Philadelp]’lia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1932), 7; Robert
J. AHison, The Crescent Obscured: The United State and the Muslim ‘%r/c], 1770-1815
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000), 175-76; and Roger R. Traslz, The United States
Response to Turkish Nationalism and Re][orm, 1014-1030Q (Minneapolis: University of Min-
nesota Press, 1971), 5.

5 Gordon, American Relations with Tur]eey, 1830-1930, 7-8.
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between the United States and the Ottoman Empire finaﬂy I)egan.6 The treaty
regulatecl trade and consular affairs between the United States and the Ottoman
Empire, and it formed the basis of the future relations between the two countries
for a very long time.” American merchants must have received the news with re-
lief and joy. However, tlley were not the only Americans who would benefit from
the commencement of cliplomatic relations between the United States and the
Ottoman Empire. There were many American missionaries who had alreacly be-
gun their evangelical activities in the Ottoman Empire since the ea.rly part of the
1820s. Yet, they were carrying out their mission without any formal diploma’t—
ic protection. With the signing of the treaty, t}ley would also obtain the much-
needed American diplomatic assistance in their dealings with the Ottoman
authorities. In £act, toward the middle of the nineteenth century, the missionaries
expanded the scope and the territorial breadth of their endeavors. By the end of
the century, tlley were able to establish hundreds of schools, llospitals, c].ispensa—
ries, and other pl’lilan’cl’xropic institutions all across the Ottoman Empire. The
rela’cionship between the American missionaries and the Ottoman authorities
were mostly free of trouble. Nevertheless, toward the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury, certain prol)lems arose due to the Ottoman concerns that the missionaries
might have engaged in or at least abetted politically subversive activities against
the Ottoman government, and the American J.iplomatic representatives had to
intervene on their behalf to protect them from Ottoman reprisals. At times, the
bilateral relations between the United States and the Ottoman Empire soured

due to certain disagreements tl'ley had over the activities of the missionaries.®

% Gordon, American Relations with Erleey, 1830-1030, 10-12; and Yilmaz, Turkish-Ameri-
can Re/ations, 1800-1052,17.

" Trask, The United States Response to Turkish Nationalism and Reform, 1014-1030, 5-6.
8 There is extensive literature both in English and Turkish on the American missionary activity
in the Ottoman Empire. For a few examples of published works in English, see Esra Danacioglu
Temur, “Barly Missions and Eastern Christianity in the Ottoman Empire: Cross-Cultural Bn-
counter and Religious Confrontation, 1820-1860,” in American Turkish Encounters: Politics
and Cu/ture, 1830-1080, ed. Nur Bi]ge Criss et al. (Newcastle upon Tyne, UK: Camhridge
Scholars Puh]islling, 2011), 36-4.7; Samuel T. Dutton, “American Education in the Turkish Em-
pire,"]ouma/ o][Race Deve/opment 1, no. 3 (1911): 340 —62; Justin McCarthy, “Missionaries and
the American Image of the Turlzs," in Turkish-American Relations: Fast, Present and Future, ed.
Mustafa Ayc].ln and Cagrl Erhan (Lonclon: Routledge, 2004), 26-48; Justin McCarthy, The Turk
in America: The Creation of an Enduring Prejudice (Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press,
2010); Cemal Yetleiner, “After Mercl1ants, Before Ambassadors: Protestant Missionaries and Ear]y
American Experience in the Ottoman Empire, 1820-1860,” in American Turkish Encounters:
Politics and Cu/ture, 1830-1980, 8-34..
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THE AMERICAN-OTTOMAN ARMS TRADE

The 1830 treaty had a secret clause that was separate from the main text of the
treaty regarding American naval ship sales to the Ottoman Empire. In return for
the Ottoman benevolence of granting the Americans certain capitulatory privi-
leges, the American side pleclged that the Ottomans would not pay a hig]ner price
than the American government if they purchased naval ships from the United
States. Apparently, the Ottoman Empire was very much interested in American
naval ships as early as the first half of the nineteenth century. The insertion of
the secret clause, nevertheless, had caused clisagreement among the American
negotiators. Two of the three American signatories signed the treaty reluctant-
ly. Charles Rhin(l, the chief negotiator, found this initiative harmless, however.
[t was merely a gesture on the part of the Americans for Ottoman gooclwi” n
assenting to grant certain privileges to Americans cloing business and engaging
in philanthropic activities in the Ottoman Empire. Even if President Andrew
]a.clzson rejected it, the treaty would have moved forward without it, and the Ot-
tomans would have had to live with it.? Rhind took a lot of chances here. Bven-
tuaHy, the president submitted the treaty to Congress without any modifications.
To the dismay of the Ottomans, the U.S. Congress rejected this secret clause and
ratified the treaty without it."

The U.S. president immediately sent a letter to the sultan through David
Porter, the American representative in Istanbul, explaining that due to the nature
of the American administrative system, his government was bound by Congress’s
decision. Porter presented a note to the Ottoman government in which he re-
counted how the American administration would do its best to assist the Otto-
man Empire in any way it could within the powers it had." The treaty eventually
came into force without the secret clause.

The Ottoman disappointment with Congress’s decision was assuaged by the
visit of Henry Eckford, a naval shipbuilder, to Istanbul with the assistance of the
U.S. administration in August 1831. One of the first things he accomplished
was the sale of the very warship he sailed with to the Ottoman capital. Further-
more, when the Ottoman government asked him if he could help them with their

9 James A. Field, America and the Mediterrancan War/d, 1776—1882 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1969), 150-51.

10 Tyask, The United States Response to Turkish Nationalism and Re][orm, 1014-1030, 7; and
Turgay, “Ottoman-American Trade during the Nineteenth Century,” 209-11.

" Cagrl Erhan, “1830 Osmanhi-Amerikan Antla§masn'nm Gizli Maddesi ve Sonug:larl," Be//eten,
no. 234 (1998): 461-63.
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own naval ship construction program, Eckford agreed. However, he could not
be of much assistance due to his rather sudden death in Istanbul the next year.
Yet, the Ottomans were able to secure the services of Eckford’s adjutant, Foster
Rhodes, who helped the Ottomans a great deal in building modern naval ships
until the end of the 1830s.2

Naval ships were not the only military war materiel that the Ottoman Em-
pire needed around this time. T}ley were interested essentiaﬂy in every sort of
weaponry tl'ley could think of. The Ottomans had lost a la.rge part of their capa-
bi]ity of domestica”y producing sufficient quantities of arms loy the middle of the
nineteenth century, and t}ley had to rely heavily on imports from £oreign powers.
Before the 1860s, the Ottoman Empire had imported not more than 20,000
rifles in total from abroad. In 1864 alone, however, it purc}lase(], 50,000 rifles
from Austria and another 50,000 from Englancl. Other suppliers included Bel-
gium and Prance."” Since the Ottomans now almost exclusively clepenc].ed on
foreign suppliers, tl'ley became vulnerable to the foreign pressures. Cognizant of
this sort of a contingency, the Ottoman government was trying to find ways to
cliversify the suppliers.14E

Relying on one supplier had caused problems for the Russian Empire earlier
during the Crimean War of 1853-55. In 1854, the Russians ordered around
60,000 rifles from Be]gium. Belgian manufacturers attemptec]. to take aclvantage
of the precarious pligl'lt of the Russians due to the war and increased the price
for their rifles. Furthermore, Prussians closed their borders for arms transfers to
Russia. Eventua”y, merely 3,000 rifles reached Russia. To make things worse for
the Russians, tl'ley were inferior in quality to the ones Russians had originally or-
dered.'® A similar situation befell the Ottomans in the immediate aftermath of
the Crimean War. Toward late 1856, the Ottoman government inquirec]. with an
Englis}l manufacturer about the price of arti”ery. T}ley had previously purc}lased
artiHery from the same company. This time, t})ey were quoted a hig}ler price. Ot-

12 Trask, The United States Response to Turkish Nationalism and Re][arm, 1014-1030, 7;
and Oral Sander and Kurthan Fi§elz, ABD Dl§i§/eri Be/ge/eriy/e Tiirk-ABD Silah Ticaretinin ilk
Yﬁzyill (1829—1 QZQ) (istan]oul: Cagcla§ Yaylnlarl, 1977), 24.

13 Ersoy Zengin, “Tophane-i Amireden Imalat-1 Harbiye'ye Osmanh Devletinde Harp Sanayii
(1861-1923)” (PhD diss., Erzurum, Atatiirk Universitesi, 201 5), 4-21.

1 ]onathan Grant, “The Sword of the Sultan: Ottoman Arms Imports, 1854191 4,"]ourna/ 0_7[
Mi/itary History 66, no. 1 (2002): 10, https://doi.org/10.2307/267734:3.

18 Joseph Bradley, Guns for the Tear: American Technology and the Small Arms Industry in the
Nineteentiz Century Russia (Delzaﬂ): Northern Hlinois University Press, 1990), 51.
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tomans believed that the English company increased the price arbitrarily. They
looked for a different manufacturer. Nevertheless, their endeavors failed. Tlley
had to accept the Englis}l company’s price loegrudgingly. The Ottomans were also
wary of fraudulent transactions Ly European suppliers. In the summer of 1854,
tlley had to deal with a Frenchman who tried to sell the Ottoman government
large quantities of old rifles hidden among new rifles ordered })y the Ottomans.
The Sublime Porte (a.lz.a. Ottoman government) had to cancel a transaction
with another French arms dealer later in the fall of the same year due to the fail-
ure of the latter in honoring their contractual commitments. Furthermore, the
European balance of power was constantly changing. The Ottomans did not want
to completely rely on Huropean powers in arms procurement because the latter
could use this as a leverage against the Ottoman Empire.'

Initially, the Ottoman attempts to find multiple sources of arms were moti-
vated 1)y their desire to procure economicauy convenient arms. Political concerns
would loom large after 1870 when the Russian Empire unilaterally renounced
those clauses of the Treaty of Paris (1856) that limited Russian sovereignty in
the Black Sea, and the European powers playecl along. When the Ottoman gov-
ernment inquired with the British ambassador in 1871 what the reaction of the
British would be in the case of an Ottoman-Russian war, the latter responded that
except for giving the Ottomans a few old rifles, the British government would not
do much.'” As a matter of fact, when the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78 broke
out, the Ottomans found themselves alone, unlike what happened cluring the
Crimean War when European powers came to the assistance of the Ottomans.
The war ended catastrop}lically for the Ottoman Empire. It lost large chunks of
territory. Furthermore, the war brought about tremendous financial ruin. The
British seriously reconsidered their decades-old po]icy of helping the Ottomans
preserve their territorial integrity. For them, the Ottomans were on the verge of
clemise, which the British had only a slim chance of averting. Thus, in the wake
of the disastrous war with the Russians in 187778, the Ottomans needed an-
other I[.rienc”y £oreign power that would supply both arms and the much needed

political support in the face of further Russian encroachments.

In the second half of the 18605, the United States appeare& to be a partic-

16 Serdal Soyluer, “Osmanh Silah Sanayii'nde Moclernle§me Cabalar1 (1839-1876)" (PhD diss.,
istanl)ul, [stanbul Universitesi, 2013), 117-18, 201, 254-55.

17 Zengin, “Tophane-i Amireden Imalat-1 Harbiye’'ye Osmanli Devletinde Harp Sanayii (1861 -
1923),” 24.
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ularly convenient option for the Ottomans because American arms were both
clleaper than and of at least the same quality as their European counterparts.
Moreover, since Americans were not part of the European power games and their
actions were not dictated Ly the course of intra-European power shifts, they ap-
pearecl to be more reliable suppliers of arms for the Ottomans than Europeans.
In fact, from 1865 to the early part of the 18805, the Ottoman Empire would be
the foremost market for the American rifle manufacturers.'® For the Ottomans,
Americans were the chief supplier of rifles in this interval. Imports in small arms
and ammunition from the United States amounted to more than 90 percen’c.19

At the height of the Crimean War in 1854, when the Ottomans desperately
needed arms for their troops {ighting against the Russians, t}ley had been able
to procure a significant amount of rifles from a certain Mr. Pock, evidently an
American arms producer.20 It appears that they purchased small arms from the
American Samuel Colt in the 1850s as well.* However, these were not sizeable
transactions. American-Ottoman arms trade did not reach significantly higher
levels until after the end of the American Civil War. After 1865, American arms
proclucers would prove to be the major supp]iers of arms for the Ottoman Em-
pire. Mos’cly thanks to the 1arge Ottoman purchases, American rifle proclucers
would dominate the world trade in rifles until the early 1880s.72

The American Civil War of 1861-65 prope]lec]. the arms pro&uction in
the United States. Small arms manufacturing })y armories inclucling the na-
tional arsenal in Springfield, Massachusetts, reached unprececlentecl levels in a
short time.?> This was a noteworthy &evelopment because before the Civil War,
Americans had imported large quantities of arms from abroad.?* To address the

exigencies of the Civil War, Americans had invested heavily in national arms

18 ]ona’than Grant observes that even tl'lougl'l American rifles were sold (luring this interval to
various countries in Europe, Asia, South America, and the Middle East, the Ottoman Empire was
“the single biggest customer.” See Jonathan A. Grant, Ruler, Guns, and Money: The Global Arms
Trade in the Age of Imperialism (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2007), 15.

19 Zengin, “Tophane-i Amireden imalat-1 Harhiyeyye Osmanl Devletinde Harp Sanayii (1861—
1923),” 217.

20 Soyluer, “Osmanl] Silal'l Sanayiiyncle Modernle§me Cabalarl (1839—1876)," 295.

! Pamela Haag, The Gunning o][America: Business and the Making o][American Gun Culture
(New York: Basic Boolzs, 2016), 49.

22 Grant, Ruler, Guns, and Money, 10, 15.

3 Daniel R. Beaver, Modernizing the American War Department: CZzange and Continuity in a
Turbulent Era, 1885-1920 (Kent, OH: Kent State University Press, 20006), 8.

2 Haag, The Gunning of America, 41.
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manu{acturing. Once the war was over, however, the government did not need
]arge quantities of arms anymore. Tl’lus, the government orders declined sharply.
Rifles and cartridges, inclucling the government manufactured ones, were ren-
dered redundant and faced the clanger of rusting in the depots. Many small com-
panies went l)anlzrupt.zs Americans now Legan to look for new markets a.l)roacl,
perl’laps more seriously than ever, for their surplus arms. Fortunately for t}lem,
they found eager Luyers in the Ottomans.

In 1865, as part of their first 1arge procurement the Ottomans purcllasec].
40,000 Enfield rifles from the United States.?® Next year, t}ley ]Z)Ollgl'lt 1arge
quantities of cartridges as well.?” Furthermore, in 1868 the Ottoman govern-
ment explorecl opportunities for importing guns from the United States, even
thoug}l t}ley had previous]y favored Englancl and Prussia as potential suppliers.
The Ottomans were particularly interested in an early model machine gun in-
vented l)y Richard J. Gatling. Tlley initiauy inquirec]. with the British whether
they could procure the Gatling guns from them. The British responclecl negative-
ly as they did not use Gatling guns in their military. Therefore, the Ottomans
decided to establish direct contacts with the Americans. Samples were brought
to Istanbul to demonstrate the efficiency of the Gatling guns. The Ottoman
military circles were satisfied with the performance of the Gatling gun, and sub-
sequent]y in ]uly 1870 the Ottoman government signed a contract with the Gat-
ling armory. Accor(lingly, the Ottomans would purchase around 200 of these
guns. The Ottomans were also interested in Thomas J. Rodman’s coast defense
artillery for the safeguarding of their coastline. However, they found it too risky
and expensive to transport these heavy guns all the way from the United States,
and instead concentrated their efforts on Buropean countries as potential sup-
pliers for coastal guns.28 Europe was nearer, and the transportation would be less
rislzy and less costly.

The Ottomans were interested in the manufacturing processes of American
arms too. Tl’ley toyecl with the idea of importing the machines that made the
rifles rather than the rifles themselves. In this regar(l, they dispa’cched Colonel
Rustem Bey in 1869 to the United States to investigate the rifle production in

2% Beaver, Moa]emizing the American War Department, 15.

26 E. Joy Morris to William H. Seward, 22 February 1865, in Foreign Relations of the United
States, 1805-1 806, pt. 3 (Wa.sllington, DC: Government Printing Oﬁice, n.(]..), document 131.
2 Ali Thsan Gencer, Ali Fuat Oreng, and Metin Unver, Tiirk-Amerikan Silah Ticareti Tarihi
(istanhu]: Dogu Kﬁtﬁp}lanesi, 2008), 53.

28 Soyluer, “Osmanll Silal’] Sanayii’nde Modernle§me Cahalarl (1839—1876)," 155—57.
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this country. Colonel Rustem was apparen’cly very impressed with what he saw.
American machines were superior to their English counterparts. In fact, the En-
glis}l were using American macl’linery in their own rifle factories.?’ Upon the
recommendation of Colonel Rustem Bey, who was generously assisted by Edward
Blacque, the Ottoman ambassador in Wasllington, some of these machines were
]:)Ollgl'lt at a very good price from a company that had recent]y gone banlzrupt.go
Even though Colonel Rustem Bey concentrated most of his efforts on finding
the suitable production machines to be installed in the armories in Istanbul, he
also checked out used Springfielcl rifles—now an American Civil War surplus.
As a result of Colonel Rustem Bey’s investigation, the Ottoman ambassador in
Wasllington reportec]. to their capita.l that these rifles were in pretty gooc]. sllape
and ready to fire?! Subsequent]y in the same year, the Ottoman government
purc}lased a set of Lee-Enfield and Spring{ield rifles from the United States in
the amount of around $2450,000. The Ottomans paicl more than $1.3 million
USD for these rifles.?? It appears that the U.S. administration played rather a fa-
cilitating role during this sale, which contributed to the already cordial relations
between the United States and the Ottoman Empire.*?

The Ottoman government was very content with this transaction. The next
year, Istanbul sent instructions to Edward Blacque for the purc}lase of another
set of rifles. Accorc].ingly, B]acque was commissioned to purcl'lase on behalf of his
government brand-new Springfielcl rifles this time. The Ottoman ambassador
had to secure President Ulysses S. Grant’s approval for this purchase. The ap-
proval duly came. Blacque concluded a deal for about 100,000 rifles for around
$700,000. The rifles were sl’lipped to the Ottoman Empire in February 1870.
In the meantime, President Grant did another favor to the Ottomans. Through
his personal initiative, 50,000 of the used Spring{;iel& rifles of the first transac-

2 Metin Unver, “Teknolojik Geli§me]er I§1gmda Osmanli-Amerikan Silah Ticaretinin Ilk
Dénemi,” Tarih Ara§f1rma/aw Dergisi 32, no. 54 (2013): 207, https://doi.org/10.1501/Tarar_
0000000560; and Orencr Gence and Metin Unver, Tiirk-Amerikan Silah Ticareti Tarihi (Is-
tanbul: Dogu Kl‘jﬁiphanesi, 2008), 54-55.

30 Unver, “Telzno]ojilz Geli§me]er I§1gmda Osmanli-Amerikan Silah Ticaretinin [Tk Donemi,” 208.
31 Unver, “Telznolojilz Ge1i§meler I§1g1ncla Osmanh-Amerikan Silah Ticaretinin Ik Dénemi,”
208.

32 Gencer, Orenc, and Unver, Tiirk-Amerikan Silah Ticareti Tarihi, 57-58; and Sander and
Fi§elz, ABD D1§i§/eri Be/ge/eriy/e Tiirk-ABD Silah Ticaretinin ilk Yz'jzyi/7 (1820-1020), 25—
26.

33 Unver, “Telznolojilz Ge]i§meler I§1g1nda Osmanli-Amerikan Silah Ticaretinin Ilk Dénemi,”

209-10.
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tion were replace(l with unused ones.** President Grant continued to show inter-
est in the Ottoman Empire even after he left office at the end of his tenure. In
March 1878, he stopped by at the Ottoman capital as part of his world tour. He
was warmly hosted I)y Sultan Abdulhamid 11.3°

In 1872, the Ottoman government &ispatched another milita.ry delegation
to the United States to investigate the recent advances in the American arms
industry.36 Ottoman officers would also inspect the rifles, which were paicl for lay
the Ottoman Empire. Even tllough the Ottomans concluded the deal with a pri-
vate company, American officers would accompany the Ottoman functionaries
during their inspection in concurrence with the relevant clauses of the contract
signe&. These American officers would be paicl 1)y the Ottoman government for
their services. The inspection of the rifles })y the Ottoman military clelegation
continued well until 1881.%7

In the 1870s, the Ottoman government continued to purcl'lase rifles and
ammunition from private American companies.>® One of them was Winchester
armory. In May 1869, the first contacts between the Ottoman government and
the Winchester Repeating Arms Company began. Colonel Rustem Bey, who was
alreacly in the United States, gotin touch with Winchester through the Ottoman
consul in New York, Oscanyan Efendi.?? In Istanbul, the company would be rep-
resented l)y Azarian Efendi. In ear]y 1870, Winchester signec]. a contract with
the Ottoman government.40

The volume of the sales from these companies to the Ottoman government
increased so &ramaticauy that the American rifle became one of the top tra.c].ing

items between the two countries. However, this periocl also saw the emergence of

3% Gencer, Oreng, and Unver, Tiirk-Amerikan Silah Ticareti 7:17‘1'}11', 59-60; and Unver, “Tekno-
1oji12 Geli§meler I§1g1nc]a Osmanli-Amerikan Silah Ticaretinin Ilk Donemi,” 210.

35 Ali Sonmez, “Ayastefanos Antlasmasi’nin Gélgesinde ABD Eski Ba§12an1 Grant'm Tiirkiye Zi-
vareti,” Tiirk Diinyasi Incelemeleri Dergisi 13, no. 1 (2013): 37-54.

3 Sander and Fi§elz, ABD Dl§i§/eri Be/ge/eriy/e Tiirk-ABD Silah Ticaretinin ilk Yzlizyi/i (1820—
1029), 28.

37 Gencer, Oreng, and Unver, Tiirk-Amerikan Silah Ticareti 7?11’1'}11', 90-97.

38 Gencer, Oreng, and Unver, Tiirk-Amerikan Silah Ticareti Tarilzi, 67-89; and Julian Ben-
nett, “The ‘Aynali Martini: The Ottoman Army’s First Modern Riﬂe,"Anato/fca, no. 44 (2018):
23944, https://doi.org/lO.Zl43/ANA.44.0.3285056.

39 Oscanyan Efendi’s position was honorary. He lived off the fees he collected for his brokerage in
American-Ottoman trade. See Haag, The Gunning of America, 131-32.

40 [ aura Trevelyan, The Winchester: The Gun that Built an American Dynasty (New Haven, CT:
Yale University Press, 201 6), 58-59.
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disputes between American companies and the Ottoman government due to the
latter’s ina.l)ility to make payments in a timely manner.*' The parties were able to
iron out their difficu]ties, nonetheless. The sale of American rifles to the Otto-
man government continued, but only for a short periocl. The Ottoman’s inal)ility
to pay for purcl'lases and the American companies’ lack of interest or al)i]ity to
help the Ottomans line up credit—as German rifle manufacturers later would—
proved to be one of the reasons why the Ottomans ceased to do business with the
American rifle companies as of the ear]y 1880s.*2

In 1876, the Ottoman government ordered around 600,000 Pea})ody—
Martini rifles from the Providence Tool Company, and most of these rifles
reached their destination ljy ]uly 1877.* The Ottomans made good use of the
American rifles and cartridges during the disastrous war of 1877-78 against
the Russians.** The Russians were impressed by the performance of the Amer-
ican rifles. Unlike the Ottomans, tl'lough, Russians preferrecl to import from
Americans their rifle technology rather than the rifles themselves.*®

At the height of the war, the Ottoman government had felt the need to im-
port more rifles from the United States. Again, the Providence Tool Company
was to manufacture and ship those rifles. However, the Ottoman government had
defaulted on some part of the payments for these rifles in a timely manner for a
while, as mentioned above.*® Extraorc].inary circumstances caused 1)y the ongoing
war with the Russians also brought about further strains on the Ottoman financ-
es, which were tremendously burdened l)y £oreign debt accrued over the years.47
Even tllough a 1arge part of the sum owed was paic]. l)y the Ottoman govern-
ment, the Providence Tool Company suspenclecl the proc].uction of the rifles.

4 Soyluer, “Osmanh Silah Sanayii'nc].e Modernle§me Cal)alarl (1839-1876),” 300-5; and Ben-
nett, “The ‘Aynali Martini’,” 245.

42 Grant, Ru/er, Guns, ana[ Money, 10. Also see “The Turkish Atmy: Purchase of Arms and Am-
munition—Bad Condition of the Troops,” Clzicago Dai/y Tribune, 9 April 1877, 5.

3 Grant, “The Sword of the Sultan,” 15.

4 Gencer, Oreng, and Unver, Tiirk-Amerikan Silah Ticareti Y?zriZzi, 115; Zengin, “Tophane—i
Amireden Imalat-1 HarLiye'ye Osmanli Devletinde Harp Sanayii (1861-1923),” 243; Bennett,
“The Aynali Martini',” 2465-4.6; Treve]yan, The Winchester, 62-63; and Mesut Uyar and Edward
J. Erickson, A Military History of the Ottomans: From Osman to Atatiirk (Santa Barbara, CA:
ABC-CLIO, 2009), 200.

*5 Bradley, Guns for the Tzar, 126-29.

4 Ali Serdar Mete and Ercan Ka.ralzoq, “The Bffects of the Firearm Purchasings on the Otto-
man Financial Structure during the Military Modernization (1853-1908),” Se/gule Universitesi
Tiirkiyat Ara§t7rma/ar1 Dergisi, no. 49 (2020): 301, https://doi.org/10.21563/sutad 857494
4T “The Overwhelming Debt of the Turkish Empire," Daf/y Constitution, 8 June 1877.
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Asa resu]t, the Ottomans found themselves in murley waters.*® The American-
Ottoman arms trade was now in serious c].anger.

In fact, the late 1870s and early 1880s witnessed a serious decline in the
volume of arms trade between the United States and the Ottoman Empire.49
The Ottoman Empire suclclenly stopped purcllasing American rifles and turned
its attention to the German ones. The American rifle industry was aclverse]y af-
fected Ly the Ottoman failure in payments and later pre{erence for German arms
supplies. This was one of the primary reasons for the decline of American rifle
manufacturing in the late 1870s and 1880s. Several armories went })anlzrupt.

While there were more than 40 small arms companies in 1870, that number

dwindled to merely 2 1Jy the end of the 1880s.%°

In the 1870s and 1880s a unified Germany emerged as a formidable power
in the middle of Europe &uring the last quarter of the nineteenth century. This
coincided with the deterioration of Ottoman relations with other European pow-
ers like Britain, France, and Russia. Russia in particular was following aggressive
policies against the Ottoman Empire, which faced an imminent danger of dis-

memberment consequently. The Ottomans lost most of their Balkan possessions

after the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78. Furthermore, France occupiecl Tu-
nis in 1881, and the British took over Cyprus and Egypt in 1878 and 1882,
respectively. To forestall further territorial losses including the capital city, the
Ottoman Empire approacl’lecl Germany, rather than, for instance, the United
States, with which it had enjoyecl cordial relations ‘chroughou’c.5I As part of their
overtures to the Germans, the Ottomans showed visible wiﬂingness to purchase
arms from them. The Germans responded with utmost eagerness.

In an attempt to secure Germany’s support to avert the demise of his empire,
Abdulhamid IT invited German military advisors to have the Ottoman mi]itary
modernized after the catastrophic Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78. Bach of

# Gencer, Oreng, and Unver, Tiirk-Amerikan Silah Ticareti Tarihi, 133-35.

49 Zengin, “Tophane-i Amireden imalat-1 Harhiyeyye Osmanl Devletinde Harp Sanayii (1861—
1923),” 224-25; and Ramazan Hakk: Oztan, “Tools of Revolution: Global Military Surplus,
Arms Dealers and Smugglers in the Late Ottoman Ballzans, 1878-1908, Fast & Present 23 7,
no. 1 (2017): 178, https://doi.org/10.1093 /pastj/gtx03 4.

%0 Grant, Ru/er, Guns, and Money, 10, 36.

! Sander and Fi§elz,ABD Dl§i§/eri Be/ge/eriy/e Tiirk-ABD Silah Ticaretinin Ilk Yz’jzyl/i (1820—
1020), 35; and Sean McMeekin, The Ber/in-Baglza’aa’ Express: The Ottoman Empire and Ger-
many s Bid ][ar World Power (Caml)riclge, MA: BeHznap Press, an imprint of Harvard University
Press, 2010), 3.
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these German officers was granted the honorary title of sultan’s ai(le-cle-camp.52
In accordance with the recommendations of these German aclvisors, the sultan
expanclecl the army. Hence, the need for war materiels for the army also increased.
Unsurprisingly, the German military advisors urged the Ottoman government to
purchase German weapons.®®

In 1887, the German Mauser rifle company won a contract from the Ot-
toman Empire. The British ambassador in Istanbul believed that the sultan’s
personal intervention was instrumental in the entire business. That Otto von
Bismarc]z, the German c}lancellor, had formerly won the trust of the sultan must
have played a role. Bismarck was very keen on seeing the German arms manu-
facturers c].ominating the Ottoman market, whereas the British and the Amer-
ican ambassadors seemed to have failed intervening personally on behalf of the
British and American companies, respectively.ﬂ Germans must have incisively
noticed Sultan Abdulhamid II's autocratic inclinations. The sultan became in-
volved in the process of arms procurement, pus}ling aside military professionals
at this service.®

While the Ottomans’ arms trade with the Americans c].eclinecl, the corre-
sponding trade with the Germans expanclecl quite rapi(ﬂy. The Ottomans did not
purc}lase only rifles but also coastal guns from the Germans in 1arge quantities.®
American arms ceased to enter the Ottoman territories almost completely until
the end of the empire.’

There are several reasons Why the Ottoman Empire might have preferre&
German arms over the American ones. Each of these reasons do not explain
the Ottomans’ choice individuauy. Only when considered as parts of a whole,
these reasons offer a meaning{ul explanation. First, Germany prove& its military

miglﬂ: very recently at the Franco—Prussian War of 1870-11, and emergecl asa

formidable power to reckon with in international politics. The Prussian military

2 F A. K. Yasamee, Ottoman Diplomacy: Abdiilhamid II and the Great Powers, 1878—1888
(Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2011), 24-38.

3 Naci Yorulmaz, Arming the Sultan: German Arms Trade and Personal Dip/omacy in the
Ottoman Empire before World War I (New York: I. B. Tauris, 2014).

5 Yorulmaz, Arming the Sultan, 35-317.

5% Grant, Ru/er, Guns, and Money, 78.

 Yorulmaz, Arming the Sultan.

57 One notable exception to this rule was the Ottoman purchase of an American-made cruiser in
1900. See Grant, Ru/er, Guns, and Money, 90; and Naomi Wiener Cohen, A Dual Heritag:
The Public Career 0][ Oscar S. Strauss (Pliiladelpliia, PA: ]ewi511 Publication Society of America,
1969), 77.
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system l)egan to be viewed as a viable and coveted model not only l)y the Otto-
mans but much of the world as well.5® Seconcl, comparecl. to Germany, which
showed a keen interest in near eastern affairs and had the necessary military
migllt that could back up and justity that interest under the helm of its ambitious
monarch, Kaiser Wilhelm I, the United States did not play a major role in in-
ternational affairs until the late nineteenth century. The United States would be
a more assertive international power in the twentieth century, particularly cluring
the second half when Turks would prize the close trienclsliip of Americans more
than that of any other Western power in the face of ]osepll Stalin’s threats to
Turkish sovereignty and territorial integrity. Third, Germany did not cherish any
territorial ambitions over the Ottoman Empire that could jeoparclize the very
survival of the empire, at least initially.sg Fourth, there is no evidence to sug-
gest that the U.S. government viewed arms transfers as an instrument of J[.oreign
policy projection in the nineteenth century. [t would be able to perceive that sort
of an approacll on the part of the U.S. administrations vis-a-vis arms transfers
only in the twentieth century, particularly during its second half. Furthermore,
the American administration did not have a relationship with national arms pro-
ducers in the country similar to what the German government had with German
armories. Thus, purchasing American arms did not guarantee American diplo-
matic and political support when necessary. Likewise, l'laving cordial relations
with the American government did not necessarily laring about aclvantages in
the deals with the private American arms protiucers.60 Fifth, the Ottomans had
experiencecl certain difficulties recently with the American companies due to
late payments for the purcllases the Ottomans made. The American companies’
rather understandable reluctance in delivering their merchandise without being
paicl in full first did not llelp, either. The Ottomans faced enormous difficulties
in tinding creditors for the purcl’lases tlley were trying to make in the United
States.! Consequently, the Ottoman government had ended up in court with

American arms companies due to the clelinquent payments for the rifles pur-

58 Yorulmaz,Arming the Sultan, 180; and ilber Ortayls, Ikinci Abdiilhamit Déneminde Osmanh
jmparator/uguncja Alman Nzli][uzu (Ankara: Ankara Universitesi Siyasal Bilgiler Fakiiltesi Yayin-
lar1, 1981), 46.

%9 Ortayh, ikinci Abdiilhamit Déneminde Osman jmparator/ugunala Alman Nzlifuzu, 25; and
Yasamee, Ottoman Diplomacy, 51.

60 Grant, Ruler, Guns, and Money, 35.

ol Soyluer, “Osmanh Silah Sanayiiyn(le Modernle§me Cat)alarl (1839-1876),” 310-11.
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chased in the late 18705 and early 18805.92 The Ottomans’ financial state was
in shambles, and tlley were in no condition to pay for the rifle purchases them-
selves. Therefore, when the Germans offered them creditors as well as riﬂes, the
Ottomans went all in on German suppliers.63 Sixth, geographica”y Germany
was closer to the Ottoman Empire than the United States was. There was a direct
railroad line 1in12ing the Ottoman Empire and Germany. Therefore, any sort of
equipment that the Ottoman Empire needed and that Germany manufactured

could be more easily and conveniently transferred to the Ottoman EI11I)i1‘e.6"1

CONCLUSION

American-Turkish relations have a very 1ong history going back to the early clays
of the American republic. Since its emergence, the United States has been an
active actor in the immediate vicinity of first the Ottoman Empire and then the
Turkish Repuh]ic. During the reign of the Ottomans, American merchants and
missionaries had been the primary agents of the rather peaceful and at times
consiclera]aly cordial relations between the two countries. This was particularly
so &uring the nineteenth century. The two countries had never been in an armed
conflict between them. In fact, even oluring the First World War, when the coun-
tries found themselves in opposing camps, they did not fire a bullet against each
other.%® That has always been the rule in the bilateral relations. Despite the ups
and downs in their interactions, the two countries acted with utmost serenity to
make sure that the bilateral relations were not troubled Ly an act of war.

One of the most important aspects of the bilateral relations was the arms
trade between the United States and the Ottoman Empire from the 1860s un-
til the first part of the 1880s. That trade, it should be note&, was one-sided.
The United States was the supplier and the Ottoman Empire was the purchaser.
This worked fairly well for both parties. The Ottoman Empire purchased 1arge
quantities of weaponry from the United States. The Ottomans initia”y l)ought
arms clirect]y from the U.S. government. Later, tlley made purcl'lases from private
companies, too.

This rather lucrative business for the American armories came to an abrupt

end in the 1880s. The Ottoman government ceased to purc}lase weaponry from

%2 Gencer, Oreng, and Unver, Tiirk-Amerikan Silah Ticareti Tarihi.

 Yorulmaz, Arming the Sultan, 39.

%4 Sander and Fi§e12, ABD Dl§i§/eri Be/ge/eriy/e Tiirk-ABD Silah Ticaretinin ilk Yﬁzyi/l (1820—
1020),35-36.

03 Koprulu, “Tarihte Tirk-Amerikan Miinasel}etleri," 041.
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the United States. This decision did not have much to do with the quality of the
American weapons. Tlley were certainly of the lligl'lest qua.]ity. Even tllough there
were financial issues regarcling the arms trade, such as the Ottoman inability to
make payments in a timely manner, there was a political dimension to the Ot-
toman cl'la.nge of heart as well. The American-Ottoman military cliplomacy did
not bring about political and/or financial support, which the Ottoman Empire
was in dire need of in the face of the Russian menace. It was confined to commer-
cial dealings. The Ottomans needed more than that. They needed friends and
allies who could back them up financially and politically if and when necessary.

For its own reasons, perhaps, the American government did not show any
willingness to become involved politically in near eastern affairs during the sec-
ond half of the nineteenth century. Until the end of the century, the United
States continued to stick to its isolationist foreign policy and staye& away from
political conflicts in areas other than North America. Regar&ing the Ottoman
Empire, the U.S. government did its utmost to look after the interests of Amer-
ican merchants and missionaries who were based in Ottoman territories without
engaging in any sort of gunljoat diplomacy.

There{ore, Sultan Abdulhamid IT looked for other centers of political, mili-
tary, and financial support and found that support in Germany. In a rather abrupt
move, Abdulhamid II turned to Germany. To secure German political backing,
Abdulhamid IT started to purchase arms from German companies who had close
links to the German government. Whether Abdulhamid IT’s policy played out
in favor of the Ottomans remains debatable. However, what is clear is that two
countries stood side Ly side politicaﬂy during the First World War and the Ger-
man military influence in the Ottoman Empire was undoubtedly a facilitator
for such an association. A similar case in American-Turkish relations would be
observed only during the post—Worlcl War II era when both countries perceived
threats to their interests from the Soviet Union and decided to stand in unison
to counter that threat.
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® Cl’lapter Two e

The Kenner Mission:
Tlle Confe(lerate States of America’'s
Failed Military Diploma(:y

David Campmier, PhD

he Confederate States of America’s last-ditch attempt at military (liploma—

cy, the 1864-65 Kenner mission, offers crucial lessons in unclerstanding
wl'ly such efforts sometimes fail. During the 1861-65 American Civil War, the
Confederate States of America’s (CSA) diplomatic overtures centered on receiv-
ing international recognition, particularly from Great Britain—then the world’s
greatest superpower—along with economic aid and direct military assistance.
Key to Confederate victory was the potential of the British government recog-
nizing the CSA as an independent nation-state and providing direct military
support in ﬁghting the U.S Navy blockade and t}lrea’cening the northern states
from Canada. Despite vigorous Confederate cliplomacy, British military support
never materialized due to the Confederacy’s commitment to slavery, which was a
red line for the British government. Britain declared and maintained its neutral-
ity throughout the entire conflict. This stance meant Britain recognized the CSA
as a lawful belligerent, permitting the Rebels to purchase arms and ships within
some limitations, but did not provi(le economic or mi]itary assistance.! Without
active British support, the CSA could not resist the steaclily increasing Union

military and economic pressure.

By the fall of 1864, the CSA’s fortunes had fallen so low that Rebel leader-

! Phillip E. Meyers, Caution and Cooperation: The American Civil War in British-American
Relations (Kent, OH: Kent State University Press, 2008), 36; and Howard Jones, Blue and Gray
Diplomacy: A History of Union and Confederate Foreign Relations (Chapel Hill: University of
North Carolina Press, 2010) 39 —4.2.
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ship in Richmond, Virginia, took a desperate tact. President Jefferson Davis and
Secretary of State Judah P. Benjamin decided to use the possibility of enlisting
Black troops in the Southern armies—oﬁering such troops emancipation—to
secure British assistance in the form of robust financial support and direct mil-
itary intervention. Then, with the example of employing and freeing African
American men for military service, the CSA could introduce general emancipa-
tion to so]ic].ify the re]ationsl'lip.2

At the end of the year, President Davis sent Duncan F. Kenner, a Confederate
congressman from Louisiana, to Britain as an envoy to present this new scheme.
Davis, Benjamin, and Kenner assumed that the British would believe the CSA was
at last preparecl to initiate broad social cl’lange starting with its armies. However,
the British rejected Kenner's overture. The mission’s failure—examined at great-
er 1engt}1 later—demonstrated some pitfans of unsuccessful military (].iploma.cy.

The Kenner mission was the culmination of a yearslong struggle by Confed-
erate and U.S. diplomats to gain the sympathy of the British government (and
to some extent, the British pul)lic)—a struggle in which competing policies on
slavery were prominent. Tl’lroughout the war, U.S. secretary of State William H.
Seward and the U.S. minister (Wl’lat we would toclay call an amhassaclor) to Great
Britain, Charles Francis Adams, sougl'lt to highlight the CSA’s staunch proslavery
commitments.> As directed by the Confederate State Department in Ricl’lmond,
Rebel envoys tried to deemphasize the importance of slavery. The Rebel secretaries
of state understood that exto”ing slavery toa stauncllly a.ntislavery power would
not produce results and reminded their subordinates to focus on other matters.

Notalaly, instead of deba’cing slavery, representatives of the Confedera-
cy pointec]. to Great Britain’s economic reliance on slave—grown cotton and its
support for indepenclence movements in Europe, arguing that Britain should
likewise support Confederate self-determination. The CSAs use of cotton as a
weapon provecl heavy—llanded. Ea.rly on Jtlring the conﬂict, the Rebel states at-
tempteol to implement a cotton em})argo in the hopes of holcling hostage British
textile manufacturing. The cotton embargo backfired; it angered the British.

? Bruce Levine, Con][ealerate Emancipation: Southern Plans to Free and Arm Slaves a(uring the
Civil War (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008), 111, 203n2; and Craig A. Bauer, “The Last
Effort: The Secret Mission of the Confederate Diplomat, Duncan F. Kenner,” Louisiana History:
]ourna/ o]( the Louisiana Historical Association 22, no. 1 (1981): 71, 73.

3 James J. Barnes and Patience P. Barnes, “Dispa’cch from Lyons to Russell, 20 May 1861,” in The
American Civil War tlzrouglz British Eyes: Dispatcl)es ][ram British Dip/omats, vol. 1T (Kent,
OH: Kent State University Press, 2003), 83-86.
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Military matters repeatedly came to the fore of diplomatic disputes involving
Was}lington, Richmond, and London. Early in the war, U.S. presi(].ent Abraham
Lincoln announced a blockade of Confederate ports to strangle CSA trade—a
blockade that became increasingly effective throughout the war as the U.S. Navy
tightened its grip and the Union Army seized some ports. Great Britain recog-
nized Lincoln’s blockade as the war })egan and conferred Leﬂigerent status to
both sides while assuming neutrality. Neither the United States nor the CSA
liked this decision. For the Union, the 1egal effect of clec]aring a “blockade” was
to grant the CSA the status of a de facto independent nation rather than a region
in rebellion. The United States would later argue the legal distinction that the
Southern ports were “closed” rather than Mocleaclecl, to no effect. For the CSAs
part, they believed the blockade to be i”egal and sought to persuade Britain to
reverse its recognition of it. Accorcling to Davis, the Union’s attempt to cut off
traffic to Confederate ports amounted to a “paper” bloclzade, meaning an unen-
forceable blockade.* If Britain had not recognized the blockade, it would have
benefited the CSA Ly permitting British and other European merchant sl'lips to
J.efy the Union and—backed lzoy the powerfu] Royal Navy—enter Confederate
ports while Union ships stood by lest ’chey risk war with Britain. For its part,
Britain maintained recognition of the blockade in keeping with international law
and strategic concerns to use it as a weapon for themselves.®

Confederate diplomats also sought to paint a picture of the United States
as a budding economic and strategic rival to Britain that the CSA could hold
at l)ay.6 As the war dragged on, the &iplomats tried raising humanitarian con-
cerns. They usua”y listed Union military atrocities and the p}lysical destruc-
tion of the Confederate states. While the British listened, they did nothing

* James McPherson, War on the Waters: The Union and Confea’erate Navies, 1801-1805,
Littlefield History of the Civil War Era (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2017)
46-47. At the war’s beginning, the Confederacy had a fair point. According to the 1856 Dec-
laration of Paris, a joint British-French treaty that aimed to govern war on the seas, it stated that
“Lloclzades, in order to be hinding, must be effective, that is to say, maintained lay a force sufficient
rea”y to prevent access to the coast of the enemy.” The U.S. Navy was small before the war and
could not block access to every port at the onset of hostilities. It took time and a remarkable s}lip—
Luilcling program for the Union Navy to be able to e{{ective]y execute a blockade. Before IC&Cl’lil’lg
full strength, however, scores of ships were able to reach Rebel shores.

s McPherson, War on the Waters, 47—49. Both the British and Confederates (unintentionally in
their case) admitted that the blockade did effectively interrupt commerce and result in the seizure
of s]ﬁps.

¢ Charles Hubbard, The Burden o][ Con][ea]erafe Dip/omacy (Knoxville: University of Tennessee
Press, 1998), 57-60.
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to act on Confederate requests—’che few supporters the Rebel states had in
Parliament tried but failed to push motions to recognize the CSA through the
legislative body.

THE PRIMACY OF THE SLAVERY ISSUE
The Confederate economic and security arguments were not without merit. Why
did they fail to gain traction?

British reluctance to act on Confederate appeals seems to be rooted in their
unclerstanding of the cause and meaning of the war. In December 1860, even
before the Rebels fired the first shots on Fort Sumter, South Caro]ina, Lord
Richard Lyons—the British minister to Washington—summarized the British
approach to treating the Con{ederacy. Lyons noted that even if the South suc-
ceeded in acllieving its independence, the British government and people would
be profounc”y uncomfortable dealing with the Confederacy, even tl'xougl'l Jchey
wanted to avoid disruptions in the cotton trade. He elaborated further, “Unless
the Sececling States can be induced to act with moderation upon the question
of slavery, they may rouse a feeling of inclignation and horror in Great Britain
which will overpower all consideration of material interest.” There was no indi-
cation that the Rebels were interested in moderating their proslavery ambitions.
Lyons recommended that Britain support the North over the South: “To English—
men sincerely interested in the welfare of this country, the present state of things
is painful. Abhorrence of slavery, respect for law, more in complete community
of race and language enlist his sympathies with the side of the North.”

Lyons’s (lispatcl'les create the impression that Britain’s antislavery stance and
its need for cotton carried equal weight but that the Confederacy’s overt support
of slavery complicated any diplomatic efforts. When the Confederaoy declared
its independence, he noted that Southern poli’cicians and leaders had not retreat-
ed from their proslavery advocacy.® When the Rebels fired on Fort Sumter, Lyons
claimeol, “The taint of slavery will render the cause of the South loathsome to the

civilized world.”?

! “Dispatch from Lyons to Russe”, 12 May 1861,” in TZle American Civi/ War tlzrouglz Britislz
Eyes, vol. 1,81-83.

8 “Dispa’tch from Lyons to Russell, 12 May 1861, 32-33; and “Dispatch from Lyons to Russell,
18 February 1861,” in The American Civil War through British Eyes, vol. 1.

9 “Dispatch from Lyons to Russell, 18 February 1861,” in The American Civil War tlzrauglz Brit-
ish Eyes, vol. 1., 50; and “Dispatch from Lyons to Russell, 15 April 1861,” in The American Civil
War tizrouglz British Eyes, vol. 1.
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The friencl]y reception of Confederate representatives in Englancl, both
among citizens and political leadership, led them to believe that recognition was
imminent, but that was never the case. Rebel leaders were baffled for years and
thought British leaders misled them about how vital antislavery commitments
were to Great Britain's government and people. It was not, however, a matter
of clishonesty. Instead, the Rebels refused to accept what was in front of them.
T}lough sympa.tlletic to the Con{:ecleracy, British &iplomats and the cabinet never
wavered on their antislavery commitments. It made them unenthusiastic when
pursuing courses that might have led to the Confederacy’s desired goals.

The closest the British came to intervening in the war was after the Trent
affair, which was not about Confederate sovereignty or aligning British interests
with those of a proslavery rebellion. In 1861, a Union warship stopped a British-
flagged ship, the RMS Trent (1841), in international waters and detained two
Confederate diplomats—minister to Great Britain James Murray Mason and
minister to France John Slidell. Richmond had sent Mason and Slidell to re-
place its original group of envoys abroad and represent the CSA’s interests to
the two powerful nations. The British government nearly declared war on the
United States based on this violation of British sovereignty. Lincoln and Seward,
wanting to ﬁght “one war at a time,” quiclely acquiesce& to British demands and
smoothed over relations as best they could, releasing the prisoners. Even during
the midst of the most extreme diplomatic incident between Great Britain and
the Union, Lyons continued to report on Union antislavery efforts, unclermining
sympathy for the CSA.1

Beyond ensuring British sovereignty, His Majesty’s Government took care-
ful note of what happenecl during the war and listened to U.S. and CSA repre-

sentatives. The American Civil War was an event of some import but hardly the

10 “Dispatch from Lyons to Russell, 15 April 1861,” 237, 238-39, 275-76, 310-11. “Dis-
patcl'les from Lyons to Russel], 3 December 1861 (Dispatcll 728), “3 December 1861 (Dispatch
735),” “20 January 1862,” and “10 March 1862. “Dispatch 728” detailed U.S. congressional
motions for confiscation of and emancipation for slaves whose masters were clisloyal. “Dispatch
735" detailed congressional motions to recognize Haiti and Liberia, suppress the international
slave h:acle, and acquire a Co]ony for freedmen. The January 1862 dispatcl'l assessed the antislavery
positions of the new Secretary of War Edwin M. Stanton (who, according to Lyons, wanted to at-
tack the South where it was vulnerable—on the institution of slavery). The 10 March 1862 report
to Russell carefully parsed the difference of opinions between Senator Charles Sumner and Fran-
cis Blair over the issue of emancipation, and where Lincoln stood on the debate. Lincoln and Blair
seemed more cautious than Sumner, accorcling to Lyons. The minister was quick to note that Lin-

coln suggested that if the war continued, compulsory emancipation would be an incident of the war.
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most crucial for the British Empire as it was for the Union or the Confederacy.
In short, getting involved in the war on behalf of the CSA posed a risk with
limited benefits, and slavery made taleing that risk more unpalatable. Instead, the
British focused their attention on the East; the “Great Game” of intrigue against
Russia for influence in Central Asia and maintaining overseas colonies."

In its efforts to gain British sympat}ly, the Con{ederacy did not help itself
when its representatives abroad could not help but exalt the “virtues” of slave la-
bor. With powers other than Great Britain, the Rebel diplomatic corps was more
than willing to offer to build a network of proslavery allies, including Mexico,
Spain’s Caribbean colonies, and Brazil in order to preserve the institution on an
international scale.'? Moreover, the Rebels’ actions at home—even those t}ley
portrayecl as wealzening slavery, such as ]aanning the transatlantic slave trade—
proppecl up slavery. The Confederate Constitution banned global slave imports,
seeming]y in line with Great Britain’s interest in suppressing the trade.””> On
closer inspection, ]aanning slave imports was not a reflection of some nascent
abolitionist sentiment in the South; rather, it was an economic measure that
protected the domestic interstate trade in enslaved people and kept prices high.
Davis and others claimed that the Con{ecleracy £ought a simple defensive war
with no territorial ambitions. The Rel)els, llowever, embarked on several inva-
sions of Northern territory and border states and territories throughout the war,
setting up proslavery, Con£eclerate—alignecl governments and rounding up es-
caped slaves.

Conversely, Union diplomats actively emp}lasized the United States’ com-
mitments to antislavery policies to lzeep the British Empire out of the war. Brit-
ish ministers continued to track how and when the federal Congress acted to
dismantle the laws and practices that had upheld slavery.“‘ In 1862, the Unit-

" Malcolm Yapp, “The Legend of the Great Game,” in Proceec[ings of the British Academy: 2000
Lectures and Memoirs, vol. 111 (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2001), 179-98.

2 Emory Thomas, The Con][e(jerate Nation, 1801-1805 (New York: Harper & Row, 1979),
80-86.

13 “Constitution of the Confederate States, March 11, 1861, in James D. Ric}lardson,A Campi—
lation of the Messages and Papers o][ the Con][ealeracy [nc/ua(ing the Dip/omatic Correspona(ence
18601-1805 (Nashville, TN: United States Publishing Company, 1905).

" “Dispatches from Lyons to Russell, #500 and #501, July 18, 1864,” in The American Civil
War through British Eyes: Dispatches from British Diplomats, vol. 3 (Kent, OH: Kent State
University Press, 2003), 197. Lyons detailed the repeal of the 1850 Fugitive Slave Act’s provi-
sion, which prevented Africans/African Americans from testi{ying in court cases, and abolition of

the coastwise slave trade.
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ed States ratified the Lyons-Seward Treaty of 1862, which allowed Royal Navy
Wars}lips to stop and inspect American—ﬂaggecl s}lips in the Atlantic to suppress
the slave trade. The preliminary and final Emancipation Proclamation of 1863
further cemented the United States’ commitments to encling slavery and playezl
a significant role in quieting those voices in the British government keen on
intervening in the war.

Relations between the CSA and Great Britain stalled and eventuauy soured
in 1863. Once again, the British acted only to secure or protect British sov-
ereignty. When Rebel conscription officers {orciuy enlisted British citizens
into the army, British representatives comp]ained, and the Confe(leracy did not
comply with their requests for release. This quarrel led to an inflection point.
To force the British to recognize and accept Confederate independence, Davis
and his State Department recalled Mason from London. Great Britain followed
suit by recalling its unofficial representatives in the South. The diplomatic spat
signalecl the Con£e&eracy’s displeasure over perceived interference into a vital
war measure. Further, Confederate leaders in Richmond assumed that Britain
absolutely needed the Confecleracy's cheap, slave—proclucecl cotton to lzeep the
British manufacturing centers running. Their perception was flawed for three
reasons. First, the British economy was not solely clepenclent on cotton goo&s
manufacturing and was in fact diversified. It could withstand an economic shock
to one part of its economy. Second, British manufactures sourced the fiber from
elsewhere in the world, particularly from its own colonies as Confederate cotton
grew more expensive. Third, the Rebels appeared to have believed that the British
government would prioritize low-cost cotton imports above all other diplomatic
concerns.'®

Britain did not acquiesce to ‘cotton diplomacy," but their refusal to engage
did not prevent Rebel 1ea&ership from believing in British &epenclence. From
later 1863 and tllrougl'lout most of 1864, the Rebels did not formerly conduct
traditional diplomacy with the British. Davis and the Rebel 1ea(1ersl’1ip in the
cabinet and Congress found itself in a paradox. They reasoned that only bat-
tlefield success could cllange the British’s stubborn neutrality, but it would soon

become apparent the CSA needed military support to consistently win on the
battlefields.

15 Amanda Foreman, A World on Fire: Britain’s Crucial Role in the American Civil War (New
York: Random House, 2010), 3-18, 219-30, 429-40; and Charles Hubbard, The Burden of
Confederate Diplomacy (Knoxville: University of Tennessee Press, 1998), 1-7, 177-82.
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The CSA turned to diplomatic efforts outside of official British government
contacts. They bypassed antislavery commitments among British political lead-
ers. In Liverpool, Confederate diploma’cic and military personnel made contacts
and worked closely with pro—Confeclerate sympathizers. Tl’ley cultivated outspo-
ken pro-Confederate public leaders and raised funds and awareness for the CSA's
cause. Relying on British neu’crality, Confederate agents purchasecl and shipped
aboard blockade runners thousands of tons of war materiel across the Atlantic.
Brazenly, Rebel agents purc}lased Wars}lips from British commercial s}lipyards
using a loophole in the neutrality law. The British government restricted some
purchases at the Union’s behest, particularly ironclad wa.rsllips.

Confederate leaders then searched for answers as to wl'xy the British had not
come to their aid. Some envoys and members of the Department of State suggest-
ed slavery had prevented relations from developing further. These Rebel diplo-
mats had warned 1eaclers}1ip for years about how slavery complicated their efforts.
As Confederate cliplomatic commissioner William Lowndes Yancey complainecl
inan 1862 speecll, “The sentiment of Europe was anti—slavery, and that portion
of the public opinion which formed and was represented l)y the Government of
Englancl was abolition.”’® Another commissioner, Edwin De Leon, reasonecl,
The greatest stumbling block in the way of our foreign alliance is the
perpetuation of the institution of slavery. That sentiment is stronger
abroad than even considerations of interest—stronger probably in
France than in Englancl. Can we make no concessions in that direc-
tion? Can we not offer a gradual emancipation to at least a portion of
our negroes—say at the expiration of twenty years—so as to give our
friends abroad an answer to the cry that this is a war for the perpetuation

O{: slavery?u

If Confederate leadership was slow to realize how corrosive slavery had been
to their effort abroad, battlefield and politica] defeats changed their perspective.
By November 1864, the CSA found itself on the precipice of collapse. Abraham
Lincoln, who was set on unconditional military victory and destroying the insti-
tution of slavery, won his reelection as president after months of speculation that

he might lose to an opponent open to a negotiated peace leaving the CSA intact.

16 Edwin De Leon, The Secret History of Confederate Diplomacy Abroad, ed. William C. Davis
(Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2005), 99-101.
17 De Leon, The Secret History o][ Confea[erate Dip/omacy Abroad, 102-4.
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On the ]Jattle{ronts, Confederate armies suffered losses and reversals. Rebel presi-
dent ]eﬁerson Davis knew the tide of the war had turned against the Confecleracy.

A DESPERATE PROPOSAL

In a radical departure from previous policy, on 11 November 1864, Davis an-
nounced before the Confederate Congress that he desired to enlist tens of thou-
sands of enslaved men as soldiers into the ranks of the Rebel armies. In return
for their service, the Confecleracy would grant freedom to any enslaved man who
served as a soldier. Previously, the Rebel government impressed enslaved people
into Confederate service as servants, la]:)orers, cooles, and teamsters. Tl’ley were
not supposecl to handle weapons or ammunition, let alone ﬁgl'lt.

Davis believed it was the last chance to forestall defeat and expended much
politica] capital to get enlistment passed in Congress. For Davis and those who
agreed with him, enlisting enslaved men served three purposes.

First, the Rebel military was desperate for manpower. Rebel armies were ei-
ther pinnec]. down or in full retreat. Confederate armies lost troops due to bat-
tlefield casualties, clisease, and desertion. Rebel leaders struggled to replace those
men, even after several expansions of the compulsory draft. Enslaved men could
po‘centia”y fll draft quotas. How many Blacks would have Voluntarily served—
or, if drafted, would have remained in service without deserting at the first oppor-
tunity—is difficult to judge.

Second, some in the Confederacy envisioned enlisting African Americans
as providing a morale boost to troops and civilians who had given up hope of
the Confederacy’s survival. With replenished ranks, even those filled with Black
men, this might encourage Whites who deserted. Many deserted troops were dis-
illusioned and had no reason to return to the Confederate armies. Shame might
also bring them back, although it seems more likely that Southern White soldiers
would reject serving with Black men as equals. Even in the North, there was
strong early opposition to the enlistment of Black troops in the Union Army.'®

Third, and potentiaHy most important, Davis and others believed that free-
ing slaves on the condition of military service could change how the Confed-

eracy’s war was perceivecl internationa”y. Rebel war aims from the beginning

'8 For Union attitudes about military emancipation and arming slaves, sece Chandra Manning, “A
Vexed Question: White Union Soldiers on Slavery and Race” in The View from the Ground: Fxpe-
rience a][ Civil War So/a’iers, ed. Aaron Sheehan-Davis (Lexington: University Press of Ken’cuclzy,
2007), 31-66; and Joseph T. Glatthar, ley the Con][ea]eracy Lost, ed. Gabor S. Boritt (Oxford,
UK: Oxford University Press, 1993), 133-62.
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included independence and the preservation of slaveholders’ right to own human
beings. The meaning of the Confederate cause was no secret, and by the end of
the war, Davis and others wanted international observers to believe diﬁerently.
By emancipating slaves in return for military service, the Confe&eracy’s leaders
hoped the international community could more readily identify their cause with
independence and freedom.

The ensuing months from November 1864 to February 1865 led to a pro-
tracted political struggle in which White generals, po]iticians, soldiers, and citi-
zens debated whether to enlist slaves as soldiers and what such an act might mean
for a country founded on the cornerstone of White supremacy. Many Confed-
erates, rich or poor, civilian or military, bristled at the notion of arming Black
men even when it appeared that it might be the only way to win. To do so would
be to elevate African Americans to the same level as Whites, an unacceptable
proposition. Moreover, slaveholders protestecl the impressment and potential
emancipation of their slaves.

On its face, the proposal to enlist and arm enslaved men—]eaving aside the
political questions and existential contradictions for the CSA—was unrealistic
in practical terms. Even by November 1864, it was probably far too late to gath-
er, arm, drill, and cleploy enough African American men to make a meaningful
difference on the battlefield. Confederate leaders struggled to bring White troops
to the front and supply them adequately cluring the war’s later stages.

The scheme to employ enslaved men as soldiers was intended to fill the
ranks, but the logistical and political hurdles became clear. The topic had been
broached before. Confederate general Patrick R. Cleburne, an Irish immigrant
and famous division commander in the Confederate Army of Tennessee, argue(l
in a document to the Confederate Congress it was in the South’s best interests
to use slaves to {'igl'lt for the rebellion. He stated the South should grant “free-
dom within a reasonable time to every slave in the South who shall remain true
to the Con{ederacy in this war.” He claimed it would also undercut the Union’s
ability to recruit slaves and demonstrate that the Confederacy was willing to ac-
cept emancipation as a condition for international recognition and intervention.
However, though he was a highly regarded division commander, only about one-
half of his subordinate officers supportecl him. Those who opposecl the letter

declared Cleburne an abolitionist and a traitor."?

19 Jefferson Davis, The Papers af]e]%rson Davis, vol. 10 (Houston, TX: Rice University Press,
1971), 177-78.
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As soon as Davis announced his plan before Congress, opposition quickly
materialized even as the country was failing, and the Union l)rought emancipa-
tion wherever its armies marched. Though the war had worn down resistance to
arming slaves, it would still be a monthslong protractecl struggle with those who
represente& slave}lol(ling interests t}lrougl'lout the Rebel states.

Those who discussed an act to increase the military force of the Confederate
States, for the most part, agreed that {reeing slaves after their military service did
not mean the Confecleracy was going to enact a general abolition of s]avery. It
was a poorly 12ept secret that some in the Con{ederacy considered freeing some
of the slaves. British minister Lyons d.utifu”y conveyed these reports to Russell
and included Seward’s analysis. As Union secretary of State Seward notecl, the
proposal ]oy Davis and his allies did not mean the CSA was committed to ending
slavery. A limited number of enslaved African Americans could be freed without
en(ling the institution. Seward argued that slaveholders could leeep slave women
in ]Jon(lage, and the children those women had would remain enslavecl, thus con-

tinuing the institution.?’

On 10 March 1865, Davis signecl into law the mun&anely titled An Act
to Increase the Military Force of the Confederate States. The new law, which
opened the ranks of the Confederate Army to recruiting slaves as solcliers, was
muddled by compromises. As a result, the act was neither capable of raising the
hundreds of thousands of men needed to win the war, nor was it the harbinger of
a social and political revolution some Southerners believed it could be. The act
was only a hypot}letical threat to slavery. Tl’xougl'l Southerners feared the bill's
passage, the law bent backward to protect slaveholders’ rights. Davis could not
compel owners to give up their slaves. The recruitment process had to be volun-
tary on the master’s part. The Confederate government could not draw more than
25 percent of enslaved men between 18 and 4.5 for service in any state. Enslaved
men who served as soldiers in the Rebel army had no guarantee of recelving free-
dom before or after military service.?’ Such half-hearted compromises appealed

to no group, nor did they make the law effective.

THE KENNER MISSION

The timing of attempting to get enslaved men into the armies and Kenner’s

20 “Dispatch from Lyons to Russell, October 28, 1864,” in The American Civil War tlzrouglz
British Eyes, vol. 3, 218.
AR, 367, An Act to Increase the Military Force of the Confederate States (10 March 1865).

CAMPMIER

42



mission abroad was possibly intentional. Davis and others who came to support
arming enslaved men understood what emancipation might mean on the inter-
national stage.” The Kenner mission was a type of military cliplomacy. At the
time, the army was not realistically capable of conducting successful military op-
erations to stop the Union armies, let alone push them back from Confederate
soil. The military emancipation of the enslaved intended to prove to the British
government that the Confederate states were wi]ling to dismantle slavery in re-
turn for recognition. In short, Kenner was supposed to help the British govern-
ment “get over” their reluctance to help a pro—slavery state.

Duncan Kenner, on the surfa.ce, was in an odd position to act as the leader of
this ambitious plan. For one, Kenner was a Louisiana slaveholder of a large plan—
tation. He had been a member of the Confederate Congress. But, from the early
stages of the war, he arguec]. with Davis and Benjamin that the Confecleracy must
introduce emancipation legislation for European powers to even consider inter-
vention. His sentiments reflected what Confederate diplomats had long observed
but refused to accept. By the summer of 1863, Benjamin ordered representatives
abroad to end any negotiation if J[‘oreign diploma’cs broached the issue of slavery.
As early as 1863, Duncan informed Davis that he intended to introduce legis-
lation to send a commission to Britain and France to offer emancipation as a
bargaining chip to win recognition and intervention. The president and secre-
tary of State quashed the idea, but Kenner never entirely abandoned his views.??

Realities on the ground changed Richmond’s mind, and Davis, with Benja-
min'’s cajoling, hatched a plan to send Kenner abroad. In December 1864, Davis
reluctantly charged Kenner with his mission after a meeting held in Richmond.
Davis authorized Kenner to negotiate on the Con{:ecleracyIS behalf and offer gen-
eral emancipation in return for recognition. Kenner had the aut}lority to sell all
Southern cotton and purchase war materiels. To ensure the Louisianan’s success,
the presiclent and secretary gave him complete control over all Confederate min-

isters abroad and informed leacling congressmen of Kenner's objectives. Thoug}l

22 See, for examp]e, a letter from Davis supporter and proslavery Kansas politician turned Confed-

erate Surgeon John H. String{ellow. U.S. War Department, me War O][flle Re]ae//ion: A Compenc[i—
um of the Official Records of the Union and Confederate Armies (Washington, DC: Government
Printing Ofﬁce, 1880-1901), series 4, vol. 3, 1067-70. Letter from ]olln H. Stringfeﬂow, 8
February 1865.

23 Craig A. Bauer, “The Last Effort: The Secret Mission of the Confederate Diplomat Duncan F
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the congressmen rejectecl the pian ou’crigiit at i;irst, Kenner convinced them of the
necessity of ai)anoloning siavery personally. Benjamin paveol the way further i)y
informing Rebel diplomats that Kenner was coming and that they should inves-
tigate if there were an issue that held European powers back from recognition.**

Problems remained. Even if the mission had been successfu], as Davis noted
to J. D. Shaw, the various Confederate states would have needed to approve the
plan. In the same letter, Davis claimed that “the chief obstacle to recognition
has been an unwillingness to be embroiled in a quarrei with the United States. If
slavery or any other cause had been the impediment, our advances to European
Governments would have led to the disclosure of their reasons for not acknowl-
edging our inclepenclence."zs

Kenner set out for Burope in early January 1865; dangers abounded. The
blockade and Union forces proved to be significant obstacles. After a weeks-long
journey malzing his way to New York City in secret, involving many close calls,
he arrived in Southampton, Engiand, on 21 Fei)ruary. He was further cleiaye(i in
his mission when he discovered that Mason and Slidell—Confederate ciipiornats
based in Europe, whom he had counted on to assist him in London—were in
Paris and Brussels. Mason and Slidell were doubtful Kenner’s plan would suc-
ceed. Both men rejectecl Kenner until Davis's authorization papers were decoded
and presented and reiuctantly heiped him.?°

Even with their heip, Kenner and Mason took another two weeks to contact
the British cabinet. The Confederate clipiorna’cic team focused on meeting the
prime minister alone. They tl'lought he was the 12ey iigure in successfuliy offer-
ing emancipation for recognition. Oniy Mason met with British prime minis-
ter Henry ]Oi’ll’l Temp]e, Viscount Paimerston, on 14 March 1865, ti'lougii he
followed instructions from Kenner with one major exception. He never (iirectly
discussed ai)oiisiling siavery and oniy oi)iiqueiy referred to some obstacle that
prevente(i. British action. Palmerston, for his part, read between the lines and
rejectecl the notion that slavery impeded Great Britain’s recognition of the Con-
J[‘edemcy. Instead, battlefield realities meant the rebellion iost, and interference
would oniy lead to war with the United States. Mason never explicitiy offered

abolition in return for recognition after that discussion.?”

24 Bauer, “The Last Effort," 75-178.
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Despite that crushing failure, Kenner and Mason reached out to Richard
Hely—Hutcllinson, the Earl of Donougllmore, a Confederate sympatllizer and
Mason’s contact in the British government and aristocratic circles, to assess what
role partially or completely encling slavery could play in negotiation between the
Contecleracy and Great Britain. The earl agreed with Palmerston’s assessment
but claimed that slavery had prevented recognition. Mason tinally made the
proposition clear tllougti Donougllmore repliect it was too little too late. The mis-
sion tailed, and the Contederacy’s armies and the government soon fell after.®

Given the CSAs limitations, this might have been the extent of its for-
ay into military diplomacy, but perhaps starting on this path sooner may have
had better results. In sllort, the Rebels should have never given up on formal
diplomatic overtures and offered emancipation in some form two years carlier,
Donouglimore suggested. Of course, this is counterfactual and ultimately un-
proval)le. The inal)ility to pass a slave-soldier law quiclzly even when the CSA
faced disaster suggests that trying it sooner might have been impossible.

CONCLUSION

What does the story of the Kenner mission say about larger questions of military
cliplomacy?

First, the CSA was not able to offer much in the way of military assistance
to Britain. The CSAs use of military (liplomacy does not neatly conform to the
present—clay practice of armed forces training and exercising togetller; govern-
ments engaging in arms sales or auttlorizing private companies to do so; or pro-
Viding humanitarian aid. The Contecleracy could not offer any of this except to
play the role of a purchaser of foreign arms.

Second, military ctiplomacy works best over time with governments that
share common strategic goals or interests. It also seems to lielp when the partner
states are similar politically, socially, and culturally. While the CSA and Britain,
on the surface, may have shared an interest in wanting to ctegra(le the Union’s
strengtli, tliey were at total odds about slavery. For its part, ttiougli some British
leaders were temptetl to llelp the CSA because tlley wanted to ensure the flow of
clieap cotton and weaken a potential strategic rival, Great Britain never wavered
on its antislavery commitments. The CSA’s inalnility to overcome this obstacle
doomed its efforts to move Britain from tepid neutrality to active support of

the Confederate war effort. Moreover, Confederate leaders expected Kenner to

28 Bauer, “Tlie Last Ettort," 04.
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accomplish too much in too short a time when the CSA already faced imminent
defeat, and the British knew it.

Finaﬂy, broad diplomatic efforts also seem to be required to make military
cliplomacy an effective tool. And that is the crucial distinction. It took a great
deal of time for Confederate leaclers}lip to accept that slavery complica’ced their
interest in the British Empire. Had they not ceased contact with the British
cluring 1863, t}ley could have offered limited emancipation sooner. [t mig}lt not
have been enough to convince the British cabinet or Parliament to intervene, but
such a course could have given the CSA and Britain an avenue to more fruitful
negotiations. In short, the Rebel lea&ership could have shown themselves “com-
peting” with the United States on the issue of military emancipation. Moreover,
the Confe&eracy could have been able to offer further economic incentives or
credible promises of c].iplomatic support if it survived. So long as internal Con-
federate proslavery policies remained in effect, to make offers as the Kenner
mission did without broader discussions and so late in the war fataﬂy wounded

the effort before it even l)egan.
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® Chapter Three ®

U.S. Military Diplomacy
an(l tlle Imperial State of Iran

Kyle Balzer, PhD

INTRODUCTION

Straddling strategic land routes and waterways, [ran has long garnered the at-

tention of great powers. From the Macedonian and Roman empires to impe-
rial rivals like the British Empire and Russia, states vying for glol)al mastery have
jocleeye(l for command of the Persian Gulf. The greater Middle East, with Iran
occupying vast swaths of its strategic geography, has long been correlated with the
security and prosperity of outside powers. For these reasons, the United States,
too, has consistently seen itself drawn into the region. Iran, and the Persian Gulf
in particular, first captured the imaginations of Presbyterian missionaries and
commercial interests. Later, cluring the tWilig}lt strugg]e with the Soviet Union,
Washington’s official mind became increasingly concerned with the political ori-
entation of regional powers positioned in vital strategic spaces.

Since World War I, the United States has emp]oyecl various instruments
to align the Imperial State of Iran with the West. Both economic and military
aid were distributed in staggering sums to stabilize the fledgling monarchy and
secure its vast oilfields and strategic passages. However, as a lever of imquence,
military diplomacy 1)y the late 1960s became Washington’s primary tool of in-
ducement. Mi]ita.ry assistance, supplementecl 1)y mounting sales of sophisticate&
weapons systems, were viewed by Mohammad Reza Shah Pahlavi—Iran’s ruler
from 1941 until his overthrow and exile in 1979—as the means to bolster the
monarclly and, in the long run, supplant Western dominance over the Persian
Gulf. By the 1970s, for reasons external and internal to Iranian-American re-

lations, the United States was sucked into the Pahlavi vortex, forced to cater to
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its client-turned-partner’s self-indulgent and ruinous proclivities. The future of
the Western security architecture now depen&ed on the S]’lal'l, who was motivated
l)y outsized ambitions that far outstrippe(l his strategic capacities.

In the end, the Shah’s fatalism, combined with his farcical geopolitical as-
pirations, doomed the Pahlavi dynasty and led to the rise of the anti-Western
Islamic Republic. Therefore, Washington’s reliance on military assistance con-
stituted a 1ong—s1'10t strategic gamble gone awry as opposed toa prec].icta]:)]e and
easily avertible blunder. Nonetheless, the U.S. experience in prerevolutionary
Iran illuminates practical lessons for the future of American military diploma-
cy. First, this chapter ]orieﬂy explores I[ran’s strategic geography to explain the
region’s encluring importance to world order, great powers, and aspiring chal-
lengers to the status quo. During the Cold War, the historical gravity of Iran
and its surrounc].ings graclua”y pu”ed the United States into a direct role in the
region, leacling to sustained military missions to shore up Imperial [ran. Now,
with the revival of intensive great power competition after a brief respite, the
greater Middle East has unsurprisingly attracted the gaze of Chinese and Rus-
sian strategists. Next, the four phases of Iranian-American military diplomacy
from World War II to the ultimate coﬂapse of the Pahlavi clynasty is reviewed.
Lastly, and in the present context of great power rivalry, some general conclu-
sions are drawn from the U.S. experience in prerevolutionary Iran to illuminate
lessons for the latest round of regional competition. American military diplo-
macy will uncloubtecuy serve as a tool to check the revisionist &esigns of China,
Russia, and the Islamic Republic. Following the Global War on Terrorism and
the ongoing pivot to Asia, the American regional footprint will undoubtedly
be lig}lter. Nevertheless, history demonstrates that the greater Middle East, as
well as the uses and abuses of military diplomacy, must receive careful attention

from American policy makers.

THE STRATEGIC GEOGRAPHY
OF IRAN AND THE GREATER MIDDLE EAST
The political and geographic boundaries of the Middle East are, to a great extent,
arl)itrary. However, when organized around the concept of strategic geograp}ly,
the image of a “greater Middle East” comes into focus. Strategic geography re-
lates to the command of, or access to, spatial areas that condition the securi-
ty and economic vitality of nations. This encompasses physical geography, or

topographic and climatic features, as well as human geography, or the political,

BALZER

48



economic, and military features as they relate to space, time, and distance. Phys-
ical geography does not determine politics, economics, or strategic affairs, but
topography and climate certainly set the parameters in which states joclaey for
power. As such, both geograplqic components interact to drive the dynamics of
interstate competition. Considering its cohesiveness as a unit of strategic com-
petition, the greater Middle East in this chapter covers the Middle East “proper”
(Nortl'l Africa, Turlzey, Su&an, and the Horn of Africa), Transcaucasia, western
Central Asia, and South Asia.!

The greater Middle East is an expansive quadrila’ceral 1ying athwart histor-
ical land and sea routes that connect Europe, Russia, Asia, and North Africa.
Many of the same lines of communication and access points have persiste& from
ancient civilizations to the present. The greater Middle East first served as the
strategic and commercial crossroads for the great empires of antiquity. These
routes were later refined for the modern era of interstate rivalry. During the Mid-
dle Ages, merchants blazed a lucrative network across the region to meet the
European demand for Asian silks and spices.? Beginning in the Age of Discovery,
and persisting tllrougll the advent of steam- and nuclear—powerecl Warships, the
command of regional maritime choke points playecl an outsized role in deter-
mining which blue-water navy established primacy.’

Aside from land and sea lines of communication, the greater Middle East
holds abundant resources. Access to the region’s grain and timber streng’chene&
the empires of antiquity. Later, in the modern era of nation-states, the great pow-
ers struggled for preponderant influence or outright dominance over the region’s
access routes. These land and sea lines of communication hold the leey to the
vast oil and natural gas (].eposits 1ittering the states of the Persian Gulf, Trans-
caucasia, and the Caspian basin. The region’s energy reserves powerecl Western

industrialized societies, providing relatively cheap and accessible stocks of fos-

! The definition of strategic geography and the delineation of the “greater Middle East” are taken
from the work of Geoffrey Kemp and Robert E. Harkavy, Strategic Geography and the Changing
Middle East (Washington, DC: Broolzings Institution Press, 1997), 8-10, 13-15.

2 Christopher I. Beckwith, Empires oj[tlze Silk Road: A History ofEurasia ][rom the Bronze Age
to the Present (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2009); and John Darwin,After Tamer-
lane: The Rise and Fall o][ Global Empires, 1400—2000 (New York: Bloomsbury Publishing,
2008).

3 Jeffrey R. Macris and Saul Kelly, eds., ]mperia/ Crossroads: The Great Fowers and the Fersian
Gu/][ (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2012).
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sil fuels at unprecedented levels following the Second World War. The political
stal)ility, economic vibrancy, and overall olynamism of Western states depen&ed
on the free flow of oil through maritime choke points and overland pipelines
to the Mediterranean.* Later, beginning in the late 1980s, Asian “tiger” and
“cub” economies increasingly used Persian Gulf crude oil to launch their soci-
eties into rapid industrial and consumer growth.® The region’s extensive fields
of oil and natural gas, indispensable for the health of integrated global markets,
remains the lifeblood of the world economy.’ Therefore, the destinies of great
powers, alongside the aspirations of rising and developing states, have long rested
on strategic access to the region. The enduring prominence of the greater Mid-
dle East hints that outside powers, whether entl'lusiastically or reluctantly, must
grapple with its physical and human geography.

Beginning with the Portuguese in 1515, successive great powers engaged in
sustained competition for strategic access to the Persian Gulf. Concerning the
region’s peripheral land barriers, the Russian czars and their Soviet successors
were impe&ec]. lay the Caucasus Mountains running between the Black and Cas-
pian Seas, while the towering Alborz and Hindu Kush mountain ranges restrict-
ed access farther east. These challenging heights have few exploitable strategic
pa,sses.7 The pealzs of Transcaucasia have ]ong frustrated invatlers, and this area
served as a major batt]eground between the armies of Nazi Germany and the
Soviet Union. In 1942, Adolf Hitler launched an ill-fated campaign for the
oilfields of the Caucasus, and if it had succeeded, it would have launched the
Third Reich into Iran and Iraq.® Farther east, the 1ow—1ying Turanian Depres-
sion—spanning the eastern rim of the Caspian Sea to Kazakhstan—has histor-
ically constituted the ideal space for Russian power projection into South Asia.
However, the Alborz and the Hindu Kush provided a vital bulwark for sea powers

* Daniel Yergin, The Prize: The Epic Quest ][or Oi/, Money, and Power (New York: Free Press,
2009).

® Daniel Yergin, The Quest: Energy, Security, and the Rema]eing o][ the Modern World (New
York: Penguin Books, 2012), 84—85. The term tiger refers to the high—growth economies of Hong
Kong, Singapore, South Korea, and Taiwan; and tiger cub refers to the five developing economies
of Southeast Asia: Indonesia, Malaysia, the Pl’lilippines, Tl’lailan(l, and Vietnam.

® For the continued importance of the greater Middle East’s energy reserves, see Daniel Yergin,
The New Map: Energy, Climate, and the Clash of Nations (New York: Penguin Press, 2020),
60-61, 15657, 428-29.

" Kemp and Harkavy, Strategic Geography and the Changing Middle Fast, 18-23.

8 Yergin, The Prize, 319-22; and Ashley Jackson, Persian Gulf Command: A History of the
Second World War in Iran and Irag (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2018), 134-35.
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like the British Empire and, later, an Anglo-American combination to contain
Moscow’s drive toward a warm-water port.9

A series of maritime choke points round out the peripheral barriers. The
Turkish straits, which include the Bosporus and the Dardanelles, connect the
Black Sea with the Eastern Mediterranean and Suez Canal. The Sinai Penin-
sula and its extensive waterways form a system of choke points at the nexus of
the Eastern Mec].iterranean, North Africa., and Arabian Peninsula. The Suez
Canal feeds into the Red Sea, which has historica”y facilitated trade between
North Africa and the Levant. The Red Sea holds the Gulf of Aqal)a and Gulf of
Suez, which the states of North Africa and the Levant &epend on for maritime
commerce. The Bab el-Mandeb Strait, the narrow passage between the Red Sea
and Gulf of Aden, constitutes another prominent choke point that has 1ong at-
tracted sea powers, as well as land powers loolzing to p]ay spoi]er. The port city
of Aclen, which Britain administered from 1839 to 1967, joinecl the island of
Hormuz at the narrow entrance of the Persian Gulf in a vast Western imperial
system. After the Portuguese consolidated control over Hormuz in 151 5, these
maritime choke points continued to secure the far-flung interests of the Dutch
and British empires stretching from North Africa to Southeast Asia.' Later,
an Anglo-American naval combination commanded the approaches to the Per-
sian Gulf to secure the vital sea lanes stretcl'ling across the Indian Ocean to
the Western Pacific. Together, these maritime choke points and peripheral land
barriers have conditioned the struggle for mastery over a vast arc stretching from
the eastern Mediterranean to South Asia. The timeless competition for strategic
access has transformed these land corridors and sea lanes into “routes,” which en-

courage movement, or ‘anti-routes” that suppress the flow of peop]e, commerce,

9 For the “great game” between Britain and Russia, see Evgeny Sergev, The Great Game, 1850—
1007: Russo-British Relations (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2013). For
American entry into the Near East, see ]aclzson, Persian Gu[)[ Cammanc]; and Bruce Kuniholm,
The Origins o][ the Cold War in the Near East: Great Power Conﬂiot and Dip/omacy in Iran,
Erkey, and Greece, rev. ed. (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1994). For the greater
Middle Easts enduring strategic significance, see Peter ]01111 Brol)st, The Future 0][ the Great
Game: Sir O/a][ Caroe, India’s ]nc]epena]ence, and the Defense ofAsia (Akron, OH: University
of Akron Press, 2005).

10 Rudi Mattllee, “The Portuguese Presence in the Persian Gulf: An Overview,” in [mperia/ Cross-
roads, 1-12; Virginia Lunsford, “The Dutch in the Persian Gulf,” in Imperia/ Crossroads, 13—
30; Robert Johnson, “The Great Gamee and Power Projection,” in ]mperia/ Crossroaa’s, 31-48;
and Saul Ke“y, “The Game]eeeper versus the Mercenary Spirit: The Pax Britannica in the Gulf,”
in ]mperia/ Crossroac]s, 49-60.
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and ideas. Routes and antiroutes are interchangeable conditions depending on
the proclivities of states exerting formal or informal control over strategic pass-
es.'" As such, the greater Middle East constitutes the fault line where land and
sea powers frequently collide.’?

Iran is bound l)y three imposing mountain ranges on its frontiers. The Al-
borz extends along the Caspian Sea in the north; the Zagros begins in Azerbaijan
and straddles the [ran-Iraq border to span the length of the Persian Gulf; and
the Makran lies to the southeast. Numerous peales reach an elevation of 3,000
meters above sea level, with many along the Zagros exceeding 4,000 meters. As
routes and antiroutes, the Zagros'’s treacherous passages facilitated or hindered
movement from Persian Gulf ports to the Caspian. During World War 11, the
Persian corridor’s rail cargo through Iran followed this route as Anglo-American
largesse lzept the Soviet Union ﬁghting on the eastern front."> Later, during the
Cold War, British and American mi]itary p]anners designa’ced the Zagros as a
barrier to halt a Soviet drive toward the oilfields and refineries of the Persian
Gulf.™ Moving past Iran’s rugged peaks toward the interior, a great plateau rises
at the center of the country, which is 1arge1y uninhabitable and averages an ele-
vation of nearly 900 meters. The harsh topography is further magniﬁecl 1)y the
Dasht-e Lut and Dasht-e Kavir, two seemingly endless salt deserts in the east of
the plateau. As SUC}‘I, few navigable waterways cut t}lrough Iran’s arid and rugged
terrain, and the space is brutal for agricu]tural projects on any scale. The majority
of Iran'’s popula‘cion therefore lives along the e&ges of the central p]ateau, as well
as the oil-rich lowlands rimming the Persian Gulf and Gulf of Oman.

The strategic geography of the greater Middle East, combined with its abun-
dant oil deposits, turned Iran into an arena of protracted competition between
Britain, Russia, and the United States. In the nineteenth century, Iran joine(],
Afghanistan as the 1ync}1pin of the defense of British India and the Persian Gulf.
Both Iran and Afghanistan were turned into buffer states at the turn of the cen-

' Mahnaz Z. Ispahani, Roads and Rivals: The Political Uses ofAccess in the Borderlands ofAsia
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1989), chap. 1, esp. 1-30.

12 For the enduring struggle between Eurasian land powers and offshore sea powers, see H. J. Mac-
lzincler, “The Geograp}lical Pivot of History,” Geograplzica/]ouma/ 23, no. 4 (April 1904): 421 -
44; Alfred Thayer Mahan, The Problem o][Asia: Its E]g;zct Upon International Po/itics, rev. ed.
(London: Routledge, 2003); and Nicholas John Spykman, The Geograplzy of Peace, ed. Helen R.
Nicholl (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 194:4).

13 Jackson, Persian Gu[z[ Command, 294-315,349-50.

14 Michael Cohen, Fighting World War Three from the Middle Bast: Allied Contingency Plans,
1945—1 954 (Portlan(], OR: Frank Cass, 1997), 319-20.
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tury, as London and Moscow sougllt to deflate tensions as ’clley faced the men-
ace of Imperial Germany. Russia’s imperial reach was further constrained l)y the
upheaval of the Russian Revolution of 1917, as the Kremlin turned inward to
consolidate i&eologica] gains. However, with the rise of Nazi Germany and the
onset of another global conﬂagration, Russia once again settled with Britain to
carve out sp}leres of influence in Iran. It was the crucible of World War 11, and the
precipitous postwar breakdown of the Grand Alliance between the United States,
Great Britain, and the Soviet Union, that pulled Washington into the traditional
preserve of London and Moscow. Washington, unfamiliar with regional dynam-
ics, entered the p]aying fields of the “great game” for the greater Middle Bast.'®
In Iran, the United States graclually assumed Britain’s role as the primary mover
and shaker, employing military cliplomacy to anchor Tehran in the Western se-

curity architecture.

THE FOUR PHASES

OF IRANTAN-AMERICAN MILITARY DIPLOMACY
This section delineates the four phases of U.S. military diplomacy with Imperial

Iran. The establishment of American military and economic missions during
World War II marked the first stage. Was]lington viewed assistance programs,
whether in the form of military aid or financial counsel, as instruments to embed
Iran in its envisioned postwar order. Even during the exigency of war, the United
States aimed to anchor Iran in an international system free of brazen aggression
and exclusive trade blocs. This goal was revised after the Soviet Union doused
postwar aspirations, as Moscow had no intention of joining such a world or-
der. Nonetheless, American military diplomacy persiste& tllrougl'l the final three
pl’lases as a prominent tool to align Iran with the West. From the crucible of the
early Cold War, the sulasequent hinge years of the 1960s, to the denouement of
the 1970s, the evolution of Iranian-American military diplomacy was charac-
terized l)y the monarcl’ly's power position relative to the United States. Iran, once
clepenclent on American attitudes, eventuaﬂy transcended its status as a client
state. By the 1970s, ensconced as a fu”—ﬂeclgecl partner in the enterprise of con-
tainment, Mohammad Reza Shah Pahlavi manipula’ced his ally’s relative decline

18 For the historical context of American entry into the region, see Bruce Kuniholm, The Origins
o][ the Cold War in the Near East: Great Power Canﬂict and Dip/amacy in Iran, ﬂtrkey, and
Greece, rev. ed. (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1994). For the endurance of the great
game, see Brobst, The Future o][ the Great Game.
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to disastrous effect. He had asserted himself on the glol)al stage and removed
Was}lington’s onerous restrictions on arms sales, which eroded Iran’s sociopolit—
ical and economic structures. The Shah, whose geopolitical ambitions and appe-
tite for sopllisticatec]. weapons systems knew no bounds, ultimately dealt the fatal
blow to his regime—and nearly that of the Western position in the Persian Gulf.

The Grand Alliance and the Origins

of Military Diplomacy, 10411045
On 25 August 1941, the Soviet Union invaded Imperial Iran from the Trans-
caucasian borderlands. Britain’s combined-arms assault followed closely on its
heels, penetrating the southwestern oil fields of Khuzestan Province from the
al-Basra bridgehead in Iraq.

London and Moscow had recently joinecl arms in an alliance of convenience
following Hitler’s betrayal of his onetime cobenigerent, ]oseph Stalin. In the
short term, Britain and the Soviet Union shared a joint interest in unfettered
access to Iran’s lines of communication. Stalin, after conspiring with Hitler to
carve out their respective spheres of influence in Eastern Europe, was forced into
Britain’s arms as Germany invaded the Soviet Union and penetrated &eeper into
its territory. Soviet survival now depended on a robust British resupply program
that would run through Iran’s access routes. As for Britain’s far-flung imperial
interests, London feared that a Soviet coHapse would threaten its position in the
Eastern Mediterranean and the greater Middle East. Considering the gravity of
the situation, Britain and the Soviet Union could ]narcuy olepencl on Reza Shah
Pahlavi to stabilize Iran for the mammoth resupply effort that lay ahead. Iran’s
autocratic ruler, clinging to the Persian stratagem of “positive equilibrium,” had
soug]nt to play Nazi Germany against the traditional threat posed by Britain and
Russia. Reza Shah, deemed unreliable by London and Moscow, was forced to ab-
dicate following the invasion. With the country now under occupation and Reza
Shah’s more compliant son installed on the Peacock Throne, Britain was free to
stabilize Iran and transport military aid to the Soviet zone in the north.'

Britain, however, was under tremendous material strain, as the defense of its
far—ﬂung empire exhausted its al)ility to rep]enis}l the Soviet warmalzing capaci-

ty. Short on resources, but desperate to tie down Germany on the castern front,

16 For the Anglo—Sovie’c invasion and occupation of Iran, see ]acleson, Persian Gu/f Command,

150-207; and Ray Takeyh, The Last Shah: America, Iran, and the Fall of the Pahlavi Dynasty
(New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2021), 8—30.
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British prime minister Winston Churchill turned to the United States to super-
charge Britain’s alreacly formidable transportation infrastructure in Iran. In the
summer and autumn of 1941, Churchill and President Franklin D. Roosevelt
identified Iran as the critical resupply corridor that could alleviate pressure on
Britain and fulfill the Soviet Union’s war{:ig}lting requirements. The Allies had
three ocean-spanning routes at their clisposal: the Persian corridor, accessible
through the Indian Ocean and Persian Gulf choke points; the hazardous Arctic
sea lane; and the Pacific maritime l)riclge from the American West Coast to the
Soviet port of Vladivostok. Since the Arctic was littered with U-boats, and Vlad-
ivostok was frozen for a signiﬁcant portion of the year, Churchill and Roosevelt
zeroed in on Persian Gulf waterways and overland corridors through Iran. The
United States, serving as the Grand Alliance’s arsenal and quartermaster, would
boost the volume of supplies coursing along the treacherous passes of the Zagros
Mountains and Iranian plateau. As the United States expandecl ports, roa(ls, and
railways to deliver military aid, Britain could more rea&i]y defend the Persian
Gulf and its vital lines of communication to India. Most important]y, at least
until the tide of war favored the Allies, the Soviet Union would be empowered to
staunch the Nazi onslaught and gradually take the offensive.'”

Although s}]oring up the Soviet war effort was the immediate ol)jective,
American officials in short order envisioned military diplomaoy as an instru-
ment to pursue grandiose ambitions in Iran. The first sizeable detachment of
u.s. mili‘cary personne] arrived in December 1942, immecliate]y turning its
attention to the expansion of ports, overland lines of communication, and as-
sembly plants for ﬁeight cars. Two months later, Wallace S. Murray—a career
foreign service officer in the Division of Near East Affairs who later became
ambassador to Iran—distributed a policy paper proposing Iran as the testing
ground for a harmonious postwar world order. The U.S. president, in the spirit of
the Atlantic Charter and United Nations, aspirecl to construct an international
system conditioned Ly self—government and free from territorial aggran(lizement
and exclusive trade barriers. Considering the enduring Anglo-Russian rivalry in
the greater Middle East, if the United States could restore Iran’s integrity and
governmental machinery, Roosevelt's lojfty ambitions would receive a consider-
able boost. The policy paper, moving heyoncl the narrow interest in winning the

war, recommended l)asing “our response [in Iran] upon our interest in winning

17 Eor the Anglo—American view of Iran as a vital land corridor to Russia, see Jaclzson, Persian

Gulf Command, esp. 131-37, 205-7, 294-95; and Takeyh, The Lash Shah, 10-11, 22-23.
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the peace.” It forwarded the United States as a disinterested actor, since it was not
viewed in the region as a colonial Oppressor. With its expertise and financial aid,
the United States could “make Iran self-reliant and prosperous, open to the trade
of all nations and a threat to none.”’® American technocrats, acting as advisors
and administrators, would shore up Iran’s governmentai macl'iinery, transpor-
tation infrastructure, and its miiitary and security forces. In this way, British
imperialism and Soviet Communism would recede from the region, as [ran shed
its (i.epenclence on ioreign tuteiage.

The benevolent designs of U.S. officials were genuine, but underneath the
selflessness 1ay a tieeper strategic ]ogic. The State Department poiicy paper added
a supplementai, yet revealing, rationale underlying the proposecl altruism: Iran’s
“strategic location and its vast production of pe’croieum prociuc’cs."]9 On 16 Au-
gust 1943, Secretary of State Cordell Hull approveci a refined cira{t, which he
sui)sequently forwarded to Roosevelt. It became the State Department’s position
that “from a more directly selfish point of view ... no great power be established
on the Persian Gulf opposite the important American petroieum cievelopment in
Saudi Arabia.”® American iargesse, ’ciien, served to create an inciepencient and
prosperous Iran free from its historical rivals—as well as the potentiai postwar
rivals of the United States.

As early as August 1942, Murray had expresse(i. to Under Secretary of State
Benjamin Sumner Welles that “we shall soon be in the position of actuaiiy ‘run-
ning’ [ran ti'lrougil an impressive L)oc].y of American advisers eager]y sought Ly the
Iranian Government.” Indeed, consi(i.ering American preclominance in Tehran,
Murray was puzziecl i)y the “odd” struggie between the British and Soviet ambas-
sadors over “whose man should be put in power without prior consultation with
our iegation.”21 Welles believed that American advisory teams would “assist in
the rehabilitation of the country . .. for the ultimate conversion of Iran into an
active and willing partner on our side.” In particular, he exhibited confidence that
“the United States Army mission to work with the Iranian Army could in fact

piay an extremeiy important role in this work.”?? The Iranian prime minister, he

18 The policy paper, titled “American Po]icy in Iran,” is attached as the annex to Murray’s memo-
randum. See “Memorandum by Murray, 11 February 1943,” in Foreign Relations of the United
States, vol. 4 (hereafter FRUS, 1042: The Near East and Africa), 334.-35.

19 “Memorandum by Murray, 11 February 1943,” 331.

20 “The Secretary of State to President Roosevei’c," in FRUS, 1043, 378.

2 “Memorandum by Murray,” in FRUS, 1042: The Near East and Africa, 242—43.

22 “Memorandum from Welles to President Roosevelt," in FR US, 1942, 2509.
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enthused, had already agreed to grant U.S. civilian and military advisors’ broad
powers to stlape the future of the country. Even with German armored divisions
ttlreatening to knock out a wartime aHy and penetrate the region, U.S. poiicy
makers had a.]reacty identified broader pursuits that lay t)eyonci the immediate
crisis.

Miiitary diplomacy represented the means of retlat)iiitating Iran and fur-
tilering the interests of the United States in the region. [t took the form of two
a(ivisory missions, as well as the herculean effort i)y the Persian Gulf Service
Command to deliver U.S. Lend-Lease Act aid to the Soviet occupation zone.
Mohammad Reza Shah Pahlavi, whose father’s fate weigtleci tieaviiy on his psy-
che, had turned to the United States for economic and military assistance fol-
lowing his installment on the throne. Then viewed by Iran’s elite as a benevolent
force, the United States was seen as a powertui counterweight to British impe-
rialism and Soviet Communism.?® Iran became eiigible for Lend-Lease aid in
March 1942, and Tehran sui)sequentiy launched a campaign to win substantial
aid packages. The Shah, who identified the army as a potential source of political
power to marginaiize the Iranian aristocracy, sougtxt to rebuild and expanct the

army to consolidate his postwar position.**

In Juiy 1942, General JO]]I] N. Greely arrived in Tehran to lead the U.S.
Army advisory mission to the Iranian Ministry of War. The advisory team, at
least initially, pursued a course that a]igne(i with the Shah’s vision. Greeiy pro-
pose& a robust miiitary t)uiiciup, aspiring to i)ring [ran’s Army into the tigtlt
against Germany. His ambitions, however, conflicted with the U.S. War Depart-
ment’s program, which sougtlt to focus Iran’s armed forces on internal security.
As such, the U.S. Army replaced Greeiy with Major General Clarence S. Ric].iey
in October, who immectiateiy turned his attention on reorganizing the Iranian
Army. Ridiey centralized the administrative and auxiiiary branches, seelaing to
streamline management and iogisticai functions. The a(i.visory mission success-
tuliy motorized the army, which the Shah and his Iranian officers deemed of
immense value and later provecl vital for the suppression of postwar tribal re-
bellions.?® Nonethe]ess, Ri(iiey, ona tig]lt leash from the War Department, con-

23 Jackson, Persian Gu/f Command, 10, 24, 186, 205, 320, 338 —42; and Takeyh, The Last
Shah, 22.

2 Jackson, Persian Gu/f’ Command, 324; Takeyh, The Lash Shah, 52; and Steven R. Ward,
Immortal: A Military History of Iran and Its Armed Forces (Washington, DC: Georgetown
University Press, 2009), 171.

2 Jackson, Persian Gulf Command, 322~23; and Ward, Immortal, 173-74.
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strained the Shah’s unviable designs by setting a hard ceiling on troop levels. The
Shah’s pursuit of a robust army outstrippecl the economy’s capacity to absorb such
a force. The advisory team’s prescribed force level of 88,000 men fell well short
of the Shah’s vision, who wanted his future politica] base expanc].ed from 60,000
to 108,000 men. The conflict between the Shah’s ambitions and U.S. priorities
proved an enduring dynamic in prerevolutionary military relations.?®

By far the most successful military advisory mission was the Gendarmerie
Military Mission (GENMISH) led lzoy Colonel H. Norman Scl'lwarzlzopf of the
U.S. Army. Schwarzlzop{’s team arrived in August 1942, and its mission to
train the in&igenous po]ice force faced considerable opposition from the Brit-
ish, Russians, and entrenched Iranian interests. The Shah, for one, disdained
SchwarzlaopPs broad powers and his plan to Lring the force under the control of
the Ministry of Interior. Weakened l)y foreign occupation, the monarch sougl'lt
to transfer the gendarmerie back under the autl'lority of the army. The British
and Soviets, suspicious of their wartime ally’s postwar plans for Iran, intrigued
against GENMISH. Despite these hurdles, Scl*xwarzleopf’s advisory mission reor-
ganized, trained, and armed a force that reached 20,000 gendarmes by war’s end.
Americans eﬁectively led the police force, which was augmentecl l)y Lend-Lease
aid in the form of military equipment and financial assistance. The gendarmes
consolidated the authority of Tehran in the cities and even managecl to sup-
press revolts in a few rural areas. Corruption, a prol)lem prior to occupation, was
l)rougllt under control during the war, and morale slzyroclzete&. Though gra{;t and
poor discipline soon returned, Schwarzleopf"s aclvisory team was instrumental
in subduing the Kurdish and Armenian rebellions following the Allies” with-
drawal >’

The U.S. Persian Gulf Service Command was the mission most vital to Ger-
many’s defeat on the eastern front. In relation to American military diplomacy,
it generatec]. tremendous gooclwi” among [ranians. The expansion of the Per-
sian corridor, necessary to deliver enormous volumes of supplies to the Soviets,
marked a mammoth challenge to American soldiers, sailors, and civilian engi-
neers. From the port of Khorramshahr at the head of the Persian Gulf, tllrougll
the treacherous passes of the Zagros and Iranian plateau, to the final supply clump
in the north, the Americans had to enlarge the load capacity of Iranian port fa-

26 For conflict of interests, see ]ac]zson, Persian Gu/f Cammand, 324; Talzeyh, The Last Slzaiz,
25, 52; and Ward, Immortal, 171, 174-175.
27 Wartl, [mmorta/, 171-72; and ]aclzson, Persian Gulf' Commana[, 292, 323.
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cilities and its road and rail network. In late 1941, with the British operating
the Persian corridor, Iran’s railways had the capacity to carry 6,000 tons per
month. Persian Gulf Service Command, charged with supercharging the British
eifort, boosted the montlliy total to 1 75,000 tons just two years later. This was
the result of the herculean efforts of American military and civilian engineers to
expand [ran’s port facilities, as well as its rail and road infrastructure. Shoring up
the cieteriorating situation on the eastern front, American iargesse resurrected
the Soviet war efiort, as voluminous stocks of weaponry and kit coursed north-
ward ’chrough the Persian corridor. The eastern front was thus rein{orce&, and i)y
mid-1943 the Soviets had thrown Nazi Germany on the defensive.?® Though
the United States had entered the theater to bolster Soviet army groups, up-
grades to Iran’s transportation infrastructure generated a groundsweii of Ameri-
can goo&wiil among [ranian elites.

The Iranian government, even before the war had ended, actively campaigned
to deepen relations with the United States. To cement ties with Washington, the
Shah pletigeti. to “create a close commercial reia.tionsi'xip." One of Iran’s po]iti—
cal notables, (].esperate to cleepen relations with a power with seemingly endless
financial and material resources, ‘was anxious to have American businessmen
enter all Iranian fields of enterprise.”?’ Following the German collapse, and with
the revival of foreign meddling, Tehran “dropped all pretense and appealed to
America for direct military intervention to stop Soviet aggression.”*" In this
sense, military diplomacy furthered the U.S. interest in, as Welles had stated,
converting Iran into a Voluntary partner in an ambitious postwar project.

In many aspects, World War II and its immediate aftermath constituted the
heigi'lt of American goodwiu in Iran. Lend-Lease munificence, the mi]itary ad-
visory missions, and the expansion of the transportation network engendere&
enthusiasm among royalists and aristocrats alike. These feelings, however, were
transitory. As much a function of unique circumstances that would soon pass,
the Shah’s interest in American intervention signaled his adoption of the tra-
ditional poiicy of positive equiii]arium. Iran had iong suffered under British and
Russian heavy—i’xanc].eciness, but the United States benefited from its unfamil-
iarity with the region. Not yet stained with the mark of imperialism, the Shah
and Iran’s fractious politicai class activeiy sough’c to embroil the United States

28 Jackson, Persian Gu[z[ Command, 348 -50; and Ward, Immorta/, 175-176.
29 Takeyh, The Last Shah, 22.
30 Jackson, Persian Gu/][ Command, 363.
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in their self-interested schemes. The Shah, who acknowledged that occupation
had weakened the monarchy, wanted to consolidate his position. With American
baclaing, he could gradually expand his power at the expense of his aristocratic
rivals. As for the monarch’s intransigent rivals, the aristocrats wanted the ex-
pansion of parliamentary authori’cy to continue apace. The war had opened up
space for the Majlis, the parliamentary l)ody of Iranian elites, to regain powers
lost under the Shah’s father. The notables, too, viewed the United States as a
po’cential backer. Both the Shah and the aristocratic class, however, envisioned
the United States as a counterweight to the malevolent designs of Britain and
the Soviet Union.>!

Nonetheless, as Iranians gained practical experience with the United States,
feelings of American goodwill would rapidly fade. The Millspaugh mission, the
wartime civilian ac].visory team sent to reform Iran’s financial mac}linery, fore-
shadowed this clynamic. Arthur Millspaug}l was the arcl'letypal New Dealer, full
of the reformist zeal characterizing American liberalism. A technocrat confident
in his abilities, he viewed Iran as a social science lahoratory to perfect theoreti-
cal postulations. In the process, he angered the royalist and aristocratic factions
I)y applying American solutions to Iranian prol)lems. First, by curLing defense
expenditures, he infuriated the Shah. Then, turning his attention to the landed
interests, Millspaugh attemptecl to enact a progressive income tax, which expro-
priated the pro{'its of the aristocrats. He even managed to stoke the anger of the
merchant class with the introduction of price controls, unsettling the artisans and
guilds of the bazaar. The financial mission therefore marked the first instance of
friction between Iran’s elites and the United States. The Shah grudgingly accept-
ed Mi”spaugh's arrival for a time.*? But as he slowly regainecl the powers of the
monarc}ly, the Shah became increasingly reluctant to accept American advice in
the postwar period. American military cliplomacy could only generate goodwiu
and near-total influence while Iran suffered from the overwhelming shocks of
occupation. The United States, it seemed to royalists and aristocrats alike, gracl—
ua”y donned the image of Iran’s J[‘oreign oppressors of the past.

31 Jackson, Persian Gu/][ Command, 10, 24, 186, 205, 320, 338-42; and Takeyh, The Last
Shah, 22.
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The Crucible oftlze Cold War, 1046—1001

For the United States, the early postwar perioc]. marked the onset of the Cold
War. Stalin’s sinister opportunism dashed American hopes for a free and open
international system. Iran, on the other hancl, faced the revival of foreign mach-
inations. Struggling to recover from the effects of occupation, the Shah and his
parliamentary rivals sought American patronage to enlarge their respective do-
mestic powers. Given [ran’s weak position relative to the great powers, the United
States continued to enjoy considerable influence in Iran during this period. The
[ranian government was desperate to enlist Washington as a counterweight in its
delicate balancing act. Therefore, the Shah’s weak position in the domestic and
foreign spheres allowed Wasllington to contain his outsized ambitions.>*> Three
events highlight this dynamic, as well as the role of American mi]itary cliplornacy
in this period.

First, the outcome of the Azerljaijan crisis emboldened the Shah domesti-
caHy. American intervention, however, suppressed the monarch’s efforts to fully
exploit this success and initiate his desired military Buildup. In January 1942,
London and Moscow concluded the Tripartite Treaty of Alliance with Tehran,
afﬁrming that the occupying powers would withdraw their respective armies six
months after the war’s conclusion.** The Kremlin, already moving to consoli-
date its position in Eastern Europe, failed to remove its forces l)y March 1946.
American and British forces dutifu”y complied, yet Red Army units remained to
fan the flames of separatism. In short order, the Tudeh Party—Iran’s Communist
party—were emboldened to proclaim the Autonomous Repul)lic of Azerl)aijan n
the north. The Kurds followed suit })y establishing the Kurdish Republic of Ma-
habad. These clevelopments threatened to hand Stalin control of Iran’s northern
oil fields, as the Tudeh genera”y abided lay Moscow’s line.?

Soviet encroachment in northern Iran, combined with its ongoing behav-
ior in Eastern Europe, elicited fear in Washington that Stalin had expansionist
clesigns. By the first months of 1946, U.S. policy had hardened. The untested
President Harry S. Truman, whose confidence was bolstered by experienced ad-
visors, decided the Soviet Union was animated by a desire for global dominance.

Western leaders came to believe that Stalin coveted wide swaths of Eurasia, in-

33 Takeyh, The Last Shah, 22, 51, 127-30.
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clucling unfettered access to the Persian Gulf. Nevertheless, tl'ley acted on the
assumption that the Soviet leader—who abided l)y the logic of power—woul&
retreat in the face of determined resistance. Stalin would pa’ciently wait to exploit
signs of Western weakness, confident that the triumpl'l of Communism was a sci-
entific inevital)ility. By extension of this 1ogic, the United States identified Iran
as the Lattlegrouncl to demonstrate Western resolve and reveal Soviet intentions
to the world.?

Considering it was the lone country of joint Allied occupation during the
war, it is unsurprising [ran was the first Cold War l)attleground. Iran, after aH,
straddled the historic fault line between clashing Eurasian land powers and
offshore sea powers. American entry into the traditional preserve of Anglo-
Russian competition signified the changing character, yet enduring nature, of the
great game for the greater Middle East.’” The United States, prope”e& into the
role of superpower following the wartime devastation of Europe and Northern
Asia, reinforced Iran’s formal complaint to the United Nations filed in January
1946. In April, the battleship USS Missouri (BB 63) visited Istanbul as an
underhanded show of force in the region.’® American dip]oma’cic support, back-
stopped })y the forward presence of its military might, undoubte(ﬂy emboldened
the Iranian government. However, Ahmad Qavam’s strategic dexterity played the
leading role in removing Soviet forces, dissolving the nationalist republics, and
preserving the integrity of the northern oil fields. By playing Britain against the
Soviet Union and stolzing discord between Moscow and Wasl'lington, the prime
minister successfully drew the United States into Iran’s orbit.>* Next, he cleftly
maneuvered the Soviets out of Iranian Azerbaijan with the promise of a generous
oil concession in March. The Azerbaijan and Kurdish republics were now easy
targets for the Iranian Army and gendarmes, which had recently been trained and
mechanized l)y uU.s. military missions. The coﬂapse of the separatist movements

was now preordained. The Sllal’l, c].espera.te to turn pul)]ic support away from Qa-
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vam, personally commanded the military operations in the north that restored
Iran’s territorial integrity.*

Foiiowing the crisis, the Shah quiclzly removed Qavam and initiated his
campaign to gradually regain the monarchy’s absolute power. Prior to Reza Shah’s
reign and in the immediate postwar period, Iran had functioned as an imperfect
democracy. The government maciiinery eifectiveiy diffused power between the
monarciiy and the Majiis. The aristocracy, which constituted Tehran’s poiitica]
notables and landowners, provided a channel of communication to the middle
and lower classes. Highiy skilled as politicians, tiley understood local grievances
and manageci to ameliorate the proi)iems of ciaiiy life. Mohammad Reza Shah
Pai’liavi, weakened by occupation, was therefore forced to reign as oppose(l to
rule. Despite his frustration with the present situation, the diffusion of power
created a stable system of governance that worked for Iran’s peopie and the Shah.
When the Majiis fell short of the peopie’s aspirations, the monarch could effec-
tively deflect blame toward the aristocrats and selfish landowners.*' Nonetheless,
the Shah, desperate to regain the absolute power his father had enjoyed, worked
to gra(iuaiiy restore the monarcily’s autilori’cy. The aristocrats, in his mind, were
mere obstacles in the way of Iran’s future. Determined to set Iran on the path
of modernization and remove all ioreign influence, the Shah believed Iranian
prosperity and giory clepencleti on the steady hand of an autocrat. He understood,
however, that patience was required. First, domestic irritants in the form of the
aristocracy had to be graduaiiy swept aside. Next, he would have to secure Amer-
ican iargesse to boost his modernizing efforts.*?

To establish himself as a modernizing autocrat, the Shah maneuvered to
enlarge the army. He immediately worked to translate Qavam’s triumph into his
own, portraying himself as the brilliant commander who liberated Iranian terri-
tory. Following Qavam’s dismissal, he was free to expan(l the armed forces. This
constituted a vital task, as the army stood as an essential poiiticai constituency.
By channeling generous resources to the officer corps, the army became a loyal

base of power in his struggie with the aristocracy. American miiitary assistance,

ilowever, fell well short of the Shah’s envisioned armed forces. In 194 7, the U.s.
Army Mission (ARMISH) was established on the heels of the promuiga’tion of
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the Truman Doctrine— Truman’s public declaration of American assistance
to democratic states threatened by Communism. The Iranians and Americans
worked at cross-purposes, as Mohammad Reza Shah Pahlavi focused on a large
army for power projection while U.S. miiitary advisors encourageci si'iaping the
force for internal security. ARMISH insisted that the Iranian Army could not
sustain even the present force of 113,000 men. With a relativeiy modest mili-
tary grant of $10 million USD, American miiitary aid highiighte«i this (i.iscrep—
ancy in intentions.*> American military aid mere]y whetted the Shah’s appetite
for miiitary hardware throughout the eariy Cold War period. Nonetheless, he
still managed to strip the Majlis of important powers in this period. The Shah,
exploiting his “triumph” in the north and public sympathy following an assassi-
nation attempt, declared martial law and banned the Tudeh Party in 1949. He
sui)sequentiy empowerezi himself to fill the upper chamber with ioyaiists from the
royai court and reserved the rigi'lt to dissolve parliament.44

Though successful at erO(iing the powers of parliamentary rivals, the Shah’s
fortunes at this stage still depended on Iran’s notables, his traditional great power
rivals, and American patronage. The oil nationalization crisis, his flight from the
throne, and the sui)sequent coup that restored the Pahlavi clynasty demonstrated
Mohammad Reza Shah Pahlavi’s weak position. The crisis kicked off when Ira-
nian nationalists demanded outright nationalization of Iran’s oil fields in 1950.
An increasingiy poweriui poiiticai force, the National Front Party—an umbrella
organization of iil)erais, social ciemocrats, and intellectuals—found Britain’s oil
concession and the 1opsiclecl proiit—si'laring arrangement an affront to Iran’s sov-
ereignty. Consumed i)y the nationalist fervor sweeping the country, Mohammad
Mosaddegh led the Iranian government into the ill-fated decision to nationalize
the British-owned and operated Anglo—lranian Qil Company (AIOC) in March
1961. Britain, enraged by the Iranian prime minister’s intransigence, led a global
emi)argo of Iran’s petroieum pro&ucts. Iran’s economy came to an immediate
standstill, paraiyzed i)y the loss of its main source of revenue.*® The Shah, an
indecisive figure lacking backbone, fled the country following a failed Anglo-
American-led coup to remove Mosaddegh. Despite the failure of foreigners, a

cabal of military officers, 1eacling members of the aristocracy, and influential
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members of the ciergy led a popuiar revolt in August 1953. The masses, dis-
turbed by the prime minister’s thirst for absolute power, restored the monarchy.*®

As a result, the Shah’s dependence on powerful domestic figures and foreign
powers continued. General Fazlollah Za.i'iec].i, who resurrected the Shah’s for-
tunes i)y piaying a critical role in the coup, assumed the premiersi’lip and initiaiiy
exerted considerable powers. Zahedi’s steel-willed periormance had impressed
the Dwigi'xt D. Eisenhower administration, and the prime minister su])sequentiy
i)egan to meddle in the Shah'’s miiitary affairs. Nevertheless, the nightmare expe-
rience of Mosaddegh emboldened the Shah to rule, as opposed to reign—ironic
consi&ering his demonstrated indecisiveness in the face of impen(i.ing catastro-
pi’le. Zahedi eventuaiiy resigneci in 1955 after sustained pressure from the royal
court, aiiowing the Shah to initiate his campaign to install piia]oie poiiticians in
izey roles. This marked the eariy stages of the Shah’s power play. By the 1960s,
the monarch had established his authoritarian hold over the government ma-
chinery and society at iarge. The i’iighly skilled politicians of the immediate post-
war periocl were repiacec]. l)y sycopi’lantic technocrats positionecl in izey positions.
Still, the Shah’s autocracy was only just emerging in the late 1950s, and his
fortunes remained tied to the opinions of the Eisenhower administration.*”

The Eisenhower administration and American oil executives had effectively
resolved the ATOC &ispute, estaijiisi'ling a consortium of Western energy compa-
nies and a more generous profit-sharing agreement. Britain’s political influence
lessened as a result, and the United States gra.clua.iiy became the iea.cling ioreign
power in the country. This, combined with the monarch’s appetite for sopi’listicat—
ed weapons systems, allowed the United States to check the Shah’s more outra-
geous requests. The debate about the role of Iran’s armed forces continueci, as the
Eisenhower administration stressed internal security. Foilowing the Suez Crisis,
and amid continuing troubles with Nasserist Arab nationalism, the administra-
tion unveiled the Bisenhower Doctrine in January 1957. Its piedge to secure the
region from Communist-led aggression bolstered the administration’s position
that the Shah should focus on economic deveiopment, domestic reforms, and
expanding his civilian political base. Iran’s external security, Washington insist-
e(i, can be left to the United States. The Pentagon and State Department had

% Darioush Bayandor, Iran and the CIA: The Fall of Mosaddeq Revisited (London: Pagrave
Macillan), esp. 144150, 162-64, 172-75; and Takeyh, The Last Slza}l, 110-16.
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determined that Iran could not absorb the Shah’s desired military expenditures,
which risked destabi]izing the economy.*®

Despite the Eisenhower administration’s caution, Mohammad Reza Shah
Pahlavi’s determination paid off. Military aid remained well below the Shah’s
exorbitant requests, yet assistance increased during the 1950s. In 1955, the Ei-
senhower administration had facilitated the formation of the Baghdad Pact—a
loose security arrangement between Western-oriented regiona] powers and Great
Britain—to shore up antirevolutionary forces. With the rise of Arab national-
ism, and the threat of Soviet opportunism, the Shah initiated a campaign to join
the security pact. He exploitec]. Iran’s strategic position—the Zagros Mountains
served as a barrier in the event of a Soviet drive toward the Persian Gulf—to
increase the relatively modest flow of U.S. military assistance. By the end of his
presi&ency, Eisenhower had authorized a total of approxima.tely $500 million in
military assistance, inclucling the provision of Iran’s first jet ﬁghters. The Shah
cluly used these funds to enlarge his armed forces to nearly 200,000 men. How-
ever, clespite the presence of the ]argest u.s. mi]itary ac].visory and assistance
mission in the world, the Shah grew frustrated as the administration barred the
clelivery of sop}listicatecl weapons systems.” In a futile ploy to lift these restric-
tions, the Mohammad Reza Shah Pahlavi attempted to play the Soviet Union
against the United States, brieﬂy courting Nikita Khrushchev to stoke fears in
Washington. Eisenhower, who knew the Shah depended on American goodwill,
held firm as Iran quiclzly returned to the fold.*

By the end of the 1950s, the United States had expanolecl its influence while
simultaneously restraining the Shah from his self-destructive ambitions. Sovi-
et influence remained marginal, if not nonexistent, and British influence was
diminished after the United States priecl open the Iranian oil market. Still, the
Shah’s autocracy was emerging as he curtailed the powers of the monarchy. His
ambitions to build a modern Iran that could stand next to the world’s great pow-
ers dissuaded him from enacting meaningfu] political reforms. Despite his weak
personality and tendency to vaciﬂate, he aspire(l to rule as an absolute monarch.
Mohammad Reza Shah Pahlavi’s aspirations, however, would continue to face

formidable opposition from Eisenhower’s successor.
PP
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The Hinge Years, 1 001-19069

In general, the John F. Kennedy and Lyndon B. Johnson administrations gener-
ated only more frustration for the Shah. The new team supercharged Eisenhow-
er's demand for economic tievelopment, political reform, and a focus on internal
security. In U.S. academic circles, modernization tl'leory was the intellectual
trend of the day. With the aid of American expertise and selective employment
of Western capital, developing countries could launch themselves into moder-
nity. Modernity, in this sense, was defined as a market-oriented democracy fo-
cused on generating compound interest and sustained consumer growth. Like the
Millspaugl'l mission before it, the Jol’ln E Kennedy administration turned Iran
into a social science playgroun(l for ambitious American modernizers. The Shah,
however, had no interest in building a democratic market economy. The Iranian
Air Force may have replacecl the army as his dearest pet project, but the armed
services as a whole would remain his source of political power. Despite sustained
protestations from Wasl'iington in the early 19605, the Shah patiently waited
out the Kenne(iy administration, l:ocusing instead on the consolidation of his
authoritarian hold over Iran. By the latter half of the decade, and with the United
States embroiled in Southeast Asia, Mohammad Reza Shah Pahlavi had begun
to lift the onerous restrictions on U.S. military assistance. The 1960s may have
been the age of Western reform, yet in Iran the balance began its ineluctable tilt
in favor of the Shah’s authoritarianism.'

By the 1960s, the Cold War had moved l:)eyoncl Europe toward the postco-
lonial world. The Kennedy administration, ditching Eisenhower’s focus on mil-
itary pacts, desired to aggressively wage the fight against Communism by other
means. The young presiclent’s team aspirecl to creatively reinforce the (leveloping
world against Sino-Soviet subversion or outrigl'lt aggression. Viewed as the soft
unclerl)elly of the free world, the injection of democratic capitalism into post-
colonial societies would harden states against internal and external pressures.
Nation—l)uil(ling, therefore, became weaponized against Communism.*? Tllougll

often couched in Cold War terms, many administration officials genuinely held
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grandiose ambitions to modernize developing societies out of altruism.5® Their
goals, however, would not stand a chance in Iran unless the Shah committed to
substantial reforms. On this point, the National Security Council and the Pen-
tagon a&opte& a hard line with Mohammad Reza Shah Pahlavi. The Lureaucracy
settled on a three-tiered reform program: f—irst, the Shah should adopt the role
of a constitutional monarch; second, Iran must undergo expansive political and
economic re£orms; and t]lirc]., the administration should open lines of commu-
nication with the National Front Party—the umbrella organization of clisparate
opposition parties.®

Military assistance, the White House decided, must take a backseat to do-
mestic reform. Moreover, aid in any form should be conditional and clirectly
tied to the Shah’s commitment to meaningful reform.% In January 1963, the
Shah, under pressure from the White House, initiated his White Revolution and
subsequently portrayed himself as the champion of the people. Differentiating
itself from the subversive “red” Communists and the reactionary “black” clerics,
the White Revolution commenced with land reform, which cl'lippecl away at the
power of the landowners. Land reform was supplemented with female suffrage,
breakneck industrialization powerecl 1)y petrocloﬂars, and a nationwide literary
and health campaign.’® The White Revolution transformed much of Iranian
society, boosting the fortunes of wide swaths of the population. The initiative
shored up the Shah’s domestic position, and it had a positive effect on several
key U.S. officials.?” In late 1962, the Kennedy administration had unenthusias-
tically grante& the Shah a {'ive—year, $298.6 million military assistance paclzage
after hearing the Shah’s plans for the White Revolution. Once the Shah agreed
to reduce the size of the armed forces, deliveries of military equipment contin-
ued. Still, the military cuts disappointed the administration, as the army still
stood at 185,000 men. Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara had alreacly

determined that Iran’s economy would endure considerable strain if troop levels
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exceeded 160,000 personnei.58 Neverthe]ess, the monarch continued to com-
plain that military aid remained far too modest.

Considering his regional ambition to gradually replace Britain as the custo-
dian of Persian Gulf security, Mohammad Reza Pahlavi’s turn of fortunes under
Lyndon B. Johnson was a momentous development. Johnson, who applied his fa-
mous legislative styie to ioreign affairs, employed a highiy transactional approach
with the Shah.*® Bogged down in Vietnam, and suffering from domestic unrest
and rising inﬂationary pressures, his administration was ciesperate for ioreign
dipiomatic and financial support. The Shah, an adroit gloi)ai statesman, provicl—
ed pui)iic approvai for America’s misguicieci war. Most importantiy, Wasilington
came to see the Shah'’s insatiable appetite for weapons systems as a boon. Defense
spending, combined with Johnson’s ambitious domestic program, had leveled a
serious blow to the U.S. balance of payments. By iifting pressure to reform, the
Johnson administration lost much of its leverage to constrain the Shah’s worst
inclinations. When a group of private American banks offered a $200 million
credit, the Shah, free from Washington’s constraints, went on a miiitary spen(i.ing
spree. The ceiiing on direct sales evaporatecl, as the Shah exploitecl Was}iing—
ton’s weakness to blow past the $50 million per year limit. Mohammad Reza
Shah Pahlavi, aware of U.S. domestic turmoil and its increasingly debilitating
economic position, pusl’lecl harder and ultimateiy secured an additional $200
million a year in arms sales.®®

Damaging geopolitical developments beyond Southeast Asia also played
in the Shah'’s favor. In 1965, the ]oimson administration suspenoleol Pakistan’s
annual aid package after Islamabad instigated a full-scale war with India. The
United States eiiectiveiy abandoned Pakistan tiuring the war, and relations soon
co]lapse(i. Pakistan, sileltering vital U.S. intelligence—co”ection installations,
expelled the American technicians monitoring Soviet ballistic missile tests in
Central Asia. Consiciering the administration’s late interest in arms control ne-

gotiations, the United States would now rely on facilities in Iran to collect telem-
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etry data on the Soviet’s rapidly expanding nuclear arsenal.®’ In 1968, Britain,
unintentionally piling on to the administration’s mounting problems, revealed
its plan to withdraw from its imperial holdings “cast of Suez.” The Persian Gulf
would therefore be without its ]ongtime guarclian, 1eaving a peri]ous security vac-
uum. The United States—exhausted by cross-cutting geopolitical, economic,
and sociopolitical prol)lems—acceptecl the Shah’s ambition to police the Persian
Gulf.®> Mohammad Reza Shah Pahlavi’s readiness to assume guardianship of a
vital strategic location underscored the shi{:ting power balance between Washing—
ton and Tehran. As a result, in the late 19605, the United States Legan to lose
its grip on the scale and scope of arms sales. In the 1970s, these clyna.mics were

ampliﬁed as soaring oil revenues emboldened the Shah’s worst predilections.

The Denouement, 1 969—1 070

The 1970s marked the climax of the Pahlavi-American rela’cionsl’lip, arelation-
ship ultimately undone })y the Shah’s grandiose ambitions. The lack of a coherent
u.s. military (].iplomatic p]an certainly playecl a critical role in the drama, but
this was largely the result of the Shah'’s exploitation of his growing influence
in Washington. Due to shifting geopolitical sands and soaring energy prices,
Mohammad Reza Shah Pahlavi successfuny positioned himself as a full partner
in America’s containment enterprise. The Shah, no longer limited as Was}ling—
ton’s client, 1everage& his position in the Persian Gulf to further his pursuit of
great-power status.

Emboldened })y his newfound position, the Shah applie(l pressure to the
Western oil companies of the 1954 consortium agreement. He successfu”y re-
vised the proﬁt—sharing arrangement, increasing Iran’s annual share to nearly
$1 billion in the 1970s. By the 1970s, the glut that had typically characterized
the oil market had evaporate&. It was now a sellers’ marlzet, which left Western
oil executives at the mercy of oil pro&ucers like Iran. In Fel)ruary 1971, the Or-
ganization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) triumphed over the
oil companies in a heated price battle that established 55 percent profits as the
minimum share for producers. The Shah led the revolt, and OPEC subsequently
raised the price of a barrel of oil ]ay 35 cents. To cap their watershed victory, the

! Dennis Kux, The United States and Pakistan, 1047-2000 (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 2001), 168-68; and Talzey}l, The Last Slza}l, 172.
2 Takeyh, The Last Shah, 176.
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exporting countries secured a commitment to annual price hikes.%®> The Shah’s
triumpl'l, however, only encouragecl him to dissolve the oil consortium and ini-
tiate a campaign for even bolder price hikes. In October 1973, when another
round in the Arab-Israeli war broke out, Iran took full a.c].vantage of the Arab oil
eml)argo imposed on Tel Aviv's backers. The Shah, recognizing an opportunity,
capitalized on Arab anger to instigate a large price hike and production cuts.
Free from the Arabs’ eml)argo, the Shah capitalizecl on the new price of $11.65/
barrel l)y continuing to pump and deliver oil to the West. Pahlavi knew the soar-
ing energy prices were punishing blows to the United States, but the monarch
rationalized the move to President Richard M. Nixon as a long overdue sovereign
right.é‘*

Nixon, frustrated l)y the Shah’s actions, knew he had no cards to play. In-
stead, his national security advisor, Henry A. Kissinger, thanked Iran’s leader for
abstaining from the Arab oil eml)argo. The American position had weakened
precipitously in the early 1970s, as the Lalance-o£—payments crisis destroyecl the
postwar economic order. Fo”owing the ignominious end to the American war
in Vietnam, the onset of the energy crisis placecl the United States in a precar-
ious situation. Nixon and Kissinger’s early visit to Tehran in May 1972 high-
ligl'ltecl the Shah’s elevation to a position of partner. Considering the punishing
socioeconomic and geopolitical hits the country had suffered, the White House
looked for regional allies to assume more of the defense burden. The Sha}l, nat-
ura]]y, was a 1i12e1y partner in this endeavor, and Nixon hegged the monarch to
“protect me” cluring the summit in Tehran’s capital. This marked the culmination
of Iranian primacy, the moment in which the Shah assumed full responsilnility
for Persian Gulf security. The Shah, empowered by the world’s premier superpow-
er, subsequently invaded two clisputed islands in the Gulf to secure his hold over
the strategic waterway, hearing not a murmur from Washington.®®

The Shah had gained a position of preeminence, as Nixon and Kissinger
counted on the Shah to recycle his surplus petrodo”ars in the United States.
The Johnson administration had relaxed the restrictions on arms sales, but its

successor largely removed them. The Shah’s oil revenues had reached $885 mil-
lion in 1971. Following his triumph over the oil companies, the embargo, and

% Yergin, The Prize, 562,—64.
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subsequent price hikes, revenues shot to $17.5 billion in 1975.% The United
States had not only openecl its armory to the Sha}i, but he could now afford so-
phistica’ced weapons systems on a })reat}ltaieing scale. From 1972 to 1977, the
Iranian defense l)uc].get soared from $1.4 billion to an astronomical $94 bil-
lion. Iran began to take deliveries of a range of wari;ig}iting platiorms—tanlzs, ar-
mored personnel carriers, fighters, surface ships—and sensors such as radars and
overhead surveillance. The Nixon and Gerald R. Ford administrations green lit
the sale of Grumman F-14 Tomcat {'ighters, at the time the most sopl’listica’ced
fighter in the world. The James E. “Jimmy” Carter administration, not to be out-
clone, approvecl the sale of the airborne warning and control system (AWACS). As
the world’s most advanced manned overhead surveillance platiorm, this aircraft
would have granted Iran enormous advantages over its regional rivals. The Shah'’s
troop levels ballooned from 245,000 men at the start of the decade to near-
ly 400,000 hy 1978.°7 The purc}iase of vast stocks of sop}iistica’ted rni]itary
hardware underscores that the Shah had ignored American warnings to direct
his attention toward internal security. These admonishments grew increasingly
rare ciuring the 1970s. Iran, awash in petrodo”ars, was now seen as the means to
offset the U.S. l)alance—o{—payments crisis.

Despite its outward appearance of stai)ility, Iran’s prosperity ultimately
wreaked chaos on its internal relations. At the heig}it of his power, the Shah
lost all sense of proportion as he pursued a phantasy world in which Iran stood
on equa.] iooting with the Western European industrial powers. His megaloma—
nia uitimately distorted the economy, as Iran could not absorb the enormous
volume of miiitary and commercial imports. The economy overheated, inflation
soared, and grait surge(i to del)ilitating levels. The Shah’s autocracy, staffed with
incompetent sycopl'lants, mismanaged its campaign to reform agriculture and
build a consumer sector in the Western image. The lower class suffered under
punisliing inﬂationary pressures. The worlzing class, shocked l)y the staggering
influx of American military trainers and technical advisors, lost their sense of
iclentity and turned increasingiy to Islam.%® The floor fell out from the economy
when Saudi Arabia, Iran’s rival, conspired with the United States to flood the oil

06 Takeyh, The Last S}zalz, 179.
7 Pollack, The Persian Puzz/e, 108-9; Takeyh, The Last Slzalz, 182-84, 211; and Ward, Im-
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market with its spare capacity to lower prices.” The Shah, deprived of his main
source of revenue, faced rising unemp]oyment rates and growing civil unrest that

eventua”y sparleecl an irrepressible wave of mass protests.7o

THE LESSONS OF IRANTAN-AMERICAN

MILITARY DIPLOMACY IN IMPERTAL IRAN
The collapse of the Pahlavi dynasty and the rise of the Islamic Republic was
the result of several self-destructive traits oleeply ingraine(l in the Shah’s re-
gime. American military cliplomacy certainly playe(l a role in his demise, but
the Shah had essentiaﬂy commandeered the driver's seat of the strategic rela-
tions}lip. Successive U.S. administrations insistecl, to no avail, that the Shah
focus on domestic reform. Until the Nixon administration, American presidents
implored the monarch to posture the imperial armed forces for internal security.
Was}lington believed the Shah'’s regime required liberalization, warning that the
[ranian economy could not sustain sophisticated military capabilities for power
projection. The United States certainly playecl a part in the Shah’s destruction,
but it was never the puppet master depictecl by its critics. Mohammad Reza Shah
Pahlavi played the driving role, sowing his destruction by pursuing outrageous
ambitions. The last Pahlavi monarch hollowed out Iran’s imperfect parliamen-
tary system and replacecl it with a sclerotic autocracy that requirecl a strong and
determined leader. The Sha}l, however, was too soft and indecisive to assume such
arole. When revolution came in 1979, there were no more Zahedis to save him.
His characteristic vacillation in the middle stages of the revolution ultimately
doomed the Pahlavi dynasty.

T}lough the United States playecl an indirect role in prerevolutionary [ran,
the experience offers three general lessons for the future of American military
diplomacy. First, leaders must continually reassess their assumptions. What is
the underlying logic of present policy? What are the indicators that, if they were
to arise, would signal that this reasoning is flawed? In Imperial Iran, American
policy makers slavishly abided by what political scientist James A. Bill referred
to as the “Pahlavi premise.” This premise rested on “the powerful assumption in

the highest echelons of the executive branch of the government that the
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pro-American and anti-communist shah was in complete control of Iran.”” As
other scholars have noted, however, officials and analysts at lower levels of the
bureaucracy routinely reported the Shah’s glaring weaknesses, even going so far
as to say he was not up to the task.” Nevertheless, national decision makers failed
to reassess assumptions in 1ig11t of mounting signals c}lallenging policy premises.

That the Nixon and Ford administrations failed to adopt a new approach
does not constitute gross negligence. Considering the weak American position
in the late 1960s and 19705, Wasllingtonys reliance on the Shah represents a
strategic gamMe rather than an un{orgivalale blunder. Nonetheless, the American
experience in Imperial Iran should give caution to the practitioners of military
cliplomacy. Policy makers and military officers must be aware of the pitfalls of
excessive weapons sales to countries that cannot absorb sophisticated hardware.
Toclay, with the intensification of great-power competition, American officials
should encourage Taiwan and the Baltic partners to acquire weapons systems they
can seamlessly integrate into an efficacious defense strategy.”® Taiwan, in partic-
ular, should abandon its desire for legacy platforms like self-propelled artillery,
manned strike aircraft, and main battle tanks. Taipei should instead focus on
large numbers of inexpensive and survivable systems like swarming aerial drones,
maneuverable undersea mines, man—portal)le air-defense missi]es, and coastal
antiship missiles. These systems would form an asymmetric, multi]ayere& defense
to offset a rapiclly modernizing Chinese defense establishment.” As the expe-
rience in Imperial [ran clemonstrates, there are times when a partner cannot be
convinced to follow the desired course. Still, considering Taiwan has remarkably
less 1everage than the Shah enjoye(l, the United States is in a strong position to

cajo]e its partner into adopting a “porcupine defense posture” l)y arming itself to
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the teeth with cllea.p weapons systems.75 The United States can then concentrate
on 1ong—range precision—strilee fires to augment its partner’s capacity to turn the
Taiwan Strait into a “shooting gallery.””®

Second, and on a related note, the American experience in prerevolutionary
Iran demonstrates that partners will generally pursue their national interests at
the expense of lesser, shared o})jec’cives. In the 1970s, the Shah secured oil price
hikes that battered the U.S. economy. He continued to reclzlessly plow petro-
dollars into power-projection capabilities that would have been better spent on
internal security, to say nothing of structural reforms. Instead, Mohammad Reza
Shah Pahlavi chose to punish Western industrial economies in pursuit of coun-
terproductive regional interests. He desired to disp]ace the United States in the
Persian Gulf. He ultimately failed, yet his shortcomings ultimately threatened
the future of the Western position in the region. In the Cold War and Glob-
al War on Terrorism, Pakistan clisplaye(], a similar ten(],ency. Islamabad focused
invariably on India, ignoring Washington’s pleas to posture its military against
the Soviet Union or the internal threat of Islamic fundamentalism.”” Threat
perceptions change gradually, if at all, absent a momentous shift in the geopolit-
ical 1anclscape. Rivalries are based on deep historical, geographical, and cultural
roots. Nonetheless, policy makers and military officers must appreciate this when
employing military diplomacy. Defense advisory teams, assistance missions, and

arms sales cannot overturn a partner’s fundamental attitudes. For that, higher—

’5 For an asymmetric defense posture for Taiwan, see lan Easton, The Chinese Invasion Threat:
Taiwan’s Defense and America’s Strategy in Asia (Manchester, UK: Eastbridge Books, 2017);
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.org/10.1162/ISEC_a_00294.
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order political diplomacy is required. The role of military engagement is to
demonstrate commitment, empower partners, and shore up the overall U.S. posi-
tion in the world. Military clipiomacy can build strong relationships with partners
and strengthen deterrence, but it can hardly bend allies to America’s worldview.
This must be kept in mind as the United States moves to meet the array of chal-
lenges posecl i)y China, Russia, and the Islamic Repui)lic.

F‘inaiiy, American military (iiplomacy in Iran demonstrates the endur-
ing importance of the greater Middle East. In World War II, the United States
found itself operating in the traditional preserves of Britain and Russia. The
Ang]o—Russian great game signii;ied the historic clash between Eurasian land
powers and offshore sea powers for strategic access to the greater Middle East.
The U.S. entry into Iran thus marked the next stage of great-power struggle in
the Persian Gulf, and it would gradua”y c].isp]ace Britain as the central maritime
counterweight to threats emanating from the “Heartland.” From World War II
through the Cold War, military dipiomacy served as a vital tool to gain influence
among regionai powers. If i'listory suggests the contours of future competition,
the greater Middle East will remain of strategic importance for the great powers.

Washington will undoubtedly reduce its footprint to facilitate the pivot to
Asia, but the region itself is not done with the United States. The Chinese econ-
omy (iepencls on access to Persian Gulf energy, and Russia intends to piay spoii—
er in the region.” The Islamic Republic, which sustains its revolution at home
by fomenting Shi'ite chauvinism abroad, continues to project asymmetric power
against American interests.”’ After 21 years of sustained combat operations, the
United States and its partners have ravaged terrorist networks and decimated the
old-guard jihadist leadership. Nevertheless, national intelligence warns that the
region will remain a haven for terrorists—albeit greatly reduced.®® The United
States has become a net petroieum exporter and is moving uneveniy toward a
carbon-free energy program, yet partners in Europe and Asia will continue to
re]y on the free flow of oil t}irough the Strait of Hormuz. Regardless, major dis-
ruptions in the greater Middle East will piace the gioi)al energy market, and i)y

8 For the vital importance of the Persian Gulf in China’s granvi strategy, see Yergin, Tize New
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extension the American economy, under serious strain. Energy independence is
an illusion, as deeply integrated markets extinguish any hope of absolute energy
security. As such, the United States, in one form or ano’cher, will remain a major
player in the greater Middle East. If employed effectively, military diplomacy
will allow the United States to reduce its regional footprint while meeting the
immense challenges that lie ahead. The enduring nature of regional competition

will demand not}ling less.
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® Cl’lapter Four ¢

Replacing’ the Pillar

U.S. Policy on Military Aid to Egypt
][rom Carter to Reagan

]ames BOWC{SI’I, MA

D uring the years 1979-85, Egypt became of critical importance to replacing
the loss of Iran as a base for the American military, including the military
inte]ligence branch, to intercept and prevent a Soviet infiltration into the Per-
sian Gulf region and the greater Middle East. Egypt became the early favorite
nation of Secretary of Defense Harold Brown’s policy to clevelop a Rapicl De-
ployment Force for the region as well as to deve]op an in-region presence that
would habituate the area to the presence of American forces.

The development of a policy and a nation to replace Iran became a cen-
tral tenant of Persian Gulf and genera] Middle Eastern defense strategy. The
collapse of Iran as the main pillar of United States Persian Gulf foreign policy
was a significant blow from which the James E. “Jimmy” Carter administration
spent much of its last two years attempting to recover. [t would be the succeec].ing
Ronald W. Reagan administration that would become the chief beneﬁciary of
this 1ong process, but Egypt would never fuﬂy live up to the intended purpose of
replacing the pillar of Iran. The military diplomatic steps that the United States
took signiﬁcantly helped Egypt and the United States, but the concept of two
states anchoring, or pillaring, the United States strategy in the Middle East was
largely abandoned out of necessity and the difficulty of dealing with regional

social and t]nus, political, forces.

HISTORIOGRAPHY AND SOURCES
Egypt occupies a very difficult place in the regional historiography for most eras,
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however, the (iifi;icuity grows for the era under consitieration, that of 1979-85.
The historiography carries with it many different levels of biases and levels of
importance for various issues, many of which are along the lines of human rights
and internal poiitical and social considerations but not miiitary factors. Miiitary
considerations are often wholly ignored on the secondary research level and rare-
ly enters discussions on J[‘oreign poiicy. Most of the ioreign poiicy considerations
are toward such regionai actors as Israel, Saudi Arabia, and Traq. The sci'ioiariy
tenclency to ignore Egypt on this level is somewhat counterbalanced by second-
ary source media and government reports which, ait}iough sciiolariy in some in-
stances, mostiy stem from media or reporting from sources cioseiy associated
with the government. These sources, while much more attuned to the nature of
the discussion in this ciiapter, follow some of the lesser practices of journalism
and tend to lump or uncritically cover numbers, types of military weapons, and
use nomenclature in a manner that is misleading. This misieading nomenclature
does not appear to be nefarious in intent; it appears to simpiy follow, as stated,
the normal journalistic tendency toward generaiization. It does, however, create
as much confusion for the historian as other media sources. There are a large
number of declassified government documents from a wide spectrum of agencies
that cover this periocl and have served as a core component of this cilapter.
Foreign poiicy c]napters for the region of the Middle East and in this era have
a heavy historiographical weight placed on Israel, Saudi Arabia, and Iraq. Other
countries mentioned in discussions of foreign policy vis-a-vis the post-Shah era
included Kenya, Somalia, and Oman. T]ﬂey entireiy negiect the role of Egypt
and omit it even when sources were available at the time of writing to support its
inclusion in the consideration of the topic. Primary exampies of this include two
separate books reviewed for this project. Christopher T. Sandars’s book, Ameri-
ca’s Overseas Garrisons: The Leasehold Empire, entirely neglects Egypt as well
as substantial documentation on it and other Middle Eastern nations regarding
military clipiomacy. While Egypt did not iormaiiy host an American base, the
process was notable and i'xigiliy pui)iic and there were signii;ica.nt ioreign poiicy
debates on it in the United States as well as domestic debates on the matter in-
side Egypt, and media sources made it a part of routine discussion. Egypt's role
ciuring this perioci is also entire]y negiecte& and never mentioned i)y Gary Sick in
his ci'lapter entitled, “The United States and the Persian Gulf in the Twentieth
Century” within Lawrence Potter's The Persian Gulf in History. While it may be
suggested that Egypt was omitted because it is not located in the immediate Gulf
region, he did discuss all the other later additional countries (Kenya, Somaiia,
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and Oman) even though the majority of these lie outside of the Persian Gulf
region. [t was well documented that the United States was seelzing a range of ob-
jectives involving Egypt. The United States sought to conduct military exercises,
ohtaining l)asing rights and congressional authorizations for Egypt, all of which
were well pul)licized at the time and most of these reports made clear that Egypt
was considered the primary Arab Leneficiary of military cliplomacy at this time.'

Much of scholarly attention has focused on [raq and the [ran-Iraq War, and
what role, if any, it playecl in the realm of arms cliplomacy, or what is herein
designa’ced as mili’cary cliplomacy. However, research has clarified that [raq never
playecl any role in post-Iran discussions and this persistecl througll the end of the
Carter administration. This was 1argely a result of the reality that Iraq was con-
sidered to be too risky given that the administration was looking for a base and
rapid cleployment area to the rear. The chief threat that Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and
even Kenya and Somalia were meant to blunt was the threat of a Soviet invasion
through either northern Traq or northern and eastern Iran. [raq would have been
a signiﬁcantly poor area from which to establish a Rapic]. Dep]oyment Joint Task
Force (RDJTF) plat{orm from which to launch offensive military operations.
It also did not offer the buffer zone anticipatecl ]3y planners for the weelzs—long
build up initially projected and confirmed through military exercises. To this
point, a single secondary source authored in 1983 has lent signiﬁcant insigl'lt
into a portion of this issue.

Ronald V. Dellum’s Defense Sense: The Search for a Rational Military
Po/fcy is the result of a mixture of both inclepenclent chapters authored I)y var-
ious peace scholars and special advocacy researchers as well as some chapters
containing congressional testimony.? The book examines the matter of defense
spencling in the Reagan era. The book is essentia”y a po]emic against the Reagan
administration and its expenditures in the area of defense, which included heavy
amounts of military diplomacy in the form of arms sales, grants and foreign mil-
itary sales (FMS) credits, and many other items to be touched on below. The book
notes some speci{ics that other sources do not, and it provides a historical con-

text to the events that were talzing place outside of the administration. However,
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the polemicizing and language tends to reach into hyperbolic and hyperpartisan
territory, climinisl’ling its value. The main prol)lem with these types of sources are
that financial or arms num]oers, examples, and other elements are cherry—piclae(l
and sometimes taken out of context to advance a nonscholarly, nondispassionate
agenda. There is also a misleading manner of speaking about them.

FMS credit is essentially a line of credit whereby a country may purchase
weapons of a speciﬁc type and nonclassified status. The purc}laser is not l)eing
given the weapons for free; the U.S. government structures the debt during a
number of years and usually does not ]aegin the loan repayment process until all
or most of the order has been completecl. Countries cannot purcl'xase anyt]ling
that t}ley would like to. In some circumstances, components and features of the
equipment are not sold due to their sensitive nature and desire to 12eep the tech-
nology from l)eing leaked via seconclary purchasers or to lzeep a S]igl'lt strategic
edge.’?

Due to these constraints, this chapter relies on primary documents that have
been declassified from both the Carter and Reagan administrations. These de-
classified documents come from a wide spectrum of government agencies and
sources that comp]ement cach other and serve to provicle a reliable baseline for
many of the individual projects and aims as defined in the leac].ing declassified
source, that of the Foreign Relations o][ the United States, 1077-1080 series
for the Carter administration. This document, released })y the Department of
State, contains all of the declassified memoran&ums, meeting notes, and letters
excl’langed Ly various National Security Council meetings as well as memos and
letters exchanged between Carter and Secretary of Defense Harold Brown. The
relevant section c].ealing with the Arabian Peninsula and general Middle East is
extensive, covering 308 pages and delves into the minutiae of government policy
formation and the various factors involved in developing or hindering it. Some
portions have been withheld or are still classified due to various government
agency wishes to protect means, methods, and sources. This is especially the case
regarding intelligence related materials. However, this is somewhat compensated
for l)y three declassified U.S. Army Intelligence and Security Command’s annual
historical reviews, declassified between 1979 and 1983. These documents are
enhanced by diplomatic cables that have been released in different databases and,
as mentioned, a 1arge number of various nonseries releases that lle]p to create a

composite picture. FinaHy, some government publications from sources such as
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the Marine Corps, government research groups, and think tanks have contribut-
ed to this chapter. To articulate all of them at this point is not possil)le, however,
a particular source is worth mentioning in this context.*

A primary declassified source used in this research is the Government Ac-
countability Office (GAQ) document Forging a New Defense Relationship with
Egypt. This report, released in February 1982, reviews the actual numbers pro-
vided to Egypt that l)ega.n in the Carter administration and up to that point in
the Reagan administration. The report also speciﬁes speci{'ic numbers and types
of equipment that were proviclecl to Egypt and offers critical reviews of the polit—
ical or mi]itary ramifications of these weapons to Egypt and on the relationsllip
between the United States and Egypt. This source is crucial for ol)taining an
accurate baseline of financial transactions between the two countries and not the
lumping of information that is so frequent in media sources.®

Many of the key policy documents and discussions remain classified and are
only now entering the 25-year threshold for declassification or remain classi-
fied simply because no one has sought those speciﬁc records. The United States
government has not gone to any lengths to simply cleclassify great quantities of
documents and it is still a £air1y arcane and difficult process through which one
must ]ong endure. The annual historical reviews for the military inte]ligence ma-
terial took 10 years to declassify. The organization Governmentattic.org issued
the request in 2008 and fulfillment took place in 2018. In other instances, un-
foreseen events such as the pantlemic in 2020-21 have delayecl research due to
the closure of presidential libraries and restricted access to the National Archives
or slowed down processing times for requests. There is also a considerable gap
when it comes to declassified military and Department of State documents. The
reasons for the clelay in declassification are that many of them still fall within de-
classification limits and are just now in process of review. This is sul)stantiaﬂy the
case for the Reagan administration and its Department of State records dealing
with their relations with the Middle East and Saudi Arahia, as the classification
standard is. The Department of State has clarified that they are also suljjec’c to

* Foreign Relations o][ the United States, 1077-1080, vol. 18, Middle Fast Region; Arabian
Peninsu/a, ed. Kelly McFarland and Adam M. Howard (Washington, DC: Government Printing
Office, 2015), hereafter FRUS; and Annual Historical Review, U.S. Army Inte//igence and Se-
curity Command (INSCOM), FY 1980 (Arlington, VA: Department of the Army, 1980). The
volumes in this series follow the same publication details for each year from 1979 ‘chrough 19084.
8 Charles Bowsher, Forging a New Defense Relationship with Egypt (Washington, DC: General
Accounting O{{'ice, 1982).
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the delays of the intelligence community when it comes to the release or approval

of the release of documents.

THE CONTEXT OF THE POLICY CRISIS
The fall of Iran was a catalyst for reexamining the approacll of the United States
to the Middle East region as a whole. It was at that point that the Carter admin-
istration took the region and its stal)ility as a much more serious issue than it
had previously done so. Most of American attention was, reasonal)ly, on Europe
and clevelopments in that theater, and the Middle East was looked upon as })eing
secured Ly the nations of Saudi Arabia and Iran.

The fall of Iran was initially approached as the temporary removal of a na-
tional establishment and the revolution was anticipated to not only be a short-
term phenomenon but to eventua”y soften and cool, as many had in prior years,
and result in a return to the status quo. However, the 1onger the revolutionary
government remained in power and with each new hardline clevelopment, the
Carter administration’s communications increasingly took on a sharper tone to-
ward Jr.a.cing this new reality in the region.

Regional perceptions of the United States became increasingly important
and the majority of this perception relied on American capal)ilities to not only
deal with outside military threats that Saudi Arabia may face, but also whether
the United States would deal effectively with internal crises that threatened to
topple governments, again, the foremost l)eing that of Saudi Arabia. Saudi Ara-
bia then, as now, has consistently had to develop what can be called an internal
foreign policy. The 130,000 Palestinians in Saudi Arabia threatened the gov-
ernment and, just a few years prior, had nearly toppled the national government
in Jordan. The same was feared in Saudi Arabia, but the response of the United
States to the fall of the Shah left many of the top 1eaclersl'1ip reluctant to give full
credit to promises that a revolt would actua”y be suppressed with U.S. assistance.
Another concern for Saudi Arabia was the fear of an attack of the People’s Dem-
ocratic Republic of Yemen through northern Yemen and into their backyard, not
a Soviet thrust into the region. Other security concerns related to the Horn of
Africa and other potential invasion points from Soviet armed and alignecl na-
tions that take on a sou’chern, not northern, cast.

However, Saudi Arabia was not the only nation that had considerations to
make. Bahrain and the United Arab Emirates (UAE) were also important re-
gional allies and their support also became more critical in this period. Prior at-
tempts 1t)y Bahrain and the UAE to obtain weapon systems such as the HAWK air
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defense system and tube-launched, optically tracked, wire-guided (TOW) anti-
tank missiles had been denied, as they were considered to be too sophisticate(]. to
be released to these countries, and the United States often suggested alterna’cive,
lower—grade weapons to be disbursed to them instead. The Bahrainis were offered
patro] boats in lieu of the two above mentioned systems and the UAE was told
that t}ley should rely on the Saudis or on Iran. In an interesting and prescient
question posec]. Ly Sheikh Sultan bin Zayecl, commander in chief of UAE forces,
to the United States ambassador at the time, he asked, “What would happen if
there were a sudden change in either of these two countries?” No satisfactory
response was provide&. While this discussion took place in 1977, it illustrates
the situation that was taleing place at the time of the revolution and the debate
on how to move forward.

This and other regional particularities that would interfere with permanent
basing spurrecl acute debate within the National Security Council on how best to
respond and reassure the regional partners that the United States was still com-
mitted to their security. It was in these discussions that the Rapid Deployment
Force, a habituation to the presence of United States naval forces, and the shift-
ing of military exercises from a solely European operation to include the Middle
East l)ega.n to take sl'lape. It was also at this point that Saudi Arabia and Egypt
were the primary nations discussed as l)eing in the best position to meet these
needs. Harold Brown, secretary of De£ense, took an early lead on aclvocating that
Egypt be in the primary role of replacing [ran as a pil]ar of U.S. response to the
fall of Iran. The choice of Egypt was a unique choice and one in which the Unit-
ed States took a look outside of the box, given that the majority wanted to look

toward other nations, such as Pakistan and also Sudan as alternatives.

The Position o)[Egypt in 19070
Egypt, in 1979, was in a transitional pl’lase regarcling the United States, Israel,
and the region. Egypt had J[‘ought Israel in the 1973 Yom Kippur War and had
made significant progress, if only to burst the myth of Israeli invincihility. Yet,
l)y 1979, Egypt had pivotecl toward Israel and had ljegun a robust peace process
with them. The United States quiclely aclopted the process and became a media-

¢ FRUS, vol. 18, Middle East Region; Arabian Peninsula, memo 8, 22. The first 13 memo-
randums all deal with various background issues of policy setting for the Middle East. The Persian
Gulf countries of the UAE, Bahrain, and Saudi Arabia are the main countries of discussion in
these memos. It is with memo 14 and the events in Iran, referenced oh]ique]y, that we Legin to see

policy reorientation and the introduction of Egypt.
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tor in negotiations. Egypt had further pivoted away from the Soviet Union and
again oriented itself more toward the West in general and toward the United
States in particular. This created a situation where Egypt was thoroughly isolated
politically and economically from the entire region, including Saudi Arabia and
many 12ey financial deals, such as an Arab joint defense arms procluction factory
and company that fell t}lrough. Thus, Egypt was open to new sources of invest-
ment, arms supply, and national security support as it now had become regiona”y
isolated. However, the United States viewed Egypt cautiously given the changing
nature of the leadership of Egypt.7

Anwar Sadat was following an entirely new course and had broken with
Egypt’s previous leaoler, Gamal Abdel Nasser, and his close relations with the
Soviets and the region. The new course that Sadat had embarked on was greeted
with some slzepticism as it was feared that he could just as easi]y feel burned Ly
the West and then decide to repivot back to the Soviets at any time. Sadat es-
sentially had to prove that he was Leing more than just an opportunist and that
he had creclil)i]ity. The peace deal as well as how long the peace deal would last
became the litmus test for Sadat’s reorientation.®

The main drive of late 1978 and early 1979 was to ensure that Egypt and
Israel had signecl a peace treaty, after which the United States would then be-
gin sencling in military aid. Direct donation of military weapons as well as di-
rect sales were never considered; rather, the earliest proposal remained the sole
choice, that of FMS credits. Secretary of State Warren M. Christopher suggestecl
that the United States give the Egyptians a large number of armored personnel
carriers and this was brought forward in the discussions. However, all of the mil-
itary aid was contingent on Egypt signing the peace treaty with Israel, and Wash-
ington continued to use this as a means of 1everage over Sadat. The Camp David
Accords were signed on 17 Septem]oer 1978 and the Camp David Treaty on 26
March 1979. Tt was not 1ong after this that we see some of the more signiﬁcant

” Henry F. Jackson, “Egypt and the United States after Sadat: Continuity and Constraints,” Is-
sue: A ]aurna/ 0][ Opinion 12, nos. 3/4. (Autumn—Winter 1982): 70-75, https://doi.org
/10.2307/1166720. See also Tra M. Lepidus, A History o][ Islamic Societies, 3d ed. (Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press, 2014), 570.

8 FRUS, vol. 18, Middle East Region; Saudi Peninsula, memo 15, 36, 50. Letter from Carter
to Secretary of Defense Brown, 19, 50-56. The memos and meeting minutes have a Iarge number
of micro references (sentences and offhand responses) to the careful application of pressure on
Sadat to tie arms and the treaty, coupled with the fear of pressuring him too much and {:orcing him
out of the Camp David process altoget}ler since this was how the Soviet government opera’ced and
Why he left those agreements.
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moves. Indeed, it is known from other documentation that Sadat received a con-
signment of McDonnell Douglas F-4 Phantom IIs not 1ong after this.?

Sadat’s pivot toward the West created in Brown’s mind the chief reason
to pursue Egypt as the replacement. Egypt offered the safest strategic position
to serve as a rear position from which to stage American weapons and basic
supplies and was casier to access from the air and in naval terms to quiclely
insert a military force on a ra.picl deployment basis. Projections of a Soviet in-
vasion had them entering the Middle East tl'n‘oug}l Persian Iran and from both
the northern Caucasus region and the Western Central Asian provinces, such
as Turkmenistan and plausik]y tl'xrougll Afghanistan. These moves would have
eliminated Iraqasa lzey element of the White House plan as it would not have
been able to mount a long-term defense and the United States was looking for
a rear-area rapicl force clep]oyment staging area, not a forward operating theater
where encountering the enemy would have taken place before men and materiel
could be organized. Yet, clespite Brown’s assessment and optimism, Egypt re-
quired a substantial amount of coaxing and political dialogue to participate in
not only Operation Bright Star but other areas of military cooperation. Egypt
would eventua”y fall behind Somalia, Oman, and Pakistan in terms of agree-
ment with the United States to allow foreign forces on their soil and to make
this a matter of public knowledge.!

However, that lay in the future. Returning to 1979 and early 1980, Har-
old Brown took a trip throughout the Middle East region to gauge the feeling
among the allies as well as possil)le allies in the region on their stance toward
the United States in the wake of the coﬂapse of Iran and also what some of
their desires were in excllange for increased American promises and assuranc-
es. The responses were fairly consistent, but Egypt requestecl foreign military
aid in the amount of $15—20 billion USD, an amount that even Secretary of
Defense Brown appearecl to be uncomfortable with and labelled it the “Amer-
icanization” of Egyptian forces. However, both Brown and Carter agreed that
the American FMS credits should amount to $1.5 billion and that this should
be augmentec]. l)y routine military exercises. This number would be reduced
cluring the Reagan administration to $900 million. He also speciﬁed that the

9 Shai Felclman, “Peacemalzing in the Middle East: The Next Step,” Foreign A]{)[afrs 59, no. 4
(1981): 756-80; and Bowsher, Forging a New De][ense Re/ationslzip, 12.

0 FRUS, vol. 18, Middle East Region; Arabian Peninsula, Meeting Minutes February 1, 1979,
memo 17, 49.
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Egyptians did not wish to have a base on their soil, that ’cl'ley saw this as an
admission of weakness, and that t}ley felt that the chances of a Soviet invasion
of the Middle East were not what the United States perceive(l them to be. The
request for a base in the Sinai was also a nonstarter, however, they were willing

to consider and even favored a U.S. base in “another” Arab country, a position

seconded })y the Saudis."

The Reagan Administration and Egypt

As best as can be determined from the documentation, the Reagan adminis-
tration departed from the objectives of the Carter administration, or at least
subordinated the RDJTF and was interested in making Egypt a much more
fundamental part of regional security by using it as the most 1i12e1y Lasing lo-
cation in the Middle East for a number of objectives. Regional security con-
siderations were cl’lieﬂy anchored on that of Lil)ya and preventing Muammar
al-Qaddafi from spreading his influence throughout the region and potentially
invacling them or clesta.l)ilizing them through revolutionary rhetoric and acts
that would l)ring the Hosni Mubarak government down.'?

In terms of the Mubarak government, the same fear of Egyptian fickleness
in foreign policy and alignment would resurface with the assumption of Hosni
Mubarak in Eeypt after the assassination of Sadat. Many American commen-
tators, in particular George Wwill, approache& Mubarak negatively and felt that
relations between the three parties, the United States, Egypt, and Israel, would
end up souring and some felt that he would return to the Soviet fold. Mubarak
pursuecl very different foreign po]icy ol)jectives and, whereas Sadat had leaned
heavily toward the West, almost as much as Nasser had leaned toward the Soviets,
Mubarak seemed open to steering a {:oreign policy course that was in the middle.
While he maintained the peace deal with Israel and continued to partner with
the West, it was clear that he was attempting to balance the two superpowers and
lzeep a lid on the resurgence of Islamism in his country. The too close association

with any Western or non-Islamic state threatened to undo the internal peace of

1 FRUS, vol. 18, Middle East Region; Arabian Peninsu/a, memo 15,36-37.

12 A rash of classified memos were issued in the early period of the Reagan administration, one
undated and untitled but discuss Egypt as a primary base for operations against Libya and Sadat’s
position toward Libya. NSC Meeting Minutes January 21st, 1982, Meeting of Libya Task Force;
and Soviet Strategy in the Middle Bast: The Next Six Months (Washington, DC: Directorate of
Inte]ligence, 1982).
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Egypt, and in the 1980s and the 1990s this fear would be realized in a rash of
terrorism.'?

The administration’s aims regarding Libya were clearly laid out in an article
from the late 1980s entitled, “Egypt and the United States.” Richard Murphy,
the assistant secretary for Near East and Asian Affairs, saicl,

A strong and stable Egypt is crucial to virtuaﬂy all of our interests in the

Middle East and North Africa. In addition to Leing a Camp David part-

ner, Egypt is a counterweight to Lil)yan meddling in the Sudan, Chad

and Tunisia. Our security assistance to Egypt promotes readiness and

mi]itary self—suﬂ;iciency necessary for defense against Soviet-armed

states in the region.'

That Libya was the most credible threat to the Reagan administration comes
from an undated speec}l that was sul)sequently never delivered, however, it was
declassified. In the speech, President Reagan lays out the justiﬁcation for an in-
vasion of Lil)ya that was spearheaclecl Ly Egyptian forces but closely followed and
supportecl 1)y u.s. military personnel.15

The overthrow of al—Qaddaﬁ was the aim. This would neutralize the terrorist
leadership and training camps but also would remove the possible use of Libya
as a staging platform for inva&ing Soviet forces. Since the Lil)yan revolution
that had brought al-Qaddafi to power, Lil)ya was turned into a virtual terror-
ist training camp. Various Western and Hastern European terror groups trained
alongside the for-hire Abu Nidal terrorist group in camps spreacl t}lroug}lout the
country. Al-Qaddafi had instituted a unique blend of Islamic socialism in the
country and was invested in exporting his revolution to various countries in the
region. Al-Qaddafi saw Sadat’s termination of Soviet sponsorsl’lip as a threat and
was largely responsi]ole for the assassination of Sadat in October of 1981. Thus,
the Reagan administration was legitimately concerned regarc].ing the stal)ility of
not only Egypt's security but also with regional stability overall. While there were
no further documents that clarified the place of this speech, they are 1i12e1y in the

13 Lepidus, A History o][]s/amic Societies, 571; “U.S.-Egypt: Crumbling Alliance?,” %slzington
Report on Middle East Aﬁ[airs 1, no. 4 (1982): 2; and “Anwar Sadat Assassination,” 6 October
1981, in ABC News Mylzt/ine, YouTube video, 1:00:02.

14 “Bgypt and the United States,” Great Decisions (1987): 25-34.

15 “Egypt and the United States.” The speecll Ly Reagan was released as a document on an unclas-
sified document database server. The speec}l was not given an author attribute nor was it dated. The

lack of critical citation material is tlisappointing.
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pending Foreign Relations o][ the United States series that is currently being
put togetl'ler along with other documents awaiting declassification. We now know
what a post al-Qaddafi Libya would have looked like in the 1980s and that this
plan was scrappecl shows that there were strong policy debates in the adminis-
tration. It is also clear that the leac].ersllip, on some 1eve1, did not believe that
the military diplomacy of exercises and arms sales were 1i12e1y sufficient to thor-
oughly intimidate and 12eep Egypt's and the United States” adversaries out of the
region. However, others significantly differed in that position and, quoting from
the same article as a})ove, an unnamed aid official stated somewhat cavalierly, “If
you can replace 50,000 American troops by a $1 billion annual investment in

a ramshackle &evelopment program in Hgypt, or, in other worcls, if you can have

peace in the Middle East for $1 billion a year, that is a hell of a Largain."l()

ARMS AND MONEY:

LOOKING AT MATERIEL BENEFITS AND COSTS
The materiel support that Egypt received as a part of the military diplomatic path
varied over the years, and what emerges in the documentation is a picture where
the United States did not maintain consistent levels of aid across administra-
tions. The materiel and financial support that was provided to Egypt was higher
in the Carter administration and dippe& in the Reagan administration. However,
arriving at this is difficult given the nature of the secon(lary literature and how
the press, and even government reports, routinely 1umped and summarized in-
formation. Yet, to gain a clearer picture of the nature of the aid and the changing
priorities, it is necessary to attempt to do so.

The Foreign Relations series memos are somewhat clear as far as specific
steps that were and were not accomp]is}lecl in the final year and months of the
Carter administration. One of the most intractable issues that the Carter ad-
ministration wrestled with was that of basing. The series of memos indicates that
the l)asing issue was never fully resolved and that the suggestecl improvements
to Ras Banas and to other suggested sites was never implemented. The issue of
a forward operating base continued to play a large role in the negotiations, and
the Egyptian and American governments denied in public that such an effort was
under negotiation. However, in undated memos exchanged at this time, Sadat
continued to be in favor of and offered different locations as possible forward

operating bases in Egypt. It is 1i12e1y that the official denials were meant to pre-

16 “Egypt and the United States,” 32.
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vent unwanted public restlessness in Egypt should American soldiers be in the
country. In addition, the proposed Marine Amphibious Unit maneuvers appear
to have taken place at least once with a small cadre of Marines, around 1,400
troops. The closing memorandums also make it clear that this remained a press-
ing matter, but it was also for a range of other countries as Egypt s]ipped out of
the priority position of discussions and increasingly drifted further back among

favored nations.!”

With the arrival of two full squadrons of F-4 Phantoms for Egypt and 15
Boeing CH-47 Chinook transport helicopters in 1979, two maneuvers were
then able to be held in Egypt cluring 1980. The first one took pla.ce under the
name of Proud Phantom and the other under the name Brigl'lt Star. The Proud
Phantom operation was a joint F-4 Phantom training exercise that took place at
West Cairo airport and air force base with U.S. personne] operating on the base
alongside Egyptian F-4 pilots and repair crews. The second of these exercises,
Bright Star 81, tested the RDJTF capabilities in both the United States and in
Egypt. They llelpe(l to establish the relial)ility of inte]ligence and other systems
put in place. The administration in its final year also pus}le(], to 1981 a military
exchange that would have seen a platoon exchange between the United States and
Egypt (along with another pla‘coon excllange with Saudi Arabia). Whether these
were maintained by the Reagan administration is unknown. The Carter admin-
istration proposed and was able to advance through congressional authorization
$1.5 billion in FMS credits.'®

In the Reagan administration, there were some modifications to the pro-
grams initiated Ly the Carter administration, and it appears that in some instanc-
es the level of aid c].ecreasec]., rather than increased. An area that was eXpan&ecl,

after the assassination of Anwar Sadat, was Operation Bright Star. Via a memo

issued on 8 October 1981 from the White House entitled “National Security
Decision Directive Number 14, the president authorized the November 1982
Operation Bright Star to be eXpanded as required and that all actions were to be

placed under the concept of training necessity.'’

" The memos and meeting minutes from memos 83-98 do mention Egypt spora(lica”y but do
not go into any detail and are largely, if not solely, concerned with exercises and making arrange-
ments with Somalia, Kenya, and Oman.

18 Jaclzson, “Egypt and the United States After Sadat," 73-T4. FRUS, vol. 18, Middle East
Region; Arabian Peninsu/a, memorandum 96, 314.

19 White House, National Security Directive Decision Number 14, Security Considerations in
Egypt and Sudan, 8 October 1981.

BOWDEN

90



Sadat’s tenure overlappe& Carter and Reagan, but he continued to cle]ay and
hedge regarding basing. Documentation released by the Department of State
demonstrates that negotiations were continuing up to the assassination. Subse-
quently under Mubarak, Egypt would experience signiﬁcant social tension due to
the Muslim Brotherhood and their efforts to influence society and social opin-
ion. Mubarak did not want to bring American soldiers onto Egyptian soil in a
permanent manner, at least pu]olicly, in order to preserve calm, especiauy given
that Sadat had been executed on the punitive reasons of having signecl the peace
treaty with Israel as well as worleing closely with the United States.?

There is a lack of consistency in the reporting for military aid to Egypt
for the years 1981 through 1983. A wide range of sources consulted reporte&
varying amounts and appeared to rely on different methods of arriving at those
numbers. The General Accounting Office released a report, discussed ]Jelow, that
lays out the official government numbers for this period and appears to be the
most reliable source, yet it also conflicts with publicly available information at
that time.

According to a journal article from 1983 entitled “Egypt and the Unit-
ed States after Sadat: Continuity and Constraints,” the Reagan administration
clropped. the level of FMS credits from $1.5 billion to $900 million. However,
the reduction in FMS appears to have been offset Ly developments, which in-
cluded the formalization of the military maneuvers in Egypt under the label of
Operation Bright Star '82. This involved the largest number of American ser-
vicemembers to do so to that time; 4,000 troops were cleploye(l to Egypt along
with increased provision of materiel support.”!

The year 1983 represented a realignment of priorities for the Reagan ad-
ministration and the post-Carter clip was suclclenly reversed, at least in terms of
materiel support proviclecl to Egypt. There is no clear reason, at present, for the
inconsistency in the arms and funcling of this periocl. In the information released
in the research report entitled Forging a New Defense Re/ationskip with Egypt,
the Government Accountal)ility Office report for 1981, and the testimony in
Defense Sense make several things clear. The military aid being given to Egypt
was not delivered in a single instance but rather over time in progressive ship—
ments as funds and equipment became available and hardware could be integrat-

ed into the Egyptian armed forces. A]so, the 1981 report confirms many of the

2 Lapidus, History of Islamic Socicties, 571.
2t ]aclzs(m, “Egypt and the United States After Satlat," 70-75.
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items in the 1983 report as well as information contained in the book De][ense
Sense, llowever, the numbers of the equipment were often higher than what was
understood at the time.??

During this timeframe, from 1981 to 1983, the Egyptians were able to en-
hance their mi]itary capal)i]ities and weapons systems. The Reagan administra-
tion approvecl sales of up to 80 General Dynamics F-16 Fighting Falcons, 35
F-4 Phantom ﬁghter—]ooml)ers, 4 Northrop Grumman E-2C Hawlzeye electron-
ic spy planes, an unspecified number of Grumman F-14 Tomcats, 311 M-60A3
tanlzs, 12 HAWK air defense })atteries, TOW antitank missile systems, 1,214
M-113 armored personnel carriers, and 15 Boeing CH-47¢ helicopters. The
balance of these had been delivered l)y ]uly 1981, with more to be delivered as
they were proc‘[uceo‘l.23

These arms purchase need to be placed within a proper context before con-
clusions can be reached about the program’s overall benefit to Egypt and to the
United States in terms of strategic advancement. The type and reasons behind
these purchases fall into very familiar patterns of arms purchases for the entire
Middle Eastern region and often do not follow the same logic patterns as in the
West. These purchases are often made on the basis of image and political lever-
age that can be obtained, and they often lack real operalnility in the Middle East
environment. It is important to understand the numbers are largely irrelevant
as many of these were never used for much more than parts cannibalization and
repair. In addition, these weapons are just as capable as defensive weapons as they
are offensive, and the defensive position was the main concern of U.S. planners.

The weapons are airpower oriented and the E-2C Hawlzeyes do fit with what
is known, discussed below, about intelligence gathering operations and training

carried out during this time as a part of U.S. aid to Egypt. The M-60A3 main

22 The various writers and contributors to De][ense Sense were not able to get access to then cur-
rent information on arms sales or at least precise government data as is now declassified. The
Government Accountability Office report was completed in 1982 but not declassified until later,
and lilaely not in time for the volume. There is the additional problem that numbers appear to be
given on different rounding terms and reporting is not consistent and often lumped in toget}ler,
creating difficulty in parsing individual years and allotments. However, some of the numbers of
arms and credits were close to the government numbers. On page 3 of the Government Account-
ability Office report, Forging a New De][ense Re/ations;zip, the grants and loans, in millions, from
1979-80 were as follows; grants 585 for two years and 780 for 1981. Loans were 250, 280,
and 70 for the same time period. Mi]itary assistance in 1979 was 1.5, nothing in 1980, and in
1981 went down to 550.

2 Forging a New Defense Relationship with Egypt, 9.
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battle tanlz, about to be pllasecl out as the main battle tank for the U.S. military
at the time in favor of the new M1 Abrams, was also well suited for desert warfare
and was able to run without the dust and sand congestion issues that plaguecl later
M1AT1 tanks in the Gulf War.

The CH-47c¢ helicopters were originally intended for Iran before the col-
lapse of the Shah. The United States was charging less for their sale than other
helicopter equipment and Egypt had a]reacly expressecl an interest in the model.
Thus, the marriage of the Egyptian desire for the helicopter and its cheaper price
at the time resulted in its sale to Egypt. However, the GAO report notes that the
helicopter was not only inferior but that “it also severely strained Egypt's a})ility
to operate and support yet another large procurement program. This is especiaHy
troublesome for an item of equipment that was not considered a top military
priority lay Egypt.” This fits within most Middle Eastern arms purcl'lase patterns,
which were (and still are), in a colloquial sense, based on the “Ming factor.” Ac-
cording to the GAO on the same page, the Egyptians had noted the success of
the Israeli operatecl F-4 Phantom {'ig]lter—l)oml)ers J_uring the 1973 Yom Kippur
War and had begun to set their sights on obtaining as many of them as possible.
There was no direct consideration of handling, operability, or compatibility with
other Egyptian owned aircraft.?*

This is a frequently encountered problem with Middle Eastern countries
where purchases are made often on the presumption that simply l)y possessing
impressive weapons system neighbors will be intimidated or that they will be
equally impressed. In Forging a New De][ense Re/ationslzip, it is noted that only
a fraction of the F-4s alreacly delivered were still in service. This was a result
of environmental incompatil)ility and a higl’l rate of breakdowns and repairs. In
many Middle Eastern contexts, when military equipment is purchasecl, potential—
ly up to 50 percent of those weapons are cannibalized and stripped to service and
repair the other half. Tllus, the types of the weapons, rather than their numbers,
are the more important aspect of this program.zs
Toward the middle and latter years of the administration, the arms purchases

as well as the fun(].ing appears to have once again been reduced. An article pub—

2 Forging a New Defense Relationship, 12-13.

% Forging a New Def;znse Re/ationslzip, 2. The precise number is redacted. For discussions of
arms purchases and their political impact versus real operability, sce Andrew J. Pierre, “Beyond the
‘Plan Package’s Arms and Politics in the Middle East,” International Security 3, no. 1 (1978):
148-61, https://doi.or§/10.2307/262664< 7; and James Bowden, “Readiness of Gulf Militaries,”
Modern War Magazine, April 2016.
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lished in 1985 noted tiiat, for the fortiicoming fiscal years 1986 and 1987,
Congress voted to give Egypt $1.3 billion in FMS credits as well as $815 mil-
lion in foreign military financing. The $1.3 billion annual allotments were to be
given in the forms of block grants whereas the $815 million was the oniy amount
given in actual cash transfer. It was pointe(i out by the authors of the paper that
this amount was lower than that granted to Israel at the time and during a point
when relations had somewhat soured between Israeli prime minister Menachem
Begin and Reagan. But the above may be a deceptive picture and the apparent
reduction may have been not from a souring of relations, but a recognition that
Egypt no longer required as much support.?

There are indications that the United States was also providing some arms
as a means to heip Egypt in its efforts to support Iraq during the Iran-ITraq War.
Diplomatic cables exciiangeci between Tel Aviv and the Department of State,
early in the Reagan administration and while Menachem Begin was still prime
minister, relate that the Isracli press had exposecl, at the direction of Begin and
the Israeli Ministry of Defense, a program in which the Egyptians were supplying
[raq with older Soviet arms and that the United States was resuppiying Egypt
with more modern, American equipment in lieu of this. This would have ap-
proaci'iec]. the threshold of what Harold Brown had contempiated as the “Ameri-
canization” of the Egyptian armed forces. The videos of Reagan and Begin at the
end of two different visits to the United States are very different in character and
nature. The first video shows an initial warm and friendly, even jovial, relation-
si'lip, and the second video shows both leaders iaclzing smiles, rather mutecl, and
both appearing to walk s’cifﬂy.27 Both administrations did aid Egypt militarily in
a manner that was kept out of the public eye and only with the declassification of

records has become known but still remains reiativeiy obscure.

INTELLIGENCE AS FOREIGN MILITARY AID
Intelligence support is never mentioned in the secondary media sources discuss-
ing miiitary assistance programs to Egypt or any other Middle East nations. The

Foreign Relations series regularly makes oblique reference to intelligence efforts,

20 Dennis Wamsted, “Aid Bill Helps Israel, Bgypt,” %shington Report on the Middle East Aﬁ[airs
4 no. 5 (1985): 4.

27 State Department cai)ie, untit]ed, March 1981, Cairo Emlaa.ssy to Secretary of State Haig; State
Department cable, untitled, April 1981, from Jeddah Emhassy (].eputy chief of mission, James A.
Placke to Secretary of State Haig; and State Department cah]e, un’tit]ed, May 1982, Department
of Near East Affairs to Amb Samuel Lewis in Tel Aviv.
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but most of the material is redacted from the record. However, the United States
Army Intel]igence and Security Command did issue regular historical reviews
narrating activities in the region. While most of the material is itself redact-
ed, there are still pieces of information that indicate that the U.S. presence in
Egypt on an inte]ligence level was signiﬁcant and that the primary leaders of
this intelligence work were not the Central Intelligence Agency but rather Army
Intelligence. This is an important distinction as Army Intelligence could have
impiementecl these steps in isolation from the Central Inte”igence Agency and
preserved a level of secrecy over the various programs launched.

The first report that conforms to the timeframe of this chapter was issued
for the years 1979 tlirougi'i 1980 and noted the loss of Iran as a central area
of intelligence for monitoring the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR)
and that it was a priority to replace the loss with an in-region substitute nation.
In the section that details foreign intelligence exchanges for this year there are
no details, and foreign national visits are highly sanitized regarding the people
allowed into the country and with whom the intelligence was shared. The materi-
al in the annual reviews clarifies that, despite not having formal basing rights in
Egypt during the period of 1979-84, that did not prevent the impiementation
of U.S. intelligence personnel entering Egypt and cooperating with their military
to advanced signals in’ce”igence (SIGINT).?®

The report for 1980 throug}i 1981 elaborates more clearly on the activi-
ties that were talzing piace in Egypt, and it is disclosed that inteﬂigence support
did occur and material was emplacecl. Speciﬁc locations were not disclosed in
the annual reviews; however, their placement 1i12e1y followed the normal patterns
and would have given access to communications emanating from Israel, Saudi
Arabia, Lil)ya, and traffic ti'xrougli the Suez Canal and tllrougii the Red Sea. The
SIGINT project lilzely fell within the parameters of the Trojan Project men-
tioned earlier in the same report. The Trojan Project was a SIGINT project de-
signecl to place stations strategica”y throughout parts of Europe and the Pacific
and picle up transmissions from regional actors; again, speciﬁc locations were
not defined. The tec}inology that was used was American and operate(i soiely i)y
U.S. personnel.?

*8 Annual Historical Review, U.S. Anny ]nte//igence and Security Command (INSCOM), FY
1979, 18.

29 Apnual Historical Review, 1 October 1081-30 September 1082 (Washington, DC: Depart-
ment o{ tl'le Arrny, 1982), 2-9.
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The next most signi{icant area of cooperation came in the form of a program
for cross-training of U.S. and Egyptian personnel, the Tactical Inte”igence De-
fense Exchange Program (TIDEP), in which members of the Egyptian military
inte]ligence units were trained on aspects of electronic warfare and inte”igence
electronic warfare systems. One of the first participants of this program on the
Egyptian side was Major General Ismail Shawlzey, along with five other unnamed
members of Egypt's army inte”igence corps. S]la.wlzey’s visit included meetings
at lzey U.s. military installations, meetings with contractors, and select meet-
ings with specialists on electronic warfare and tactical SIGNINT systems and
equipment. The program continued on tllrougl'l 1983 despite laclzing a forma”y
signed memorandum of understanding (MOU), and it is unknown for how long
the program continued and whether the Reagan administration continued to fa-
vor this program. The absence of an MOU did, however, provic].e an additional
layer of secrecy and may have been key in preventing the leakage of the program
to the press and other actors. The main periocl of this activity was 1981 through
1982 and was projected to be formalized sometime in 1983 but this was before

the change of administrations.>

In the Army Intelligence Historical Review for 1983, the document redacted
almost all information on Operation Bright Star 83. A couple brief paragraphs
were left unclassified. In one brief section, there is a note that 60 personnel from
military intelligence did participate, mostly to support operational security but
also to provide some technical assistance. Accorcling to the source, the person-
nel evaluated Soviet made communications equipment and a counterinte”igence
team evaluated the Port of Alexandria to heighten operational security measures
and to make personnel in the area, undefined, more aware of potential intelli-
gence security oversights. This was driven })y the presence of Soviet Union S}lip
repair yards and the presence of Soviet ships was constant.’!

While further declassification needs to take place, it is already clear that
inte”igence aid provide& to Hgypt 1)y the United States, in the form of mi]itary
intelligence support, was 1ilze1y signiﬁcant and to have made a difference. While
not a})solutely clear, the significance of this in’ce”igence aid may be measured Ly
the amount of redacted material for the Middle East in all of the years declassi-

30 Annual Historical Review, 1 October 1081-30 September 1082, 2-26-2-21.

3! Forging a New De][ense Re/atianslzip, 33; and Annual Historical Review, U.S. Army Intel-
/igence and Security Command (INSCOM), FY 1083 (Wasliington, DC: Department of the
Army, 1983), 72.
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fied and demonstrates that inteuigence support may have been of more benefit to
both parties than many of the forward basing or arms purcl'lases. In-region bases
usuaHy serve an intelligence gathering role and help to place sophis’cicated u.s.
hardware closer to target centers, mostly to support SIGINT stations. However,
these become widely known and public, and without the public knowledge the
basing of intelligence resources can only be guessed and not proven. This portion
of &ip]omacy and support for Egypt and U.S. interests describes a relationsllip
that was more than mere guns and money and that the efforts resulted in tangible
intelligence data. Unfortunately, the gains and achievements that may have been
grantecl throug]l this program will 1i12e1y remain unknown and ignored in the

discussions of what value U.S. cliplornacy in this area actually achieved.

SUMMARY
The military diplomacy initiated by the Carter administration and carried

through by the Reagan administration was, in terms of impact, far less than what
the numbers may appear to show. With the cost of an individual {'igl'lter at the
time costing up to $1 billion and a single MO603A tank costing about one-half
of ’chat, the real net impact on Egypt and its long—term finances was a net nega-
tive. Due to domestic l)uc].get constraints and owing more than it could handle at
the time, Egypt postponed payments on the interest until 2009.3? The rates of
absorption and the rate of use was far below that which the orclinary American
might believe on a fundamental level. The hyperbolic language used by lawmak-
ers on both sides of the political spectrum also belied the basic problems with the
program and demonstrate the vast disconnect between the realms of perception
and reality. There is no information that any of the planes, tanks, or ﬁghters
were used against Egyptian citizens, however, the lower-level, less pul)]ic sales
of ammunition, grenades, and other materials may lilzely have been used in riot
control and against protesters. The Egyptians could not properly maintain all of
the equipment proviclecl, and by 1981 a classified number of the F-4 Phantoms
provided in 1979 were no 1onger ﬂying, as was discussed in the GAQ report at
]engt}l.

Had the researchers and analysts who wrote and testified before Congress in
the early 1980s known many of these facts, it is lilzely that their testimony and

32 ]ohn T. Haldane, “Egypt: Sunnier Economic Days Ahead?” Wzsllington Report on Middle East
Affairs 4, no. 1 (1987): 12.
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hyperbolic language of fear aimed against aiding Hosni Mubarak may have been
seen as the political theater that in 1arge part it was. Indeed, the lawmakers who
sat in this testimony may have known that much of the program was stymied and
essentiaﬂy broken as well as grossly overestimated in its impact on both Egyptian
military strength and capability.

Finally, it is worth noting that neither the Carter nor the Reagan admin-
istrations was able to achieve what the William ] “Bill” Clinton administration
did—the realization of a Rapicl Deployment Force for the Middle East and a
base from which real-time, solid intelligence could be gained. While this force
was never forma”y c].esigna.tecl RDJTE, the reality of the deployments to Kuwait
were the actualization of this goal. The irony is that democratic lawmakers as well
as liberal intellectuals had piﬂoried the idea as not only unachievable but also
po‘centia”y destal)i]izing to the region and a “go—it—alone" mentality, which was
heavily reflected in the source Defense Sense. The ironic partis that the Clinton
administration was one of the most liberal administrations in the United States
up until that time.>

It is further a bit of irony that Egypt would not play this vital role but would
rather see it go to Kuwait. Kuwait was left out of all discussions on the RDJTF;
Oman, Saudi Arabia, Bgypt, Kenya, and Pakistan were among the top tier na-
tions, but it was to be Kuwait that became the center of this policy through the
occasion of the Gulf War in 1991 and continual threats pose(l ]3y Saddam Hus-
sein afterward. According to Between Desert Storm and Iraqgi Freea/om, the
u.s. mi]itary achieved the ability to rapic”y move forces in a matter of weeks in
the initial conflict and then, amid several provocative steps by Saddam Hussein,
the United States deve]oped an al)i]ity to usher forces into the region in a matter
of days, evolving into a near continuous cycle of rotational cleployrnen’cs.34 This
has now resulted in a continual basing presence in Kuwait, something that gov-
ernments in Egypt and Saudi Arabia had both favored for the region so long as it
was in another country. The primary tl'linlzing of the Carter administration and
the Gulf countries was that the presence of American forces needed to be known
but not felt 1)y the regional opponents or Ly the or&inaxy peop]e in those coun-
tries, which led to a reluctance to place forcesin a hig}lly visible role in the Per-

33 Jourden T. Moger, Between Desert Storm and Iraqi Freedom: U.S. Army Operations in the
Middle East, 1001-2001 (Washington, DC: Center for Mili’cary History, 2021); and Walter
LaFeber, “Foreign Policy Assumptions of the Reagan Military Budget,” in Defense Sense, 82.

34 Moger, Between Desert Storm and Iraqi Freedom.
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sian Gulf or Saudi Arabia. However, by the end of the Gulf War those concerns
were overridden by the fear of Saddam Hussein and invasion of their countries.
They then acceptecl a very pronouncecl presence of American military forces in
the region. This acceptance came despite threats to their internal security in the
form of domestic threats, protests against Western forces by orclinary people, and

terrorist bombings.
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® Chapter Five @

Understan(],ing’ Hybri(l Warfare
as a Strateg’ic PoliCy Tool

Russia as a Case Study

Ipshita Bhattacharya, PhD

INTRODUCTION

yl?rfal war][are isa military theory of strategies, which was accurately defined

by Frank Hoffmann in his book, Conﬂict in the 21st Century: The Rise
OJ[Hylﬂic[ Wars . Accorc].ing to him, states employ political warfare blended with
various kinetic and nonkinetic war tools in order to sui)(lue, sui)vert, or even
coerce a particular vulnerable state. The important part of this type of warfare is
synchronizing various verticals of hybrid tools either simultaneously or other-
wise by the adversary state on the target state to manifest their covert goals. The
reference to the concept of hybrid warfare is found dating back to 1995; there
it first appeared in Thomas Mockaiti’s book, British Counterinsurgency in the
Post—imperia/ Era.? In the J[‘oHowing years, many other authors used this term in

context to various military operations.> However, the conceptual similarity of

! Frank Hoffman, Conflict in the 21st Century: The Rise of Hybrid Wars (Arlington, VA: Poto-
mac Institute for Policy S‘cudies, 2007).

2 Thomas R. Mockaitis, British Counterinsurgency in the Post-imperial Era (Manchester, UK:
Manchester University Press, 1995).

3 Lt Robert G. Walker, “U.S. Navy, Spec Fi: The U.S. Marine Corps and the Naval Postgraduate
School” (tliesis, Naval Postgraduate Scl’lool, Monterey, CA, 1998); William J. Nemetl'l, “Future
War and Checilnya: A Case for Hylaritl Warfare” (tliesis, Naval Postgra&uate School, Monterey,
CA, 2002); and Alan Dupont, “Transformation or Stagnation?: Re‘ciﬂ'n]eing Australia’s Deience,"
Australian Journal of International Affairs 57, no. 1 (2003): https://doi.org/10.1080/103577
1032000073641.
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these authors was missing, but all of them were actua]ly referring to a kind of
warfare that was neither fully conventional nor completely irregu]ar.‘L

The first precise and widely distributed articulation of this concept was done
in the speech given by General James N. Mattis in 2005 in a defense forum,
and later in the year Mattis and Frank Hoffman published a paper on the hybrid
warfare concept. However, later Hoffman in his book gave a clearer concept of
hy]aricl warfare that included more detailed and accurate definition of this war-
fare model.®

The area of hyl)rid warfare stuoly has acquired necessary anxiety in the cur-
rent international polity and security. This is possibly because of its intuitive-
ness and involvement of a wide area of study, which includes various implicit
and explicit operations to disturb a target state, adversely impacting its decision
malzing. This warfare involves both state and nonstate actors in their actions,
methods, and mechanisms in varied means and forms. The components of hyl)rid
warfare are often nonconventional in nature, involving multiple tools of power
implemented on a horizontal as well as vertical axis with varied intensity and
clegrees. It can be defined as the combination of various tecl'miques that belliger—
ents use to manifest their political goals to subvert vulnerable targets and as the
sync}lronizec]. use of various tools of power, customized to target speciﬁc vulner-
abilities throughout their sociocultural, civil—military, economical, security, and
political affairs to impose synergistic impacts.

Hyl)ric]. warfare in essence is an adversarial attack (unipronge& or synchro—
nized and multiprongecl) on a predetermined target state vulnerable to such at-
tack. It is systematically and stra’cegically inflicted to destabilize the sovereignty
and integrity of the victim state l)y J.estroying its government and national infra-
structure. Such integrated attack involves different methods like psychological
warfare, subversion of the political system, latent military operations, and cyber
warfare and information misuse. The essential clue here is to understand that the
varied ][orms of power mechanisms are used in mu/tip/e dimensions at various
levels concurrently in a synchronized manner. This allows them to use multiple
tools in sync}lronize& attacks that can be speci{'ically customized for the tar-
get state. Principally, the sync]nronization and horizontal techniques provicle the

perpetrators more options than choosing unsynchronized and vertical options;

* Tarik So]maz, “ ‘Hyl)rid Warfare: One Term Many Meanings,” Small Wars ]aurna/, 25 Fe]oruary
2022.
8 Hoffman, Conflict in the 21st Century.
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Table 5.1. Hyl)rid warfare tools

Hybrid warfare verticals | Methods employed Outcome
kinetic and nonkinetic

Economic: loans, trade, Loans and dollar dip]o— Economic clepen(lency,
dependency macy weak economy

Political: ethnic cleavages,
proxy population, religious

and sectarianism

Exploitation based on
ethnicity and religion

Instability and division in

society

Cyl) er warfare: t}le{’c,
hacking

Data stealing/sabotaging

Info-infrastructure crash/

espionage

Cognizant: Disinformation,
incitement, social media/

provocateurs

social media, print

mez].ia, literatures

Propaganda/public incite-

ment/unrest

Nonstate actors, criminal

organizations

Sabotage/suicide attack/

violence

Terror/civil war/unrest/

capturing territories

Private military corporations

(PMC), mercenaries

Violence/killings

Killings/espionage

Military: conventional,

guerri”a, nuclear

Force to force attack

Killing/annihilation/

capturing territories

Source: Rajendra Baikad et al., ed., The Palgrave Handbook of Global Social Problems
(Lon&on: Palgrave Macmiﬂan, 2021), https://d.oi.org/lo.1007/978—3—030—68127—2.

this is because the horizontal synchronization will be more indirect, ambiguous,
and vast in size. The ramifications to such attacks are direct and indirect; linear
or nonlinear disturbances serve the ends of the attaclzing state. The ﬂexibility
of customization of the operations (depencling on the threshold of deterrence
of the defender) provicles the attacker the option to use its force just below the
defender’s detection capabilities. It further enables the attacker to use its force by
just remaining below the defender’s response threshold and with the opportunity
to 1everage regulating the intensity ljy escalating and &e—esca]ating the operations
of the attaclzing state.

It can also be understood from this that hylorid warfare is essentiaﬂy a stra-
tegic matter orchestrated Ly the governments that focuses mainly on nonmi]itary
hubs of gravity initially, functioning covertly in different interfaces against the

specific targets and hence avoiding the conventional methods of war but eventu-
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ally shadowed by military capabilities. Thus, it successfully creates the strategic
combination of varied civilian and military means to paralyze an operational
political system to its own benefits. It is hypothetical that because of the known
catastropl'lic results of nuclear weapons and the international 1egal conventions,
the prospects of a fu”—ﬂeolged war among the adversary states is minimal. Per-
haps this reason also raises the possi})ility of subconventional and hyl)rid models
of warfare, but at the same time it cannot be denied that this potential hylaricl
model of warfare has the capacity to spi” over and transform into major conven-
tional war forms in later stages.

The world is entering an era of concentric circles of strategic competition
within great power states, most notably China, the United States, and Russia es-
calating the challenges before the world. The interesting aspect here is that these
great power countries believe these hyl)ricl competitions to be opera‘cec]. below the
threshold of full—ﬂedgecl major wars to have a plausihle clenial)ility for the dam-
ages. Another important factor that remains pertinent here is that hyl)rid warfare
is operatec]. in a strategic and customized manner, in order to remain below obvi-
ous detection range and the response thresholds that require a highly calibrated
and strategic effort. In the scale of competition, however, these challenges have

been termed gray zones.

HYBRID WARFARE: RUSSIA AS A CASE sSTUDY
The study of European gray zone cases indicates the presence of different hybricl

campaigns to subvert the power of po]itical institutions in the region. The signif—
icant elements in this type of warfare are that they are stra’cegically undeclared
and use kinetic and nonkinetic kinds of tools (such as using ethnic populations
to create internal clisturl)ances, cyl)er t}lefts, llaclaing, and disinformation cam-
paigns) to fill the potential gaps from where it can be used for both military
and civil purposes. A signi{‘icant instrument that is ljeing used to coerce the
target countries is economic overdependence. A pertinent example is the case
of Russia’s energy tactics in Ukraine. Moscow imposed the energy crisis, along
with the mi]itary, semimi]itary, and disinformation campaigns over Ukraine to
destabilize it.° This underscores the importance of energy security for national
security because pivotal dependence on foreign states might result in a strategic

liability. They said, interdependence between the provider state and the consumer

® Michael Ruhle and Julijus Grubliauskas, Energy as a Tool of Hybrid Warfare (Rome, Ttaly:
NATO De{ense Co”ege, 201 5), 113.
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state can pose a potentially detrimental consumer-side ramification, in which
the provi(ler can leverage a 1onger wait for the revenues against the consumer.
The consumer’s compe”ing depencla})ility from such a single source would ex-
pose strategic Vulneralaility. Russia provicle& almost the total gas requirement of
Ukraine, until the 2014 annexation of Crimea, but gradua”y it declined and
eventua”y completely ceased provicling it in 2016. Noticeal)ly, it does use the
gas pipelines across Ukraine to supply Central and Eastern European markets
and pays the transit fees to Ukraine. In 2020 Moscow wanted to close the Nord
Stream 2 gas pipeline moving across Ukraine, but this could have resulted in
severe revenue loss to Kyiy, puslling the country to starve, hence Moscow and
Kyiv negotia‘ced the continuation of the pipeline.7 The use of economic measures
as a weapon to coerce the target nation })y malaing them over-reliant on the (re)
source was an apparent tool 1everagec1 ljy the Russians to create a power imbal-
ance against the Eastern European countries to force compromise(l negotiation.®

In 2008 and again in 2014, the world witnessed the reappearance of the
ages of coercion, disturbances, and annexations in Europe with the Russia-
Georgia war and the Russian-Ukrainian conflict, which have now become em-
blematic conflicts Ly strategic designs of toclay’s contemporary political system of
Eastern Europe. This arclletypal spectrum of components that destabilizes and
terminates the progressive growth of democracies, such as the presence of ethnic
popula’tion poclaets that can behave as carriers of the hidden agendas of their
respective governments, couplecl with the complex geopolitica] locations, has se-
vere imp]ications for future possibilities of similar outcomes in the peripl’leral
regions of Russia. These new emerging trends and patterns showcase the complex
facets of the hyl)ricl model of warfare in the region. However, with these new
indications the vulnerable states of the region are silently examining the future
course of action of Russia and the Western aHies, other regional aﬂiances, and
the current existing conflict dynamics in the region.? Perhaps at the same time
in the given circumstances between action and inaction of the frozen conflict,
regions may experience a situation of suppression and subjuga’cion leading to

menacing outcomes that result in threatening violence.

" Jonathan Masters, Ukraine: Conﬂict at the Crossroads ofEurope and Russia (New York: Coun-
cil on Foreign Relations, 2022).

8 Kent DeBenedictis, Russian “Hybrid Warfare” and the Annexation of Crimea (London, UK:
Bloomsbury Puh]ishing, 2021).

9 Lauren van Metre and Kathleen Kuehnast, The Ukraine-Russia Conflict: Signals and Scenarios
][OT tlze Broaa]er Region (Was}lington, DC: United States Institute of Peace, 2015).
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The vehement display of military might by conducting military exercises
near the borders of vulnerable states and even in some cases infiltrating their
territories results in intimidation. The unfavorable balance of power of Baltic
countries and Russia is an indication of a latent mi]itary statecraft ac].optec]. l)y
Russia in recent years against the Baltic countries L)y questioning the legitimacy
of the independence of these countries.'® Though the Baltic countries are mem-
bers of the North Atlantic Trea‘cy Organization (NATO) and enjoy deterrence
against any possil)le a&versary under Article V of the NATO alliance’s treaty,
the Baltic countries still feel vulnerable to the potential subversion strategies
employecl lay Russia against them in the region.

Russia’s 2014 military intervention in Donetsk and Luhansk and subju—
gation of Crimea narrates the hybrid character of war evolving in Europe. The
status of some gray-zone states of Europe like Transnistria, Abkhazia, South
Ossetia, and Nagorno—Karabalzl'x exist but are not recognized, although tl'ley are
de jure status with the country of their origin but de facto in reality as they are
controlled l)y another. Places like Donetsk and Luhansk are lleavi]y guarc].ec]. l)y
the military of Russia and its proxies but have stalled clevelopment and are com-
pletely isolated from the world. With a feeble legal system and threats of insta-
bility and conflicts, these regions are more prone and accessible to smuggling and
other unlawful activities. Hy})rid warfare’s operative strategies and the outcomes
are quite evident from the strategic annexation of Crimea by overthrowing the
regime of President Viktor Yanulzovycl'l and the imp]anting of Russian mi]itary
and Spetsnaz in the form of “little green men” in strategic locations, forcing the
region to implement a referendum and eventually join Russia."

Nagorno-Karabakh is another unrecognized state between Armenia and
Azerl)aijan—two former Soviet repul)lics currently in a state of frozen con-
flict that are recalculating their security dynamics as they are examining Rus-
sia’s moves and the West's reactions on the regiona] situation, especial]y post
Ukrainian crisis. In this region particularly, the repercussions after the dissolu-
tion of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repul)lics (USSR) between Armenia and
Azerl)a.ijan and Moscow’s moves are surely creating disturbances and discomfort,

which is perl’laps resu]ting in gradual aggression l)y both of the states. It is also

10 Alexander Lanoszka, “Russian Hyl)rid Warfare and Extended Deterrence in Eastern Europe,”
Intemationa/Aﬂairs 92, no. 1 (January 2016).

Y Hunter Sto]l, “Kauti]ya in the Gray Zone: How Russia Has Successfu”y Adoptecl Two-Thousand
Year Old Teachings,” Georgetown Security Studies Review (2021).
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notable that since 2014, there has been an uptick in the level of violence in
the region; the situation is also testing Russia’s role in deterring these moves in
Nagorno—KaraLalzh. Moscow is committed Ly treaty to protect Armenia in adver-
sarial conditions that might create constant insecurities in the region, especially
to Ukraine.'> Moscow’s intentions in deploying its military across the regional
dynamics will be analyzecl I)y these stakeholders, and in any fluid conﬂicting sit-
uation the stress levels of these states might result in miscalculation.'?

The Russian invasion and occupation of Moldovan territory in Transnistria
and the presence of its Operational Group of Russian Forces (ORGF) without the
consent of the Moldovan government in the region self-narrates the manifestation
of its strategic policies.“‘ In 1990, Transnistria severed from Moldova, resu]ting
in a civil war leading to the cease-fire in the state, which is still carried on Ly joint
peacekeeping forces of 402 Russian, 492 Transnistrians, 355 Moldovan troops,
and 10 Ukrainian military troops at 15 strategic checlzpoints near the border
close to the Dniester River.'® The noteworthy point here is that Russian peace-
lzeeping forces are present there with the consent of the Moldovan government
but at the same time Russian troops of the 14th Army are also present in Transn-
istria, which is without the consent of the Moldovan government. Moreover, Rus-
sia stoclzpiles arms and its troops support the Transnistria separatist government.

In 20006, despite a referendum in which the population of Transnistria vot-
ed for independence, the Buropean Court of Human Rights decided according to
the pul)lic international law the region under the Transnistria separatist govern-
ment will remain under the control of Moldova.'® Transnistria remains in lim-
bo, with no humanitarian reforms or economic clevelopment and an uncertain

political future.

12 For more than 30 years, Moscow has been mediating between Azerl)aijan and Armenia, two
Caucasus countries, over c].isputes in Nagorno—Karal)alzh, a region under Armenian control but
globally recognized as part of Azerbaijan. In 2020, both Azerbaijan and Armenia were engaged in
a 44-day battle, which finally ended in the Collective Security Treaty Organisation (CSTO) and
Eurasian Economic Union (EEU). However, both these countries remain archrivals with Russia’s
intervention. Just before the invasion of Kyiv, President Vladimir Putin met President ITham Ali-
yev and both signecl a 43-point allied cooperation, which is believed to embolden Russia when it
has been ostracized currently in the world. In this situation, Armenia might retaliate considering
this allied cooperation as a stab in the back. This might create disturbance in the region.

15 Metre and Kuehnast, The Ukraine-Russia Conflict.

14 Metre and Kuehnast, The Ukraine-Russia Conflict.

'8 Annyssa Bellal, ed., The War Report: Armed Conf]icl‘s in 2018 (Geneva, Switzerland: Geneva
Academy, 2019).

16 Bellal, ed., The War Report.
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All these tools of interventions and negotiations share the lzey components
of hyl)ricl warfare models and the formation of gray zones fit into this model.
They use a strategy of failure to settle the agen(la based on conflicts of one su-
perior state imposing its will on the vulnerable state. Adversarial states seek to
avoid settling the issues, so t}ley have an excuse to maintain forces on the disput—
ed territories inde{initely. These gray zones have stakes in the adversarial state
that purpose{uuy make it difficult to settle the issue, so that a pro]ongecl periocl
of occupation of the territory can be maintained.

Some Western political scientists are of the opinion that Russia is entering
into the new assertive posture on the international forum guiclecl ljy the Ger-
asimov Doctrine (which has actuaHy been inspirecl by the Primakov Doctrine
l)y Russian military theoreticians and strategists like Alexander Anclreyevich
Svechin and Georgii Samoilovich Isserson).'” This model is a fusion of hard
and soft power concepts of various domains of a government that seeks the thin
line between war and peace. In a Russian weelzly trade publica’cion, Valery Ger-
asimov pul)lisl'le(]. a paper titled “Mi]itary Industrial Kurier,” where he explainecl
methods formulated by Soviets and which then contextually blended with mil-
itary strategies resulting in total war, a war which is not taken head-on or rated
as conventional but in strategic fragments in order to weaken the target state.'®
Gerasimov defined these strategies as blurring lines between war and peace, cre-
ating a disturbed zone that eventuaHy becomes the nonconventional means of
acl'lieving the political oLjectives of the aggressor state. He further defined this as
a hybrid warfare, pitching the use of nonmilitary methods to weaken a state, then
overpowering it in order to achieve strategic goals."”

However, there is no official evidence that Russia is intentionally following
this model, paradoxically it was rather believed (or projected) that Gerasimov
was actually clepicting the world of the Russian preparation instead. Perhaps in
Russian parlance, itis believed that hyl)ricl warfare is a tool employecl ljy the West-
ern states. The exit of the Russian Empire and Soviet Union does not erode the
ideas that drove their expansionist policies for ages. Russian history defines their
icleo]ogical element that drives their foreign policy considerations even tot].a.y.

Factors like economic growtl'l, protection of the Russian state from encroach-

17 Eugene Rumer, The Primakov (Not Gerasimov) Doctrine in Action (Washington, DC: Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, 2010).

18 Rumer, The Primakov (Not Gerasimov) Doctrine in Action.

19 Rumer, The Primakov (Not Gerasimov) Doctrine in Action.
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ment by other powerful regimes, religion and ethnic issues, and above all the
political ambitions of their rulers all play the 1zey role in (].evising the current
Russian foreign policies.?’

A significant driver in the current regime of Russia is the potential stabil-
ity within the state and the internal support for the existing government that
provides it the complete freedom to take independent decisions related to any
interventions made cluring a conflict. Another important driver is the Western
response to the ongoing aggressive actions of Russia in the region; a lukewarm
response will only encourage and embolden the Russian ambitions to the extent

of jeopardizing the pea.ce—bui]cling process.

RUSSIA EVENTUALLY UNPACKED
ITS WAR TOOLS IN UKRAINE:
THE CURRENT SCENARIO

The Russian conflict in Ukraine is happening, which Western intelligence had
knowledge of but for which it was perhaps not prepared. Russia’s unjustified and
unprovoked war on a sovereign European nation, Ukraine, has actually exposed
Western Europe’s vulnerabilities and its threshold to deter the dominance of
Russia. The worrisome part of this war is the outrageous defiance of the inter-
national rules-based order 1)y Moscow, its willful avoidance of the international
appeals for peaceful negotiations, and Moscow’s indifferent response to severe,
crippling economic sanctions impose(]. l)y the West.

Russia’s war clearly defines Russia’s goal of long—term occupation in Ukraine,
strategically planned to manifest its hyl)rid model of war methodology to weaken
Ukraine and sever it from Western Europe completely. With the laeginning of
this war on 24 February 2022, the Kremlin initiated its direct and convention-
al methods of hyl)ri(l warfare to create a territory that becomes nonfunctional
and disturbed, so that it becomes easier for Russia to control it either through a
puppet regime or by continuous cleployment of its army, malzing it another gray
zone of Burope.

The unjust war on Ukraine since the l)eginning of 2022 unfolds the com-
plete strategic model manifested l)y Russia ever since it annexed Crimea in 2014.
It is quite evident now how within months Russia has changed the course and

direction of the war methodology in this decade, but with no substantial gain yet.

% Eugene Rumer and Richard Sokolsky, Grand Illusions: The Impact of Misperception about
Russia on U.S. Po/icy (Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2021)
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However, with this war Russia has not only rekindled the practice of territorial
conquests and annexations but has also revitalized the threat of nuclear warfare
across the world. Moreover, this act of Russia is also highly encouraging for other
nations of the world that have been clefying the international law and order, for
instance, China’s efforts to intimidate Taiwan and its South China Sea neigili)ors
like the Philippines and Vietnam.

The annexation of Crimea in 2014 occurred when Russian soldiers grai)becl
the Crimean region based on a narrative that the invasion was justiﬁed in order
to protect the Russian—spealzing peopie in Crimea and the southeast of Ukraine.
This strategic tool of narrative ljuiid.ing was further impiemented in the Do-
netsk and Luhansk regions, purpor’ce(ﬂy to support the inclepenclence of Russian-
speaking peoples. Exploiting and augmenting the ethnicity for crafting conflicts
has been one of the izey tools that Russia has used in Ukraine since 2014. Mos-
cow has strategicaiiy used the fears of ethnic Russians and fanned their discon-
tents in Ukraine to bring them in their fold to manifest Moscow’s objectives. The
nature of this conflict was never comp]e‘cely organic, but manipu]ations i)y Russia
at various levels have resulted in poiiticai tensions ailowing Russia to jus’ci{y its
aggression toward Ukraine. Just weeks before this war, Russia waged a cyberattack
on major Ukrainian websites; this has been a practice in the past also wherein
ti'ley have shut down Kyiv's electrical networks. However, Ukraine was able to
defend its facilities at a later stage.?

Moscow initiated its strategic war in February 2022, proffering a bizarre
list of grievances justifying it as a “special military operation.” The cause of
grievances mainly targeted long-smoldering issues over NATO’s expansion and
its uncler]ying trust deficit in the current European security model. Over the
years, Russia has followed a policy vis-a-vis Ukraine and Belarus regarcling their
respective national identities; Russia believes they are unrecognized states and
therefore vulnerable to manipuiation i)y the West.?? Another strategy used ]:)y
Russia during the war was constantiy tilreatening the Western nations against
participating in the conflict under implied threat of nuclear attack; apparentiy
Russia was clesigning its deterrence in clisguise. These threats, however, reduced

the gravity of nuclear power to a simple deterrence toy. Despite this, Moscow

2t Capt Michael C. Mastalski, USAF, “Russia’s Implementation of Hybrid Warfare: Estonia (07),
Georgia (08), Crimea (‘14),” Wild Blue Yona’er, 277 April 2021.

22 Joffrey Mankoff, Russia’s War in Ukraine: Identity, History, and Conflict (Washington, DC:
Center for Strategic and International Studies, 2022).
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still remained unimpressive in comparison to the Ukrainian fighting spirit and
leaclers}lip.

What has this war brought Russia? It lost (as of this writing) more than
28,000 soldiers, vast quantities of vehicle and gear, and suffered major naval
losses including the cruiser Movaa, which was quite unexpected for Russia. Rus-
sia destroyed and decimated a sovereign nation, killing thousands and displacing
millions of Ukrainian civilians. Russia is facing severe sanctions today, ]eading
to approxima’cely 17.7 percent annual inflation. European nations are shutting
down energy imports from Russia. This aggression also provoked Sweden and
Finland to seek NATO mem})ership. Thousands of experts are 1eaving Russia;
there is civil unrest within Russia; Russia was suspenclecl from the United Na-
tions High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR); and most importantly Russia
lost its grancliosity, respect, and trust as a nation in the international forum.? It
has awoken and unified Europe. This war is also testing the limits of the United
States and its cliplomatic and strategic powers to avert and limit such wars, possi-

Lly chaﬂenging Was]lington to (].evelop new strategies to overcome nuclear threats.

A STRATEGIC POLICY TOOL

One of the important strategic patterns of gray-zone warfare is adopting a thin
veneer of deniability by the revisionist state that primarily creates ambigui-
ty and eventuaﬂy blocks the international community from talaing any action.
Russia’s covert c].eployment in Crimea and the Donbas of special forces troops
in the guise of local separatists—the “little green men”—in 2014, and China’s
island l)uilcling in the South China Sea, ostensibly for rescue operations and
environmental research but in fact to provicle a literal foundation for expan(le&
sovereignty claims, are examples of veiled intentions behind strategic agendas
of these states.?* China is creating artificial islands in the South China Sea with
an oLjective to ﬁnauy claim the region as a whole. This works on a two—prongecl
theory, as China makes its presence under the guise of humanitarian work, in the
form of some research project or disaster management and rescue operations, but
in reality, these manmade islands act as China’s military establishments in the

international waters, in defiance of international law itself.

23 Alexy Kovalev, “As War Hits the Homeftont, Russia’s Defeat Inches Closer," Foreign Po/icy, 19
October 2022.

24 Davis Knoll, Story Telling and Strategy: How Narrative Is Central to Gray Zone Warfare
(West Point, NY: Modern War Institute, 2021).
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However, an overt deniability over the tactical intentions gives a clear-cut
unolerstand.ing about the strategic intentions of the state, which gives the inter-
national community an opportunity to react. This kind of pattern also establish-
esa complete narrative underpinning the strategic objectives, but if the narrative
fails to get momentum, the intended strategic objectives will have clifficulty suc-
ceeding. Gray zone warfare patterns mainly focus on denial)ility and succeeding
in a collaborative way ljy implementing minor actions.

With successful iterations of the narratives, the aggressor state implants the
doubt to the target state and gradually enforces the narratives and its activities
as a routine affair of the gray zone; over time, it eventually becomes the acceptecl
norm for the target state and an explanation for the actions of the aggressor
state.?® Russia, with its recent unprovolzed invasion in Ulzraine, is using a rather
escalated form of narrative building to justify its invasion. This renewed invasion
of Ukraine by Russia in Fel)ruary 2022 paved the patl'l for Europe's deadliest war
since World War II. After years of strategic maneuverings and gradual military
Luildups a.]ong Ukraine’s border, eventuauy Russia invaded its neighlaor from
multiple directions. The major strategic goal was to recognize the inclependence
of the Donetsk and Luhansk republics in Ukraine’s Donbas region. The region is
a target of Russian narratives against Ukraine’s activity in this region in order to
have justi{ia})le war narratives for its own actions.

Another signiﬁcant aspect of this warfare system is it does not involve the
hardcore methods of conventional war, but at the same time it does focus more
on the competitions relative to the prevalent norms of the international system.
The adversary in hyl)rid war a&opts strategic operations as purely standard and
regular behavior, eventua“y leacling toa change in status quo. This kind of re-
peatecl activity consolidates the established narrative and actions and hence sets
a trend. A similar strategy can be witnessed in South China Sea by China in
estal)lis}ling its claims against other claimants l)y ca]il)rating its maritime militia/
fishermen and army ]oy switching their roles accorclingly.26 Estal)lis}ling and con-
solidating the strategic narratives before the international community makes the
conventional military operations in response unreasonable, giving the adversary
the comfort to proceed with their methods.

The plausi})le pattern that is rising out of peripheral states of Russia is inter-

28 Knoll, Story Telling and Strategy.
20 Andrew Erickson and Conor M. Kennedy, “China’s Maritime Militia: What It Is and How to
Deal with It,” Foreign Affairs, 23 June 2016.
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nal instability leading to political vacuum and external provocations; revanchist
Russia’s intrinsic regime—baseol strategic ol)jectives and the pl’llegma’cic approacll
of the Western countries prove to be the leey drivers for the future course of this
region. These emerging patterns and their responses l)y the respective variable
state will sllape future geopolitics and determine the intensity of the crisis in
Europe. The definite patterns of coercion were implemented in Ukraine, Geor-
gia, Moldova, and other Eastern European states and may result in severe im-
plica’cions for the rest of the states in the future. These coercion patterns rest
on strategic clesigns that operate in the form of s}larp power, political manipu-
lations, malign influence, and irregular warfare.?” Perhaps this reflects the war
techniques from the past, but these patterns are wider in scope and ou’creac}l,
lying somewhere between routine statecraft and overt warfare. Knowing that
Russia is uncomfortable with the U.S.-dominated international order and hence
apprel’lensive to the Western intrusions on its strategic objectives, it will continue
to use the patterns of war that are short of any full-scale war with restricted and
moderate use of force testing and examining Western moves.

These tools generally focus on creating political may}lem that purposefully
leeeps the operations below the level of direct warfare. That })eing said, a pri-
or observation of the target state is pertinent to understand its vulnerable gaps
for application of a customized hy})ricl model for that state. The customization
ranges from proxy support to sta’ce—designed forces that work on the fulcrum
of provocation. Russia’s tactical trend for Estonia, Georgia, and Crimea/East-
ern Ukraine has remained the same: application of low—intensity force, initiaHy
without conventional military, but even’cually setting a pretext for conventional
mi]itary action.

A Russian subversion strategy revolves around more than one particular pat-
tern; it rests upon various forms of vertical strategies operating simultaneously
on different interfaces. Moscow implements its subversive techniques focusing
and searching for the vulnerabilities and the plausible gaps in the target state.
However, the Russian subversion strategy does not revolve round a very strong
central command and sometimes the subversive controls are denied activities,
am]oiguous and unfigurecl too. To have access into the government agencies or
institutions of a target country, the adversary studies their domestic matters that

influence the politics and decision malzing, which in turn provicles Russia its

21 S}larp po]itical powers are used loy the a(lversary state to either influence or subdue the vulnerable
target state.
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subversion objectives achieved without much international attention, and with
less expenditure and investment. The subversion techniques that include various
realistic operations (vivid operations) rests on Moscow’s interest and intentions
in the destined country, Lowever, the congenial circumstances, resources, and
other clynamics also play an important role.

The social divides existing in the Western societies are exploited and some-
times even the democratic values of these societies are also 1everagec1, like free-
dom of speecl’l and assernbly, which are used for the strategic implementation of
situations that lead to destabilization of the state.”® Russia extended its covert
support to the separatists of Eastern Ukraine with the conscious effort of creat-
ing an imbroglio to achieve its objectives. In these scenarios Moscow does not try
hard to hide its role but also at the same time it did not readily admit to its role
either. Another method is economic preclation and punishing the target country
as seen in the case of eastern flank countries of Burope where Russia’s monopo-
listic power abuse on the procluction sector can be seen. In the recent past, Russia
seized the flow of gas tl'lrougll Ukraine as a rebuttal for the Orange Revolution
from 2006 to 2009, which resulted in measurable economic harm to Ukraine
and other Eastern European countries.?? In recent years, a stucly conducted Ly
15 intelligence and security agencies produced a thorough analysis resulting in
40 annual reports lzoy the following 11 nations: the Czech Repul)lic, Denmarlz,
Estonia, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Netherlan(ls, Norway, Sweden,
and the United States. It reveals that Russia has been involved in Western politics
and other covert operationsin propaganda, cyl)er operations, po]itical affairs, and
influence activities in order to move strategicaﬂy on the hybri& warfare model.?

A major factor playing an important role in this region are the vulnerable
countries sl’laring (J.eep economic, po]itical, and historic ties with Moscow that
gives power and influence to Russia to manipulate and meddle in the affairs of
its neigl'xl)oring states. The llybricl met}lodology implemente& Ly Russia in its
periphery states is complex in nature but all connected to the same interface.

Moscow is considered to be one of the most advanced in cy})er technology; it

28 Andrew Radin, Alyssa Demus, and Krystyna Marcinek, Understanding Russian Subversion:
Patterns, Threats and Responses (Santa Monica, CA: Rand, 2020), https://doi.org/10.7249
/PE331.

29 Tom Smeenk, “Russian Gas for Burope: Creating Access and Choice” (PhD thesis, University of
Gronigen, Groningen, Nethelands, 2010).

30 Geir Hagen Karlsen, “Divide and Rule: Ten Lessons about Russian Political Influence Activities
in Burope,” Pa/grave Communications, no. 5 (2019).
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appears to have used its technological capabilities most prolifically as a tool for
hybrid warfare to disrupt the internet infrastructure of targeted countries. In
2007, Estonia’s internet infrastructure was severely impacte(l in retaliation for
the removal of a World War IT Soviet war memorial in Tallinn, the capi’cal. The
Russian hacker group "Cyl)er—Berlzut" (pro-Russian hacktivists) Jca.mperecl and
subdued the cyber infrastructure of the Ukrainian National Election Commis-
sion to cripple the creclil)ility of the elections.®" Moreover, the military campaigns
supportecl ljy Russian cyber capabilities in Georgia caused a complete setback to
the government and business organizations.

The Kremlin’s involvement of proxies, disinformation, and hack and leak
operations exploiting ethnic cleavages and economic subversions as tools to in-
tervene into the political affairs of the Baltic states is £orming an impression that
hy]aricl warfare does bear the potential of replacing hard power, but this under-
standing is not completely correct as Russian military and hyl)rid warfare strat-
egies conducted Ly the Kremlin are inseparal)le and they go hand in hand.?? To
understand it more clearly, it can be said that military power is an imperative
enabler of hybrid warfare, however, the various tools used for hybrid warfare are
used when the actual military action is less feasible, but it always remains in the
Laclzclrop as an active facilitator.

The use of ethnic c]eavages to achieve po]icy goa]s is yet another tool. Ex-
ploiting the ethnic divides and historical ties in the targeted states to understand
the trajectory of hyl)ricl warfare may be examined. A consideration of the recent
substantive example, wherein the deployment of Russian secret services for the
strategic use of the propagan&a apparatus to mobilize and incite ethnic Russian
popu]ations in Ukraine may serve the ol)jective of ethnic cleavages. Another tac-
tical move that has been practice(l in this regard is the use of a proxy population.
The use of this method could be seen in the Baﬂzans, wherein Russia incited
historical grievances and sought out the ethnic Serbs for their respective ethnic
demands.?? Similar]y in Georgia, Abkhaz and South Ossetian minorities were
slziﬂ{uﬂy used to achieve the Kremlin’s goal. The episode of the Catalan seces-

sion is also evidence of the sparks of incitement planted by Moscow through

3! Patrick Cullen and Njord Wegge, MCDC Countering Hy[jrid %rfare Project: Una]erstana[ing
Hyl)ric] Wzrfare (n.p.: Multinational Capability Development Campaign, 2017).

32 Rumer, The Primakov (Not Gerasimov) Doctrine in Action.

33 Russia enjoys a shared cultural (Slavic) and religious (Eastern Or’chodox) connection and his-
torical ties with the Serbs, hence to make its presence more prominent in the region it has always

buttressed its relations in the Balkans to have political 1everage.
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Spanish-speaking people and bots. In the 2017-18 Spanish constitutional cri-
sis, wherein the Catalonian separatists were incited ’chrough Russian propaganda
like RT and Sputniiz using the Spanish ianguage to influence people for which
bots were used through social media in Spain in order to create disturbance and
a movement against the Spanish government and to create a negative image of
Spain. Then as a two—prongeci theory it also warned Madrid that Catalan se-
cession would also cirastical]y impact the Spanisi'l economy.** The use of ethnic
cieavages as a tool can be seen prominent]y in the Baltic states too, alt}ioug}l
these countries are members of NATO and European Union (EU), wherein Rus-
sia is found to be instrumental in ciisrupting communication infrastructures and
in creating civil unrest tilroug}l its pocize’cs of the Russian ciiaspora.35

Noting the fact that Russian spealaers make up approximately 30 percent of
the Latvian population, it becomes considerably easier to stimulate various cog-
nizant tools effective there, especia”y 1oolzing into the coercive and iragment—
ed minority rights, the civil population becomes more prone to be clisquiet and
unstable.’* Media platforms like Baltic Media Alliance, which is instrumental
in connecting and channe”ing the Russian—spealzing population in the Baltic
countries, promotes instai)ility in the region.>’

In Latvia during the parliamentary election process in 2018, pernicious
Russian cyberattacles on Latvian government agencies, which was reported i)y
the Latvian Constitution Protection Bureau, discovered the presence of Rus-
sia’s Glavnoye Razvedyvatelmoye Upravlenie or GRU (Russian: Chief Intelli-
gence Office) military agency in this malicious e