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What Went Wrong in Iran? 
By HENRY F. GRADY 

Fonner Uni tecl Stales Arnbassaclor to Iran. 

man who tood by in Teheran while the battle for Persian 

oil shap d up tells the inside story of shocking British blun
der and wishy-wa hy . S. policy that brought on the trouble. 

O 
FEEL tbe time bas come to speak bluntly 
about tbe recent events in Iran. Far more was 
involved than Britain's 1088 of her most 
valuable overseas 8B88t- the oil oC the land 

sbe still calls Persia. For a situation was created in 
which, at almost any moment, strategic Iran could 
Call into the hands of a communist government, be
come anotber Korea or act as tbe fuse touching off 
World War III. Tbe ultimate outcome, as this was 
written, was being shaped by events in Washington, 
London, Teheran-and Moecow. For the moment, I 
should like to make a candid appraisal of tbe occur
rences leading up to this explosive state oC affairs. 

Tbe real tragedy of the Western world's major 
setback in Iran is that it was unnecessary. Great 

Britain called the signals, and called them very 
badly. Had I prepared a list wben I went to Teberan 
as United States ambassador in June of 1950-a list 
of all the blunders that conceivably could be made in 
dealing witb the Iranian oil dispute-it could not 
bave been more complete than tbe list of blunders 
which actually were committed. But tbe United 
States must also share tbe blame. For if British 
polic.y in Iran was fatuous and appallingly unre
alistic, sucb American policy as existed was virtually 
incomprehensible. 

While I offer this critique from the standpoint of 
one who was closely connected with the events, my 
only purpose is to be constructive, not recrimina
tory. I feel strongly that British-American co-

operation is essential for tha weUare of the world 
but it must be thoroughgoing co-operation-and it 
was not in Iran. Perhaps with the newly elocted 
Cburchill government we will be able to restore the 
sort of real Anglo-American partnership which is 
necessary if we are to retrieve anything Crom the 
Iranian disaster or avoid future ones like it. While 
the example of Iran helped to start further trouble 
for the British and tberefore for all the West-most 
notably in Egypt-it could also serve as a valuable 
object lesson for Britain and America in dealing with 
such troubles now aDd in the future. I am more con
cerned with a problem vital to world peace than with 
diplomatic politesse. I shall thereCore lay the cards 
on t he table. (Continued on I'a~e 56) 
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WHAT WENT WRONG 
. IN IRAN? 

(Continued from ('ugc aO) 

Until tbe Britisb were ousted, Iran 
was tbe largest oil-producing nation in 
tbe Persian Gulf area. This part of the 
world -also including Iraq, Saudi
Arabia, and the smaUer territories of 
Kuwait, Bahrein and Qatar-bas al
most 50 per cent of the world's proved 
oil resources and was actuaUy supply
ing 17 per cent of tbe world's oil pro
duction. Russia's own oil fields produce 
only 6 per cent of tbe world output. 
Iran has 1200 miles of common frontier 
with Russia, and a restive, emotional 
population with an extremely low stand
ard of living. It is tberefore obvious 
why the Soviet Union was interested in 
the largest nonsatellite nation on her 
borders. It is equaUy obvious that Iran 
was one nation in which the West could 
least afford to make mistakes. 

Even if there were no oil in Iran and 
the countries adjacent to it, acq uisition 
of Iran would fit neatly into the weU
defined purpose of the Politburo-that 
of pressing Russian imperialist expan
sion wherever possible. Iran is the nat-

ural first step in any Soviet drive south
ward. Geographically, she is like the 
vestibule of a building from which fifth 
column and military forces could spread 
into tbe rooms- toward Suez and Nortb 
Africa, on tbe one hand, toward Pak
istan and India, on tbe other. Russia 
had no satellite in a position to capture 
Iran for her wbile sparing the Soviet 
Union the responsibilities of direct ag
gression which could start World War 
III. But British and American errors 
created an almost perfect setup for a 
communist coup to put Iran behind the 
Iron Curtain without military effort on 
Russia's part. 

Unfortunately, the dangers involved 
in the Iranian oil dispute were painfully 
slow to be appreciated either in London 
or Washington. The Anglo-Iranian Oil 
Company, without check Crom tbe 
British Foreign Office, fomented a situ
ation which could not have served 
Russia's purposes better if she had 
planned it berself. At the same time, 
our own Government failed to impress 
on tbe British tbe dangers in the poli
cies being foUowed by the oil company 
or to take adequate measures to im
prove economic conditions in Iran which 
would help to neutralize the stupidities 
of Britisb policy and the natural conse-

quences of communist undercover ac
tivities. 

One cannot bave the slightest doubt 
that American economic and military 
aid saved Greece from communist im
perialiam. We hay'e bolstered Turkey, 
particularly with regard to military 
equipmenl Our economic assistance 
helped turn tbe tide against t be Com
munist Pa rty in Italy and France, and 
we are now heavily involved in building 
up the military defensee of all Western 
Europe. Our anticommunist formula 
has amply justified itself wherever it 
has been given a fair trial. 

But Iran. a more obvious corridor 1.0 
areas coveted by tbe Sovie~ than eitber 
Turkey or Greece, bas been virtually 
neglected. It is difficul t to understand 
just why. I bave never been able to do 
so. It aeems to me that there is very 
little purpose in strongly arming Greece 
and Turkey if Iran is to be left wide 
open. You don't need more than one 
bole in a football line to make gains and 
touchdowns. In fact, the beavy arming 
of Turkey is simply a gnester incentive 
for the Sovieta to go through Iran. 

I admit that we faced serious diffi
culties in giving miUtary aid as effec
tive as tbat we provided Greece. The 
Iranian army of 135,000 men lacked 

not only equipment but also adeq uate 
training. It is now getting both, but it 
takes time to prepare even a small 
army. But we bave practically neg
lected economic assistance, despite our 
promises to provide it. It is true that 
we have given Iran BOrne Point Four 
help, and this was important in a senae, 
particularly our aid in destroyihg a 
plague of locusta and in providing DDT. 
But our total Point. Four contribution 
to Iran up to date has come to approxi
mately $2,000,000, and tbis is an ex- ' 
tremely small amount, in v'iew of Iran's 
needs. This item aside, our lack of real 
economic assistance was not only a 
negative force; under tbe pressure of 
Russian propaganda and the grave 
errors of tbe Britisb, it became a posi
tive contributing factor to the disaster. 

Our Government never formally 
promiaed the large amounta of aid 
wbich the Iranians expected -$250,-
000,000 was tbe favorite figure. T ech
nically, from a standpoint of war dam
age due to our forces, Iran had no claim 
on our treasury beyond that settled on 
and paid right after the war ended. But 
from the standpoint of our own inter
esta and as a critical spot in the effort 
to contain Russian aggression, there 
was every reason why we should hav'l 



given active assistance. This is particu
larly true since countries not neatly so 
strateg;c- in fact, not strategic a t aU
have received great monetary support 
from the American Government. I re
peat, I find it impoBBible to understand 
American policy toward Iran. 

A year and a half ago, the President 
and the Secretary of State asked me to 
go to Iran as amba888dor and head of 
an economic mission furthering our pol
icy of attempting to stop RUBBian ag
gression wherever it threatened. Great 
streBB was put on the fact that the 
American Government, through my di
rection, would endeavor to accomplish 
in Iran some of the things that bad been 
accompllshed in Greece. Since I previ
ously bad been tbe American amb8.888-
dor to Greece, it was only natural tbat 
tbe Iranians should bave regarded me 
as a symbol of better days to come for 
tbeir poverty-stricken country. 

As a cond ition of my agreeing to go 
to Teberan, I was aBBured tbat our mil
itary aid to Iran would be doubled and 
tbe Export-Import Bank in Washing
ton would ma ke a loan of $50,000,000. 
Tbe latter figure was cut in ba lf before 
I even left for tbe Iranian capital, but I 
felt tbat this would be at least a begin
ning and that furtber cred its could be 
built upon the initial $25,000,000 loan, 
after it was put into operation, so I 
went ahead. 

I took eigbt economic and financial 
experte with me to Teberan for a con
centrated three months' survey. They 
made a number of constructive sugges
tions witb regard to Iranian excbange 
and transportation, and tbeir recom
mendations were weU received and car
ried out by the Iranian officials. The 
experta were particularly helpful in 
Clearing up serious congestion at Iran's 
principal seaport. Military aid in
creased, tbougb it never reached any
thing like tbe proportions of equipment 
for Greece or Turkey. I am not arguing 
this point particula rly, because it was a 
question wbetber the Iranian army at 
tbat stage could absorb larger amounts 
of materiel effectively. The weakn688 of 
our effort was on tbe side of adequate 
financial 8BBistance. If we had come in 
quickly and with adequate amounts, 
the whole situation in Iran might very 
well be different today. 

Steps were taken to prepare tbe loan 
application as soon as I arrived ill t he 
Iranian capital in June of 1950. It was 
necesaary for me to say to the prime 
minister then, and on a number of later 
occasions, that a $25,000,000 credit, if 
promptly a nd successfully imple
mented, would be the beginning of a 
line of credit whicb would make poBBi
ble tbe rebuilding of his country's 
economy. But the loan agreement was 
not ready for signing with the Iranian 
government until ·January of 1951. By 
then, Prime Minister Razmara was dis
couraged. He said t hat his country now 
felt that we were offering too little and 
too late, and it would be impoBBible to 
pereuade tbe Majlls-lower house of 
the Iranian Parllsment- to grant him 
authorization to make the loan. 

I tried to persuade Washington to 
indicate that the $25,000,000 should be 
regarded as an opening credit, that the 
bank was prepared to go up to $100,-
000,000 on properly accredited projects 
sucb as road building and agricultural 
development- basic, gr888-roots aid. 
Washington refused, on tbeground that 
this would be interpreted as a definite 
promise of $100,000,000. Since the 
Iranians were contending that we bad 
already promised them $250,000,000-
and tbe exact source of this figure bas 
always been something of a mystery-I 
felt tbat it would be some gain to get 
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tbem to come down in their expecta
Lions to $100,000,000! 

In any case, Washington's act jon was 
most unfortunate because it took away 
mucb of the political strengtb of Prime 
Minjster Razmara, on whom we were 
relying to keep Iran allied wiLb the 
Western democracies. Ou.r stand , 
coupled witb tbat of the Britisb-owned 
oil company in refusing further, though 
only nonmonetary, concessions which 
migbt have enabled him to get a pend
ing oil agreement througb the Majlls, 
so weakened Razmara's position tha.t 
he doubtleBB would sbortly ba ve fallen 
from power. Instead, he was a88888i
nated on Marcb 7, 1951, by a member 
of a terrorist organization. 

Our loan had still not been imple
mented as tbis was written, thougb 
Prime Minister Mohammed Mos
sadegb-the man under wbom tbe 
Anglo-Iranian Oil Company was ex
propriated and the British oil men 
evicted from Iran - bad secured autbor
ity from tbe Majlis .to make it. Wasb
ington bad now become greatly" con
cerned" as to wbetber Iran bad tbe 
dollar exchange to service tbe loan or 
t be rials to provide tbe local expendi
tures incidental to carrying out the 
purposes of tbe loan. Tbis despite the 
fact "that aBBurances had been given on 
tbese points by Razmara before the 

* * * * * * * * * * 
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Although be is not twenty-one, 
He feel . he's full y grown 

.. The day his parents give to hirn 
A IOl.chkey of his own! 

-INA S. TOVALL. 

* * * * * * * * * * 
Export-Import Bank announced in 
October, 1950, tbat it was ready to 
proceed witb the loan. 

After tb.is, delays began to set in. 
Washington currently, in fact, seemed 
besitant about doing anything that 
would appear to give support to Mos
sadegh because he was bebaving rather 
badly on the petroleum iBBue. Tbe 
Britisb were counting rigbt along on 
economic and financial pf688ure to get 
rid of M0888degb, and expected us to 
join tbem in this. While our besitations 
about granting tbe long-overdue credit 
migbt bave bad nothing to do witb 
the oil situation, tbere was sufficient 
parallelism and timing between Brit
isb and American actions to make tbe 
Iranians feel certsin we were following 
tbe British in . putting on a financial 
squeeze. 

Tbe concept that financial pf688ureB 
would bring tbe Iranians into line and 
solve tbe oil problem in Iran was from 
tbe beginning tbe key to tbe Britisb 
blunders wbicb proved so costly. This 
notion springs from a colonial state of 
mind wbich was fasbionable and per
baps even supportable in Queen Vic
toria's time, but is not only wrong and 
impractical today hut positively dis
astrous. It is an attitude which seems to 
persist in spi te of the Britisb experi
ences in India, Burma, Ceylon and 
Egypt. In Iran, it was expressed in vari
ations of this tbeme: .. Just wait until 
tbe beggars need tbe money badly 
enough -tbat will bring tbem to tbeir 
knees." I heard that vapid statement SO 
often tbat it began to sound like a 
phonograpb record. 

Tbe Britisb attitude simp1y failed to 
tske into account the rising tide of na
tionalist-independence sentiment in 
formerly colonial or semicolonisl coun-

tries such 8 S Iran. It led Lhe British to 
underestima te M0888degh beyond all 
reason, for it could hardly be easy to get 
rid of a man who regularly gets unani
mous votes of confidence from botb 
bouses of the Iranian Parliament and 
wbo apparently bas the support of ap
proxima tely 95 per cent of the coun
try's population. And even tbe removal 
of M0888degh from tbe scene would not 
guarantee the rise of a U more reason
able" man in bispJace. On the contrary, 
experience througbout history shows 
that economic confusion and disinte
gration lead to the selection of radicals 
rather tban modera tes. 

Great Britain had beld Persian oil 
rigbta for balf a century wben tbe ex
plosion came. Tbe Anglo-Iranian Oil 
Company, with 53 per cent of its stock 
owned by tbe Britisb Government, 
built tbe world's largest oil refinery at 
Abadan and made net profits of ap
proximately 100,000,000 pounds in 
1950. The Iranisn Government, relying 
on the oil company for about 43 per 
cent of its income, was receiving 13,-
000,000 to 15,000,000 pounds a year in 
royalties-or about 15 per cent of the 
oil company's net proceeds. A supple
men tary agreemen t to the agreemen t 
then in force was signed by the com
pany and tbe Iranian Government in 
July of 1949, suhject to ratification by 
tbe Majlis. It provided new rates in
creasing Iran's sbare of tbe profits to 
25,000,000 to 30,000,000 pounds yearly. 
Since American oil interests in Saudi
Arabis and an international oil com
pany in Iraq are now paying royalties 
on a 50-50 basis and profiting, upward 
revision of tbe Iranian royalties to 25 or 
30 per cent of net profits could not be 
regarded asanexcessively liberal gesture. 

Ratification of tbe new oil agreement 
by tbe Majlis became a political iBBue in 
Iran. It eventually became a highly 
emotional iBBue. MOBBadegb's National 
Front in tbe Majlis had only eight 
deputies out of a total of 136; yet it was 
so strategically organized, and its atti
tude of opposition to foreign economic 
a nd political domination struck sucb a 
responsive chord, that tbis handful of 
men was able to dictate Iranian policy. 
Failure of Prime Minister Ali Mansur 
to obtain ratification of tbe new oil 
agreement led to tbe fall of his govern
ment in June of 1950. Prime Minister 
Razmara, succeeding Mansur, faced 
the political neceBBity of obtaining 
additional conC6!18ions from the oil 
company if ratification was to be ob
tained. What be sought were non
monetary conC688ions. He did not pf688 
for royalty increases beyond those in 
tbe supplementary agreement. 

R azmara asked, for example, tbat the 
oil company increase tbe number of 
Iranians trained and employed by tbe 
company. He requested a price cut on 
oil products sold in tbe country; 
Iranians were paying sixty-five cents a 
gallon for gasoline refined from tbeir 
own oil wbile the Britisb Navy and Air 
Force were known to be paying only a 
fraction of this amount, altbougb tbe 
exact price never became a mattsr of 
puhlic record. 10 e.ffect, tbe Rnyal 
Navy and Air Force were being subsi
dized at the expense of Iran. Since the 
oil company's sales in Iran amounted to 
only 5 per cent of production, it would 
bave coet tbe company relatively little 
to cut tbe price to Iranians to tbe same 
level as that charged tbe Britisb Gov
ernment. Small conC688ions at this 
point, in other words, migbt well bave 
prevented a political catsstropbe and a 
lOBS of investment to tbe British of 
three quarters of a billion dollars. 

But the British attitude, during that 
summer and fall of 1950, was remark-



ably obtuse a nd complacent. Soon after 
[ a rrived in Ira n, I suggested t hat the 
oil company send one of its Lop officials 
from London to deal with the Iranians, 
instead of leav ing negotiations la rge ly 
in t he hands of t he loca l manager. This 
was done eventua lly-about one year 
too late. I called the loca l m a nager's at
tention to the dangers of a move Loward 
nationalization, based upon the expe
rience of American oil companies in 
M exico in 1938, even before Doctor 
Mossadegb'8 o il comm iSBion in the 
M ajlis began to discuss the question. 
The warning was dismissed . The Bri t ish 
Foreign Office, in response to our 
urgings, mainLained throug bou t 1950 
tbat it did not in terfere in the manage
ment of the company, altbough the 
Britisb Government controlled the 
voting stock. Oil-compa ny officials in 
Iran reiterated frequently that t he oi l 
company was a commercial enterprise 
not. in any way concerned with Bri t ish 
or American foreign policy. And a lways 
there was the colonial-minded re frain 
tbat t be Iranians would ratify when 
they needed tbe money badly enough. 

But when the situation reached a 
cli max early in 1951 , the British Gov
ern men t s udde nly discovered t hat it 
was concerned Vt~Ty vitally with the 
policies o f the oil com pa ny. Now t he 
It'''oreign Office t.ook over to a larg~ ex
ten t t he strategy of saving t he oil in
dustry from nationalization and t he 
British Government from the loss of 
large revenues. The Foreign Office was 
e ither right in the fall of 1950 a nd wrong 
in t he spring of 1951, or vice versa. 

Three days a fter Prime Minister 
Razmara went before D octor Mos
sadegb's oil commission in the Maj lis to 
oppose nationalization, he was assassi
nated as a Britis h agent. The terrorist 
group of religious fanatics responsible 
for this crime was not connected with 
DocLor M ossadegh's National Fronh 
but it cer ta in ly agreed w.ith the senti
ment that the Britis h sho uld be driven 
from Iran. And of course the sit uation 
was made t.o order for t.he Iranian com
mun ist Tudeh Party a nd its masters in 
Moscow. Rioting and looting broke out, 
with e ight Iranian and three British 
subjects killed by Ira n(an troops. A 
strike of oil-field la borers, sLar ted 
on M arch twenty-second, in protest 
against t he oil company's exceed ingly 
ill-timed withdrawal of specia l financial 
a llowances for workers in new and reJa
tively undeveloped areas, mushroomed 
in to a general stri ke. This was not 
settled unti l April twenty- four t h, 
a fter the a llowances had been resLored 
a nd a bonus paid workers wbo stayed 
on t he job. 

To descri be R azmara as a British 
agen t was of course preposterous. H e 
was simply trying to serve his country's 
best interests. He knew, as does every 
informed Iranian or foreign observer, 
that nationa lization of the oil industry 
can not be in tbe interests of Iran. 

But emotions were now runnjng away 
with the situation . Hussein Ala, Cormer 
Ira nian ambassador to t be United 
States succeeded tbemurdered R azmara 
8S prime mjnister, but was compelled 
to resign himself after only forty-eigbt 
days in office, because he could not ob
Lain the co-operation of the Majlis. Tbe 
next day, April twenty-eigbth, t he 
Majlis asked, by a seventy-nine to 
twenty-one vote, that the Shah request 
Doctor Mossadegb to bead a new gov
ernment. The National Front leader 
accepted with a proviso t bat the M ajlis 
and the Iranian Senate approve the im
mediate eviction of the Anglo-Iranian 
Oil Company. The MajHs agreed to 
tbis tbe same evening; the Senate fol
lowed suit two days later. Legislative 
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implementation oC the eviction pro
cedure fo llowed on June t hirt ieth. 

Mosaadegh a nd his immediate fol 
lowers have been convinced that Iran 
could run her own o il industry by hiring 
foreign technicians, and could sell t he 
products to t he sa me extent, or to a l
most the same extent, that Anglo
Iranian had sold them in t he past. 
There was and is great naivete in the 
approach of the Mossadegh group Lo 
the wbole problem. Even if Iran could 
obtain the foreign technicians-she 
cerLa inly does not have enougb of them 
herself -she would s till have to find 
herself experienced and competent 
managemen t and a tan ker fleet to haul 
the o il products from the Abadan re
finery . Yet t he compensation of British 
interests for t he properties t hey lost de
pends first upon the Iranian Govern
ment's succeSs in operating the in
dustry, a nd second ly on the good will of 
the Irania n Government in meeting the 
claims the oil company is .tt presu med" 
to have against Iran. 

Once t he British were thoroughly 
awakened to the dangers of the situa
tion, they sent down from London sev
era l directors under the cha irmanship 
of Basil J ackson , deputy chairman of 
t he board of Anglo-Iranian . Their pro
posal was a generous one, t hough not 
adequately e laborated for presentation 
to the M ajlis o il commisaion. I urged 
Mossadegh Lo give t he proposal careful 
study, for it would give bim t he na
t ional ization he sougbt while providing 
Britisb operation of t he industry 
t hrougb a subsidiary of Anglo-Irania n. 
This ma nagement company would 
carryon the exploitation, refining 
a nd sales of oil and after ded ucting, 
say, 10 per cent to pay t he company 
for ita properties, would divide the 
remaining nei with the Iranian Gov
ernment. 

Mr. J ackson a nd his group hoped to 
secure a twenty-five-year management 
contract. Such a contract is 's imilar to 
those made by American oil compa nies 
with M exico. It seemed Lo me t hat it 
would remove the basis for fear on the 
part of the Iranians that the oil com
pany would continue to interfere in 
t heir internal affairs. But t be oil matter 

had become a sym bol of the passion for 
complete economic independence which 
bas developed not only in Ira n but 
throughout t he Middle a nd F ar East. 
Not on ly were Mr. J ackson's proposals 
rejected but when Richard Stokes, rep
resenting the Bri tish Government , a r
rived in August, his proposals were like
wise rejec'\;ed. 

Mr. Stokes' proposals were basically 
similar to t be J a ckson proposals a nd 
under t he influence of Averell H arri 
man, President Truman's special rep
resentative on the oil question, talks 
covering t wo weeks were held . Tbe 
result, however, was the same. The 
Irania ns a nd t he company were too far 
apart to give hope of a solution. The 
philosophy of the nationa lization group 
in Iran would have to change basically 
before it could meet the British posi
tion. And t he Bri tish position was 
reasonable, but I fear this reasona ble 
ness came too late. Subsequently t he 
Brit ish brought the issue before t he 
United Nations a nd suffered a propa
ganda defeat when UN dodged the 
question pending action by the World 
Court . The UN itself lost face in t he 
proceas. Ten days of talking wit h Doc
tor Mossadegh in Washington by high 
officials of t he United Sta tes State De
partment, plus 8 conversation with 
President. Truman , were no more pro
ductive of immediate results. 

Wbile the British did come up wi t b a 
reasonable proposal wben it was too lata, 
t he reasonableness was confined to the 
proposals and did not extend to the 
genera l a pproach of t he British. They 
rema ined wedded to force and power 
poli tics, to t he notion that if they could 
only cause enough economic chaos in 
Ira n to get rid of Mossadegh, a ll would 
be well. They he ld up conversion of 
sterling ba la nces belonging Lo t he 
Iranians; they deprived t he Ira nians of 
t heir preferred pos it ion in obtaining 
scarce materia ls. Wbat t hey accom
plished was to make Mossadegh a world 
figure and a symbolic cba mpion of a ll 
Middle Eastern a nd F a r Eastern coun
tries which fe lt themselves Lo be down
trodden. 

Not the least of t he British errors has 
been t he tendency to discount Mossa-

Ul found those Johnson papers here in my desk drawer 
but' haven't the nerve to go out and te ll th em." 

degh's power a nd lea dership. Mossa
degh is a ma n of great a bility as a 
popUla r leader a nd is regarded even by 
his critics as thoroughly bonest. He is 
also a ma n of great intelligence, wit and 
education -a cultured Persian gentle
man. He reminds me of t he late Ma
hatma Ga ndhi. He is a little old man in 
a frail body, but with a will of iron and 
a passion for what he regards as the 
best interests of his people. If be does 
great harm and, in effect, serves the 
interesta of the Soviet, it will not be 
because be wisbes to do so, but because 
he feels that his real fight is with what 
he regards as Britisb economic aggres
sion. 

It is indeed fortunate that the British 
yielded to vigorous American preasure 
a nd did not land troops to protect tbeir 
propert y a nd nat ionals in Abadan. This 
could easily ha ve led to a clash between 
British and Iranian troops. In turn, the 
Soviet Union might well have invaded 
Iran's nortbern provinces to protect 
Russia 's interests under their interpre
ta tion of the 1921 Iranian-RUBBinn 
Treaty. And of course the presence of 
Britisb and RUBBian t roops in Ira n 
could easily have brought about World 
War III. 

Iran received her last oil roya lty 
from the British last March. Internal 
economic conditions in the country 
ba ve worsened stead ily since tben
and they never were good. Tbe situa
tion could not be better for a commu
nist coup. 

The United Slates and Great Britain 
have the same broad objectives. We do 
not wisb to see Ira n or any otber coun
try go behind the Iron Curtain, nor do 
we want t he Soviets to have a wide
open door to strategic territory and 
strategic resources. 

Yet, in tbe working out of wbat is 
supposed to be our common policy, we 
ha ve entire ly different approaches. Tbe 
British ba ve never been sympathetic to 
our .Export-Import Bank loa n . I don't 
s uppose they are too happy about the 
$24,000,000 in technical assistance 
which recent legislation will provide in 
Iran separate from sucb a loan. The 
Britisb have regarded our increasing 
interest in Iran as an incursion into 
territory wbich tbey feel they should 
dominate. Why it sbould be necessary 
to think or talk in terms of either 
country dominating or being prior, I 
ca nnot understand. For I see no reason 
wby we s hould not co-operate on eco
nomic matters in tbe Middle East just 
as we a re already co-operating on mili
tary matters. 

One of t he most important problems 
now facing us is the tboroughgoing co
ordination of Britis h a nd AmeriCan 
policy. This cannot be attained by the 
Britisb being the tail to our kite or vice 
versa; I s hould bope that we would not 
reacb a position of underwriting British 
policy wbere it achieves a dissster such 
as that which occurred in Iran. But we 
must recognize that the power, both 
fina ncially a nd militarily, is ours, and 
the British ca n only have that power 
through us. 

We need the support of Great Britain 
a nd the British Commonwealtb in our 
efforta to slop RUBBian aggression, hut 
we must assert leadership based upon 
our power and responsibilities. For a 
situation has been reached in the world 
wbere we not only do most of the fight
ing wben the figbting is on, but also pay 
most of t he bills for reconstruction. If 
we are Lo be in on the crasb landing, we 
should also be in on the take·off! We 
ougbt to have some say about what we 
are buying-for a ll we want to pur
cbase witb our blood and treasure is a 
world at peace. T il E '::-ill 


	1952_wrong_iran_p1
	1952_wrong_iran_p2
	1952_wrong_iran_p3
	1952_wrong_iran_p4



