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پــس از ســال ها میــان امیرانتظــام و یــزدی نیــز درباره ی 
ارزش اطلاعات کیو اختلاف نظر وجود دارد. امیرانتظام 
در گفتگــو بــا بی بی ســی می گوید کــه آمریکایی ها »در 
مورد عراق گفتند دولت عراق سپاه خودش را از مغرب 
آورده بــه طرف مشــرق در مرز ایــران قرار داده و احتمالًا 
خیال حمله به ایران را دارد... من فکر کردم در شرایطی 
که اوضاع خیلی قمر در عقرب و بلبشوســت، صدام به 
ایــران حملــه خواهد کــرد، ولی یزدی معتقــد بود صدام 
ایــن کار را نخواهــد کــرد. بــه همین دلیــل اختلاف بین 
ایشان و من وجود داشت.« عباس امیرانتظام می گوید 
کــه اطلاعــات دریافتــی از آمریکایی هــا را بــه شــخص 
نخســت وزیر منتقــل می کــرده اســت. به گفتــه ی وی: 
»آقای بازرگان در تماس هایی که با آقای خمینی داشت 

این اطلاعات را به ایشان منتقل می کرد.«

سطرهای ناخوانده  

 ســال 93 در برنامه ی ســطرهای ناخوانده، امیر شــمخانی، 
از فرماندهان ارشد سپاه در جنگ، گفت که برای پرسش 
بــه ابهامــات جنــگ فردی را نــزد اعضای نهضــت آزادی از 
جملــه ابراهیــم یزدی فرســتاده اســت. پس از این ســخنان 
یزدی هم درباره ی ادعاهای گازیوروســکی و هم درباره ی 
ادعای شمخانی موضع گرفت. یزدی گفت مدت ها پیش 
از رسیدن اطلاعات کیو، در اسفند 57 جنگ را پیش بینی 
کــرده بودند و فعالیت های دیپلماتیک بــرای جلوگیری از 
جنــگ را در پیــش گرفته  بودند؛ »ما موافــق دخالت ارتش 
و اعــزام نیــروی نظامــی به مــرز نبودیم. به آقــای مهندس 
بازرگان گفتم ارتش ایران از انقلاب شکست خورده است، 
هنوز هم تصفیه نشده است. ما نمی دانیم که در ارتش چه 
خبر است. اگر شما به ارتش مأموریت دهید به کردستان 
برود، چه بسا در یک جنگ با عراق پیروز شود، اما به عنوان 
ارتش جمهوری اسلامی بیاید و مدعی انقلاب شود؟ ارتش 

به انقلاب تســلیم شــده بود اما هنوز 
نیــروی قابــل اعتمــادی نبــود.« یــزدی 

گفت که پیش تر هم در پاسخ به ادعای 
گازیوروســکی نوشته اســت: » اطلاعات 

مــا از آمادگــی عــراق بــرای حملــه ی نظامی 
بیشــتر از آن چــه بــود کــه کیــو داد، چــون از 

کانال های مختلف اطلاعات به ما می رســید. 
هم آقــای حمید آهنگران)خبرنــگار( اطلاعات را 

بــه ما می داد، هم افســران شــیعه ی عراقی که در 
عراق بودند، با ترتیبی که داده شــد به دیدار آقای دکتر 
علی شــمس اردکانی، سفیر ایران در کویت، می رفتند و 
گــزارش فعالیت هــای ارتش عراق را بــه او می دادند. این 
افسران عراقی حتی به آقای شمس اردکانی گزارش داده 
بودنــد کــه ارتــش عــراق در چــه روز و ســاعتی و از کدام 
نقطــه بــه ایران حمله خواهــد کرد. آقای شــمس اردکانی 
هم این را به صورت تلگراف و رمز به وزارت امور خارجه 
فرســتاد. کســی کــه در دولــت بــه عنــوان کفیــل وزارت 
امور خارجه معین شــده بود، بدون توجه به اهمیت این 
تلگــراف، در حاشــیه ی آن می نویســد کــه ملاحظه  شــد، 
بایگانــی شــود. در حالی کــه این باید فوری بــه نظر امام 
و دولت و شــورای انقلاب  رســانده می شد.« او درباره   ی 
ادعای شــمخانی هم گفــت: »یادم نمی آید کســی آمده 
باشــد. شاید منظورشــان آقای درودیان بوده، ولی او اولا 
نگفــت از طرف آقای شــمخانی آمــده و ثانیاً بحث او این 
نبود که نهضت آزادی درباره ی خاتمه ی جنگ بیانیه ای 
داده اســت یــا نــه. پرســش او بیشــتر دربــاره ی پرداخت 
غرامــت جنــگ توســط اعــراب بــود کــه مســتندات را به 

ایشان ارائه دادم.«

پاسخ درودیان  

پــس از گفتگــوی یــزدی، درودیــان بــه یــزدی پاســخ داد؛ 
پاسخی که بخشی از آن می توانست پاسخ گازیوروسکی 
هــم باشــد. درودیــان بــه مصاحبــه ی یزدی اشــاره کــرد و 
گفــت: »شــما در ایــن گفتگــو مدعــی هســتید پیــش از 
ملاقات با کیو، اقدامات یاد شــده از ســوی آقای آهنگران 

انجام شــده و ایــن ملاقات 
نقشــی در اطلاعات جدید 

صحبت های سردار علی شمخانی در تلویزیون، واکنش و توضیحات 
ابراهیم یزدی را در پی داشت.

 متن مقاله ی منتشرشده ی 
مارک جی گازیوروسکی در ژورنال 

میدل  ایست به تاریخ پاییز 2012 که 
واکنش ابراهیم یزدی را در پی داشت. 

مهندس بازرگان چندباری استعفا داده بود اما این بار وقتی پس 
از ماجرای گروگان گیری استعفا داد امام پذیرفت و پایان دولت 

موقت فرا رسید. 

شمس اردکانی پس از انقلاب سفیر ایران در کویت بود. او و 
دعایی که سفیر ایران در عراق شد با مخالفان حکومت صدام نیز 

مرتبط بودند.

محمد درودیان از راوایان دفتر 
سیاسی سپاه در سال های 

جنگ و مطرح ترین و پرکارترین 
تحلیلگر سپاه در مسایل جنگ.
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lamic regime were plotting from abroad, further alarming Iran’s leaders.

The revolution had fostered intense anti-American sentiment, due to the close US 

relationship with the deposed monarchy and the widespread belief that the US had tried 

to prevent the revolution and was now trying to reverse it. This anti-Americanism was 

manifested in several harrowing attacks on US personnel in February 1979, including 

the brief seizure of the US embassy compound in Tehran by radical leftist guerrillas, 

the near-lynching of an official at the US consulate in Tabriz, and the abduction of 20 

US technicians at one of the Tacksman electronic surveillance sites in northeastern 

Iran, which monitored Soviet missile tests in Central Asia. Although embassy officials 

and the Bazargan government managed to resolve these crises and prevent further at-

tacks in the following months, the embassy was regularly subjected to gunfire, demon-

strations by hostile crowds, and threats by radical Islamist and radical leftist leaders. 4

Under these chaotic, dangerous conditions, US officials began to forge a new US 

posture toward Iran. They knew there was no chance of reestablishing the monarchy 

or the close relationship they had maintained with it. They realized that the Bazargan 

government represented the best hope for moderation in Iran and constructive bilateral 

relations. They also understood that intense anti-Americanism would prevent Bazargan 

from working closely with the United States and endanger any Iranian who did so. 

Accordingly, the new US posture that emerged in this period called for supporting the 

Bazargan government, refraining from actions that might destabilize Iran or further 

enflame anti-Americanism, working constructively to improve bilateral relations, and 

waiting for conditions to improve. 5

These themes guided US policy toward Iran during the Bazargan era. The United 

States quickly recognized the Bazargan government. President Jimmy Carter publicly 

pledged not to interfere in Iran’s internal affairs. US embassy officials met regularly 

with Iranian officials to exchange views and resolve bilateral problems, including the 

many outstanding arms sales agreements and other commercial transactions and con-

cerns about the safety of US citizens and personnel in Iran. They also hoped to resume 

operation of the Tacksman sites, which were vital for monitoring Soviet compliance 

with nuclear arms control agreements. US officials tried to meet with top Iranian cleri-

cal leaders, but most refused. Although US diplomats and intelligence officers main-

tained contact with various Iranian opposition groups inside the country and abroad, 

they pointedly declined to provide support or encouragement to any of these groups in 

this period, including the ethnic guerrilla movements that began to emerge. The CIA 

maintained a small team of officers in the US embassy and occasionally sent others to 

Iran for temporary assignments, but their activities were limited in scope and not aimed 

at destabilizing the new regime. US officials encouraged US citizens to leave Iran and 

4. William H. Sullivan, Mission to Iran (New York: Norton, 1981), pp. 258–275. On the Tacks-

man sites, see William Branigan, “U.S. Loses Iran Sites,” Washington Post, March 1, 1979.

5. See Zbigniew Brzezinski, Power and Principle (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1983), pp. 

470–471; Moslem Students Following the Line of the Imam, Documents From The U.S. Espionage Den, 

Vol. 16 (Tehran: Entisharat-e Daneshjuyan-e Piru-ye Khatt-e Imam, n.d.), pp. 70–71, www.archive.org/

details/DocumentsFromTheU.s.EspionageDen. The latter source and other volumes in this series, hereaf-

ter cited as Espionage Den, contain documents taken from the US embassy in Tehran when it was seized 

in November 1979. All citations here refer to the versions of these volumes available on this website.
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ings. Although a few details remain murky, a clear enough picture emerges to permit us 

to draw important conclusions about US-Iran relations and Iranian domestic politics in 

this crucial period. This article also clarifies the circumstances surrounding the arrest of 

Abbas Amir Entezam, Iran’s most prominent political prisoner in recent decades, who 

was a key participant in these events. 
US-IRAN RELATIONS IN EARLY 1979

After Islamic revolutionaries seized power in February 1979, Iran remained chaotic 

and unstable. The revolution’s preeminent leader, Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini, appoint-

ed Bazargan to lead a provisional government pending the enactment of a new constitu-

tion and nationwide elections. Bazargan was a professor at Tehran University and head of 

the Islamic modernist Liberation Movement of Iran (LMI) party. He appointed a cabinet 

of like-minded moderates, who sought to restore order and resume essential government 

services. The revolution had unleashed a variety of radical Islamist and radical leftist fac-

tions, which were now heavily armed, brimming with revolutionary fervor, and deter-

mined to implement their own ideological agendas. These various radicals continually 

challenged and attacked Bazargan and his colleagues. Indeed, radical Islamists assassi-

nated armed forces commander Valiollah Qarani and circulated hit lists naming Entezam, 

who was Bazargan’s deputy, and Foreign Minister Ibrahim Yazdi as targets for assassina-

tion.2 Khomeini respected Bazargan but wanted to move more rapidly to implement his 

vision of an Islamic regime, putting him squarely in the radical Islamist camp. Bazargan 

and his colleagues were increasingly marginalized during 1979, unable to implement their 

moderate agenda or stop the chaos and radicalization that were engulfing the country. 

Iran also faced growing threats from abroad. The biggest came from Iraq, whose 

Ba‘thist leaders were angered by Iran’s incitement of their Shi‘a population and har-

bored territorial claims against Iran. Iraq had undertaken a massive military buildup 

since 1973, doubling its ground forces personnel and armored vehicles, expanding its 

tank-transport capabilities five-fold, increasing its air force fleet by 65%, and improv-

ing its air defense and naval capabilities. Iran’s armed forces had also undergone a 

massive buildup in this period, but they had been weakened by extensive desertions 

and purges since the revolution. Iraq, therefore, had “a substantial advantage in the size 

and capabilities of the forces it could deploy against Iran,” according to a June 1979 US 

National Intelligence Estimate. Border clashes and a harsh propaganda war were oc-

curring between the two countries. Iran’s leaders believed Iraq was inciting rebellions 

among Iranian Arabs and Kurds.3 To the east, Afghanistan’s communist government 

faced a growing insurgency that would bring Soviet military intervention in December. 

Iran’s Qashqai, Turkoman, and Baluch minorities also began to rebel, raising additional 

fears of foreign incitement. On top of that, monarchists and other opponents of the Is-
2. “Les obsèquies de l’ayatollah Moutahari ont eu lieu dans un climat anticommunist savamment 

orchestra” [“The Funeral of Ayatollah Motahari Took Place in a Cleverly Orchestrated Anti-Com-

munist Climate”], Le Monde, May 5, 1979, p. 8.
3. Shaul Bakhash, “The Troubled Relationship: Iran and Iraq, 1930-1980,” in Lawrence G. Potter and 

Gary G. Sick, eds., Iran, Iraq, and the Legacies of War (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004), pp. 11–27; 

Director of Central Intelligence, “Iraq’s Role in the Middle East,” National Intelligence Estimate 36.2-1-79, 

June 21, 1979, pp. 8–9, D1–D4, http://www.foia.cia.gov/docs/DOC_0001115785/DOC_0001115785.pdf. 
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US Intelligence Assistance to Iran, 

May–October 1979

Mark Gasiorowski

This article describes a US initiative to provide intelligence to Iran in 1979, as 

radical Islamists were becoming increasingly powerful there and tensions were 

escalating with the United States.  This initiative began in May 1979, when Prime 

Minister Mehdi Bazargan and other Iranian officials asked US embassy person-

nel for information on ethnically based uprisings that threatened the new Islam-

ic regime. It culminated when a CIA officer gave two briefings in mid-October 

warning Iran’s leaders that Iraq was making preparations for a possible invasion 

of Iran.  It ended abruptly in November 1979, when radical Islamist students 

seized the US embassy in Tehran.  Iran’s leaders did not heed the US warning and 

were entirely unprepared for the Iraqi invasion of September 1980, which had a 

devastating impact. 

In mid-October 1979, a CIA officer gave two briefings in Tehran to top officials in 

the government of Prime Minister Mehdi Bazargan. The main themes of these brief-

ings were that Iraq was making preparations for a possible invasion of Iran and that 

Iran could use a US-built electronic surveillance system to monitor and counter these 

preparations. These briefings were the culmination of months of discussion between 

the two governments about sharing intelligence on matters of mutual interest. This na-

scent intelligence exchange was cut short by the seizure of the US embassy in Tehran 

by radical Islamist students on November 4, 1979, which severely disrupted US-Iran 

relations and led Bazargan to resign. The Bazargan government did not inform its suc-

cessor of the US warning. Iraq did, indeed, invade Iran in September 1980, starting an 

eight-year war that devastated both countries and transformed the region.

This article explains the events that led up to these briefings and the details of 

the briefings themselves — topics that have not been covered adequately in the many 

published accounts of US-Iran relations in this period.1 It is based mainly on classified 

US documents published by the students who seized the US embassy and discussions 

with key US and Iranian officials, including all four participants in the October brief-
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1. James A. Bill, The Eagle and the Lion (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1988), pp. 

290–293; and Babak Ganji, Politics of Confrontation (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006), pp. 

142–146, give sketchy accounts of these events but omit many key details, including the main themes 

of the October briefings. The briefings are mentioned briefly in Mark J. Gasiorowski, “The Nuzhih 

Plot and Iranian Politics,” International Journal of Middle East Studies, Vol. 34, No. 4 (November 

2002), p. 662; and Malcolm Byrne, “The United States and the Iran-Iraq War: The Limits of American 

Influence,” in Max Guderzo and Bruna Bagnato, eds., The Globalization of the Cold War (London: 

Routledge, 2010), pp. 119–136. Some US and Iranian newspaper articles (cited below) provide a few 

details. To my knowledge, no other account even mentions these events. 


