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AGENDA 1: THE IRAN-IRAQ WAR AND SECURITY OF THE PERSIAN GULF 1984 

 

Statement of the Problem 

The Historical Security Council at HMUN 2016 will be focused on the broader issue of Persian Gulf Security 

in the 1980s, with a specific focus on the challenge posed by the Iran-Iraq War. Apart from the actual 

fighting between Iran and Iraq themselves, the war has resulted in military attacks on shipping in the 

Persian Gulf, the use of weapons of mass destruction such as poison gas on civilians and combatants, and 

the promotion of subversive elements destabilizing countries around the region. Furthermore, as a vital 

network of trade and commerce, the stability of the Persian Gulf is central to global security and economic 

prosperity, as well as regional peace and order. 

Therefore, it is firmly within the interests and mandate of the Security Council to work to end the conflict 

in the long term while dealing with the specific crises and developments in the Persian Gulf region in the 

near term. This meeting of the UNSC will be gaveled into session on May 28
th

, 1984. 

 

History of the Problem 

 

The Iran-Iraq Rivalry Before 1968 

Iran and Iraq had a long history of rival relations even before the modern states of Iran and Iraq came into 

existence. Both nations had significant religious differences arising from the Sunni-Shia split in Islam in the 

years after the death of the Prophet Mohammad. Iran was a primarily Shia nation, while Iraq was split, 

with sizable contingents of both Sunnis and Shia. Both nations also had ethnic divides. Iraq was an Arab 
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nation, with a sizable Kurdish minority in the north, while Iran was primarily Persian, with large minorities 

of Azeris, Kurds, Baluch, and others. 

 

Major political developments in Iraq started with the rise of the Abbasid dynasty in 750. The Abbasids 

toppled the previous Ummayad Caliphate and placed the capital of the Islamic empire in Baghdad. During 

this period, the Abbasid government and society were heavily Persianized, adopting elements of Persian 

style, and helping spreadIslam into Persia. 

 

Baghdad under the Abbasids was a cultural and intellectual center, but steadily declined after the 11
th

 

century and in 1258 fell to the Mongols. The territory saw a series of tumultuous years afterwards, with 

the Mongol Ilkhanate Dynasty ruling over the region until 1335. The Mongols fell apart after infighting and 

were replaced by the Timurid Dynasty of Tamerlane.
 

 

By the 16
th

 century, the territory of modern Iraq was captured and incorporated into the Ottoman Empire. 

The inclusion of Iraq was in fact itself related to the strategic rivalry between the Ottomans and the Persian 

Safavid Dynasty based in modern Iran. The region would become a battleground between the Ottomans 

and Safavids, changing hands several times. While provincial capitals were more heavily influenced by the 

Ottomans, the broader region remained fractured and split between competing power centers. This ended 

in the 1830s, when the Ottomans sent a series of armies to retake control over Iraq and began a policy of 

Tanzimat, a plan aimed at reform of the empire in the face of Western influence. Ottoman efforts to 

centralize power were met with opposition from Arabs living in Iraq, and by the time of the Young Turk 

revolution in the Ottoman Empire, nationalism had become a potent force in Iraq. 

 

With the start of World War I, the British invaded Iraq in an effort to defeat the Ottomans, who were allied 

with Germany. At the end of the war, the Ottomans ceded the Iraqi provinces to the British. The British 

continued the Ottoman reliance on Iraqi Sunnis for government and economic positions, despite the fact 

that the Sunnis were only about 20% of the country. This laid the basis for Sunni control of Iraq during the 

Baathist era. Despite a series of rebellions and opposition to British rule, the British were granted authority 

over Iraq via League of Nations mandate at the San Remo Conference of 1920.
 

 

Britain was an exhausted imperial power, and began looking for opportunities to withdraw the majority of 

their forces from Iraq while still maintaining influence over the country. They began to rebuild Iraqi 

governance structures, helping create a constitution with the Iraqis that created the Kingdom of Iraq in 
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1921. The Iraqi government ratified a new treaty establishing the constitutional provisions with the 

passage of the Organic Law, passed in 1925. The new law created a constitutional monarchy, parliamentary 

government and bicameral legislature. British control over foreign affairs and international policy was still 

in place despite the new state’s greater autonomy. By the late 1920s, Britain agreed to support Iraqi 

applications to the League of Nations and granted Iraq responsibility for internal defense in exchange for 

British use of Iraqi military facilities in the event of war. In 1932, Iraq was admitted to the League of 

Nations, gaining its independence. 

 

After initial optimism, Iraqi independence began to encounter problems. Shia political leaders were 

frustrated by the large number of Sunnis in senior positions. Kurds and Assyrians agitated for autonomy. 

The Assyrian efforts for autonomy posed an especially significant threat, and the government authorized a 

series of punitive expeditions to punish them, destroying several villages. 

 

In 1933, the King died and his son, the inexperienced Ghazi took over. The king’s weakness led to a series 

of political struggles in the country. In 1936, political leader Hikmat Sulayman convinced military leader 

Bakr Sidqi to overthrow the government. As a result, military power became enmeshed with civilian 

governance over the next 15 years in Iraq. The Iraqi government stumbled through several political crises 

until 1958, when a group of young officers, influenced by Gamel Abdel Nasser’s pan-Arabism and opposed 

to British and American influence in the country, overthrew the monarchy and created a republic. 

The military leaders swiftly pulled Iraq out of the Baghdad Pact, the military alliance in the region created 

by the United States and Britain and turned to the USSR for diplomatic and military support. Iraq’s 

withdrawal from the Baghdad Pact was crucial in initiating longer running hostilities with the Iranians, who 

remained members and who contested Iraqi control of the Shatt al-Arab waterway. At the same time, the 

Iraqi Kurds steadily agitated for greater rights and autonomy, leading to military clashes with the Baghdad 

government. 

Another threat the government faced was the rise of the Baath Party. The Baath Party was a secular, 

socialist, Arab nationalist group founded in Syria in the 1940s with significant support in Iraq. Baath party 

members steadily took over greater influence in the country, and in February 1963launched a coup against 

the republican government. The Baathists soon fell out with other military leaders, and were purged by 

President ‘Arif, the senior leader of the new government. 

The Baathists were able to stage a comeback in 1968. After the purges, many senior Baathists went 

underground and worked to build support once again in the officer corps. In 1968, after years preparing, 
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the Baathists, including the senior leader Saddam Hussein, seized power, inaugurating an era of Baathist 

rule in Iraq. The Baathists deepened the Iraqi relationship with the USSR, signing agreements for political, 

economic, and military assistance. 

Iran’s history was similarly tumultuous. Islam arrived in Iran as a result of conquest by an Arab Army, but 

Persian culture strongly influenced it. Islam was heavily influenced by the long- standing Zoroastrian 

tradition in Iran, making conversion for many senior leaders easier. Shia Islam emerged in Iran through the 

8
th

 to 13
th

 centuries, with Shia leaders ruling several areas of Iran and Iraq during this period. In 1501, Shah 

Ismail of the Safavid Dynasty conquered Iran and launched a massive campaign to convert the Iranians to 

Shia Islam. As a result, a strongly religious and nationalist identity emerged in Iran. The link between 

Persianism and Shi’ism in opposition to Arab Sunni’ism was further soldiered by the wars between the 

Safavids and the Ottomans, often waged in the borderlands centred on neighbouring Iraq. The Safavids 

were finally forced to relinquish influence in Iraq with the 1639 Treaty of Zuhab, leaving Iraq strongly under 

Sunni Ottoman influence. 

Iran was forced to contend with European imperial powers as well as the Ottomans. The Russians 

encroached on Safavid territory in the 1722 Russo-Persian War, chipping away northern territories and 

adding them to the Russian sphere of influence. The Safavids enjoyed a brief revival of power and influence 

under Nader Shah, but a series of further wars with Russia in 1796, 1804-1813, and 1826-1828 all seriously 

weakened the empire. 

 

The Safavids came to an end in 1794 when Mohammad Khad Qajar defeated challengers and seized the 

Persian throne. The Qajar Dynasty governed using a combination of force and alliances with local leaders, 

creating a decentralised power structure. The Qajars notably moved the Iranian capital to Tehran, where it 

has remained ever since. Despite the pressure placed on Iran by the imperial powers like Russia and 

increasingly Britain, several leaders were able to manipulate the imperial rivals in order to preserve Iranian 

independence. Steadily, however, the Qajars lost ground to European influence. The Qajar rulers were 

consistently unable to limit foreign influence in the country, and instead focused on living in an extravagant 

style of self-indulgence. This dynamic pushed many Iranians away from the traditional governing structures 

of the country, and turned them towards revolutionary movements. In 1905, this discontent bubbled over 

and protestors took to the streets demanding constitutional reforms. After a series of clashes, the Shah 

acceded to many of the demands of the protestors, allowing Iranian men over the age of 25 to vote for a 

Parliament in 1906. The new Majles created a draft constitution, and after several months the Shah signed 

the document, putting it into effect and relinquishing a large amount of power to the Majles. 
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The Shah’s power was significantly restricted by the new constitution, limited to upholding laws passed by 

the Majles. Protections against unreasonable searches and seizures and prohibitions on censorship were 

also put in place. The constitution also codified the role of Twelver Shia Islam in Iran. Despite these 

constitutional advances, the revolution sputtered after both Russia and Britain supported the Shah in 

regaining power, and in 1907 both powers signed an agreement to partition Iran between them in two 

separate spheres of influence. Iran remained in the British and Russian spheres through World War I, and 

in the years after the war the rivalry between Britain and the new Soviet government in Moscow continued 

over Iran. In 1921, the British supported the ascension of Reza Khan, who founded the Pahlavi Dynasty. 

 

Reza Khan adopted the title Reza Shah Pahlavi, and pursued a vigorous modernisation program in Iran. One 

major area of investment was in railroads, with railroad infrastructure significantly boosting the Iranian 

economy. The British also invested in Iran’s oil fields, enabling Iran to gain greater power from its oil 

wealth. The Shah also turned to nations like Germany and Italy for economic and political support. Along 

with the economic changes, the Shah crushed the shoots of democracy that had emerged during the 

Constitutional era, ruling with an iron fist. 

 

During this period, Iranian disputes with Iraq started in earnest, as both nations competed over territorial 

claims on their border. Both nations also were influenced by the Arab-Persian and Shia-Sunni divides which 

animated their publics. 

 

Reza Shah’s aggressive modernisation efforts and centralisation of power steadily provoked pushback. He 

also alienated the British by working closely with Germany in the years before World War II. In 1941, 

fearful of growing German influence in the country, the British and Soviets invaded the country and 

toppled Reza Shah, replacing him with his son Mohammad Reza Shah Pahlavi. 

 

The new Shah was initially greeted positively, and he repealed a series of the autocratic policies his father 

had put in place. The Shah also allowed democratic elections for the Majles in 1944, and at the end of the 

war was aided by the Western powers in ejecting Soviet influence from Iran. 

 

However, the Iranian political system suffered a major shock during the early 1950s, and the Shah reversed 

much of his liberal attitudes during the 1940s. In 1951, the liberal-leaning nationalist National Front swept 

into power in the Majles and placed Mohammad Mossadegh in power as the Prime Minister. The Majles 

voted to nationalize the Iranian oil fields held by the Anglo-Iranian oil company, and Mossadegh 
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energetically led the policy forward. This created an impasse with Britain, where political leaders refused to 

allow the vital oil supplies of Iran to slip from their grasp. Mossadegh also worked to diminish the powers 

of the Shah, undermining the power of the monarchy with his major popularity. 

The British retaliated by placing an embargo on Iran. They also attempted to rig elections to oust 

Mossadegh. The British finally turned to the United States in order to secure support against the Iranian 

government. Convinced of Iran’s value in the Cold War, and worried about the connections between 

Mossadegh and Iranian communists, the United States stepped in to help the British remove Mossadegh. 

 

In August 1953, the British and the United States, cooperating with the Shah who feared Mossadegh’s 

growing power, initiated a coup, codenamed Operation Ajax. The Shah issued an order to dismiss 

Mossadegh from office, leading to a violent backlash from Mossadegh’s supporters. However, a group of 

royalist officers were able to surround and seize Mossadegh’s house and arrest him, dissolving his 

government. The CIA provided crucial support, both in financing, planning, and executing the coup, leaving 

a bitter legacy for the United States in the minds of many Iranians. 

 

The overthrow of Mossadegh left the Shah with supreme in power in Iran, and he used it to begin 

consolidating his power while supporting Western interests. He ruled with executive decrees and pushed 

Iran into another major modernization program, similar to his father. At the same time, the Iranian secret 

police, the SAVAK, enforced the Shah’s decrees and arrested political dissidents, whether liberal, 

communist, or theocratic. The Shah’s reforms, such as the White Revolution, successfully increased the 

distribution of land throughout the country, while also increasing the industrial capacity of the state and 

building a modernized American-trained military. However, they also created resentment and political 

opposition to his authoritarian rule. As the 1970s dragged on, popular discontent against the Iranian 

regime steadily grew. 

 

The Breakdown of Security in the Persian Gulf, 1968-1980 

Throughout the mid to late 1970s, the Iran-Iraq rivalry over regional influence in the Persian Gulf 

threatened to boil. For years, Kurds in Iraq had received support from Iran to promote their agenda of 

independence and autonomy. Warfare between the Iraqi central government and the Kurds expanded in 

1968, and continued through the early 1970s. A diplomatic agreement, the March 1970 manifesto, allowed 

the Iraqi government to gain breathing room in the fighting while recognizing the national identity and 

language of the Kurds, as well as promising them representation in the government and some measures of 

autonomy. 
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Increasing Iranian assertiveness, driven by the Shah’s military buildup, placed further strain on the 

relationship. Crucially, Iran began to exert greater control over its section of the Shatt al-Arab waterway on 

the border of the two countries. Iran voided an earlier agreement from 1937 governing the use of the 

waterway in April 1969 that had given Iraq primary control, and began to allow ships to transit the river 

without paying tolls to Iraq, as had previously been the case.
35

 Iraqi forces were unable to prevent the 

transit of the Iranian ships due to Iran’s superior naval power, but Iraq responded by renewing broadcasts 

and propaganda efforts targeting Iranian Arabs in the province of Khuzestan, urging them to revolt. 

 

The Iran-Iraq dispute escalated in 1971 when Iraq ended diplomatic relations with Iran, claimed the Persian 

Gulf islands of Abu Masa, and began expelling Iraqis of Iranian origin. Iran retaliated by escalating its 

support to the Iraqi Kurds, bogging down the Iraqi military in an effort to suppress the Kurdish uprisings. As 

the crisis worsened in 1974-1975, Iranian artillery was consistently fired across the border to support 

Kurdish forces in Iraq, and the threat of war between the two powers loomed. However, the Iraqi 

government backed down, realizing its military was in no position to fight a war with the powerful 

American-backed Iranian armed forces. In 1975, the two states concluded the Algiers Agreement, whereby 

Iraq ceded sovereignty over the Shatt-al Arab. Numerous Iraqi leaders, including a rising member of the 

Iraqi Baath Party named Saddam Hussein, were embittered and became determined to reverse the 

humiliation of the Algiers Agreement. 

 

From 1975 to 1978, good relations expanded between the two powers. Iranian officials cemented this 

temporarily by warning the Iraqi government about Soviet plans to initiate a coup in Iraq. The Iraqi 

government repaid the favor by expelling a dissident Iranian cleric, Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini, in 1978. 

The period of warm relations, however, was short lived. 

 

In January of 1979, the Shah departed on his personal jet and fled Iran, never to return. Over the preceding 

months, street protests and riots had shaken the Iranian regime to its core. The steady defections of 

members of the security forces, unwilling to fire on their fellow citizens and spurred by the exhortations of 

Khomeini against the regime began to defect in droves. By January 1979, the government’s position was 

untenable and the Shah left the country. The government he appointed under reformist Prime Minister 

Shapour Bakhtiar collapsed less than two weeks later, leaving the country in the hands of Khomeini and his 

allies. 
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The Islamic Revolution of 1979 not only overthrew the Shah’s government, but also essentially overturned 

the security arrangements in the Persian Gulf. The conservative and monarchical states of the region such 

as Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates, and Kuwait were terrified of the revolutionary message coming 

from Tehran, but no government was more threatened than Iraq. Despite early efforts at friendship with 

the new regime, the Iraqi government quickly turned against the new Islamic Republic of Iran. Iranian 

leaders rhetorically condemned the Iraqi government, a minority regime made up primarily of Iraqi Sunni 

Muslims to rule over a majority population of Shia Muslims. Khomeini and his allies called for the Iraqi Shia 

to overthrow the government, and openly proclaimed their hatred for the secularist, Arab nationalist, 

Ba’athist regime in Baghdad as an un-Islamic “puppet of Satan.” 

 

The revolution not only created an even more hostile government in Tehran for Baghdad to respond to, 

but also created a new ideological threat. Along with the dangers stemming from Iranian calls for the Iraqi 

government’s overthrow, the existence of the Iranian model of an Islamic Republic was directly counter to 

Iraq’s Arab nationalist model. As a result, Iran offered a new ideological path to regional states that it could 

use to win support. 

 

The Iraqi government edged towards war due to a combination of fear, opportunism, and megalomania. 

Saddam Hussein, the most powerful member of the Iraqi government by 1979-1980, had visions of being 

“leader of a pan-Arab movement.” He felt Iraq was “the only Middle Eastern state capable of achieving the 

proper place for the Arab nation in history,” and grew to despise Iran for geopolitical reasons related to the 

struggle for regional dominance, but also out of Arab prejudice against Persians and Sunni prejudice 

against Shia. The outbreak of the Islamic Revolution provided Iraqi leaders with what they thought was a 

golden opportunity to smash Iranian power in the Gulf region. The Iranian security and military 

establishments were in disarray, as the senior officers were purged by the revolution. Numerous 

opposition groups, from monarchists and supporters of the Shah to liberals to communists were engaged 

in battles with the new government.Iran hadalienated the United States and much of world opinion with 

the seizure and imprisonment of the US embassy staff in November of 1979. Saddam and his fellow 

policymakers began to see three major objectives that war would accomplish: toppling the hostile Islamic 

Republic and instituting a more friendly government; boosting Iraq’s standing in the Arab world and 

solidifying Arab support behind Iraq; and regaining influence over the Shatt al-Arab waterway and 

reversing the diplomatic losses of the Algiers Accord of 1975. By late 1980, Iraq was ready to commence 

hostilities. 
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Current Situation 

 

A Brief Military History of the Iran-Iraq War, 1980-1984 

The Iran-Iraq War began on September 22, 1980 when the Iraqi Armed Forces crossed the Iranian border. 

At the beginning of the war, Iraqi forces swiftly advanced through Iranian territory, pushing aside the 

poorly prepared and organised Iranian forces. Iraqi aircraft launched a series of aerial bombings of Iranian 

airbases in order to seize air superiority, while ground troops moved forward. The brunt of the Iraqi attack 

focused on the province of Khuzestan, the previous site of Iraqi efforts to stir up resentment against the 

Iranian government. The Iraqi forces reached several Iranian cities near the border. They laid siege to the 

vital oil refinery and processing port of Abadan and seized after a long and bloody fight the city of 

Khorramshahr in Khuzestan. Despite these victories, the Iraqi offensive began to run out of steam. By 

January 1981, Iraqi forces had seized 10,000 square miles of Iranian territory, but their advance had 

stalled.
 

 

Unfortunately for Iraqi prospects, intelligence estimates that had indicated Iranian Arabs would rally to the 

Iraqi cause had proven mistaken, and the Iraqi forces found themselves fighting to seize each targeted 

Iranian city. In the interim, the Iranian forces were steadily able to reform and retake the initiative against 

the invaders. In early 1981, the Iranians launched a series of offensives around the city of Susangard, and 

despite considerable losses, were able to retake the initiative in the fighting. The Iraqi regime sought to 

place diplomatic pressure on Iran by accepting an Organization of the Islamic Conference initiative that 

both sides accept a ceasefire, but the effort was rejected by the Iranians and fighting continued. 

 

By midsummer of 1981, the Iranians had begun to retake territory from the Iraqis, despite domestic 

pressures and a terrorist campaign waged by activists opposed to the Tehran regime. In November, the 

Iranians successfully retook the town of Bostan, and the Iraqi defenders collapsed. After a pause in fighting 

over the course of the winter, Iranian forces resumed offensive operations in spring of 1982. In March, 

Iranian forces smashed the Iraqis on the southern flank of the front, capturing 30,000 prisoners. Continuing 

their attacks in April, the Iranians, using a combination of the regular army and the Sepah o Pasdaran-e 

Enqlab-e Eslami, or Islamic Revolutionary Guards Corps, continued to press forward, and by the end of May 

the Iranians had retaken Khorramshahr, destroyed hundreds of tanks and armored vehicles, and captured 

or killed tens of thousands of Iraqi troops. With the exception of troops near Ahvaz in the north of the 
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country, the Iraqi forces had fallen apart, and the Iranians had retaken the majority of territory initially 

seized by Saddam’s armies.
 

 

By mid 1982, the war had entered a period of uncertainty. The Iraqi forces had largely been ejected from 

Iran, while the Tehran regime had successfully galvanized its population and solidified its control thanks to 

the battlefield victories. Faced with the massive battlefield reverses, the Iraqi government now sought a 

ceasefire, either achieved with the Iranians or imposed by the international community. To this end, 

Saddam announced Iraq’s interest in a ceasefire. However, Iranian leaders rejected the ceasefire 

proposals, and stated that unless the Iraqis toppled Saddam’s government and instituted a new regime, 

paid reparations, returned to the Algiers Agreement, and admitted Iraqi war guilt, they would not consider 

any ceasefire proposal. With the predictable rejection of these terms, the Iranian forces advanced across 

the border into Iraq, taking the fight to their enemy on the ground for the first time in the war.
 

 

With the shift of the battleground to Iraq, the locus of fighting centred on the southern Iraqi marshlands. 

Iranian forces launched multiple offensives aimed at seizing the major city of Basra. The Iraqi forces fought 

tenaciously to defend their territory, and Iranian efforts to encourage the Iraqi Shia in the military and the 

country more broadly failed to turn the Shia against Saddam’s government. In mid to late 1982, the 

Iranians launched a series of new offensives targeting Basra, but they were repulsed by the heavily 

defended and well-armed Iraqi forces. Despite a series of attacks and counterattacks launched by both 

sides, the front-lines centred in southern Iraq just short of Basra remained largely unchanged throughout 

1983 and 1984. By the beginning of this meeting of the United Nations Security Council, the military 

situation between Iran and Iraq remains stalled, with both sides searching for ways to break the military 

stalemate. 

 

International Implications of the Iran-Iraq War, 1980-1984 

While the initial fighting did not result in significant events influencing the broader region, as the war 

turned into a stalemate, both Iran and Iraq looked for chances to break the deadlock by turning to 

unconventional efforts to gain advantages over their opponent. 

 

A major issue of concern for the international community was the militarisation of the Persian Gulf. 

Starting in 1981, Iraq began attacking Iranian shipping, both civilian and military vessels, using air and naval 

assets. The Iraqis especially targeted oil refinery and shipment on the Gulf coast and around Kharg Island. 

In October 1981, Iraqi missiles struck an internationally flagged ship near the Iranian coast, the Liberian 
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bulk carrier Al Tajdar. After a series of warnings, the Iraqis expanded the naval war, targeting foreign 

vessels taking on Iranian oil in 1982. By 1984, the Iranians had begun responding, targeting ships taking on 

Iraqi cargo. Both sides steadily expanded their willingness to target neutral shipping they suspected of 

carrying military or economic supplies for their opponent, using rockets, air and land based missiles, and 

air and naval craft. Along with these military assets, both sides began to deploy mines in the Gulf to target 

enemy ships. This added a further major danger for international shipping traversing the Gulf, as the mines 

were laid indiscriminately along trade routes, damaging both the ships of the belligerents and neutral 

ships. In 1984, Iranian attacks on neutral shipping from Saudi Arabia and Kuwait resulted in appeals from 

the Saudi government to the United States and the United Nations to take actions to halt the attacks. As 

the war continues and the naval conflict in the Gulf heats up, the international community must find a way 

to address the threat to freedom of the seas and international commerce and oil markets arising from the 

war. 

 

Another crisis arising from the war is the danger of the expansion of the war throughout the region. 

Although Saddam Hussein hoped to use the war to solidify Arab support around Iraq, several Arab states 

provided Iran with diplomatic and military support. Both Syria under Hafez al-Assad and Libya under 

Muammar Gadhafi declared their support for Iran, and provided diplomatic and technical assistance to 

Iran. Syria’s support for Iraq was a particularly frustrating blow for Iraq, as Syria was also ostensibly an Arab 

nationalist and Baathist state. In response to the Syrian decision, Iraq provided some limited assistance to 

opposition activists in Syria. When a rebellion against Assad’s rule broke out in the city of Hama, the Syrian 

military brutality crushed it, prompting Assad to comment “We were not just dealing with killers inside 

Syria, but with those who masterminded their plans,” hinting at the Syrian view that Iraq had instigated the 

protests.
 

 

Conversely, the monarchical states of the Gulf provided support to Iraq. The Gulf States, ruled by aging 

monarchs, were all threatened by the dynamism and fervour of the Iranian revolutionary regime, which 

had called for their overthrow along with that of Saddam. In 1981, the Gulf States formed the Gulf 

Cooperation Council, and in 1984 began the process of creating a unified defense force. Saudi Arabia, 

Kuwait, and the UAE also loaned millions of dollars to Iraq, providing a crucial link in financing the Iraqi war 

effort. Saudi and Iranian fighter planes also tangled in several dogfights over the Gulf, with Saudi aircraft 

shooting down two Iranian F-4 Phantom fighters in mid 1984. As a result of both states seeking to 

undermine support for their opponents, the region is at risk of further provocations that could result in a 
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much wider war. Another potential site of conflict is in Lebanon, where a brutal civil war is currently raging. 

Iran deployed IRGC advisers and troops to assist Shia fighters in Lebanon, threatening to import the conflict 

in the Gulf to the Levant. 

 

A final issue of critical importance for the Security Council to consider is the violence against civilians and 

the threat of weapons of mass destruction, both of which have emerged as the war has gone on. Both 

sides used aircraft to target each other’s cities over the course of the war, oftentimes hitting civilian 

targets. As the fighting continued, both countries began to turn to using ballistic missiles against civilian 

targets. Baghdad and Tehran began to experience severe missile attacks, many of which were inaccurate 

and struck civilian and military targets indiscriminately. The use of ballistic missiles caused significant 

suffering and misery in Iraq and Iran as the war continued. 

 

In addition to the civilian deaths, the specter of weapons of mass destruction loomed over the war. In 

1981, Israeli planes bombed the Osirak Reactor, then under construction in Western Iraq, which the 

government had hoped to use to manufacture nuclear weapons. The Osirak raid deepened the Iraqi 

government’s desire to build and deploy nuclear weapons. Iraq also developed a robust chemical weapons 

program. Unlike the Iraqi nuclear program, the chemical weapons division was successful in mass-

producing deadly gases for use by the Iraqi military, and the Iraqi armed forces began deploying gaseous 

weapons against the Iranians in 1983. The threat of chemical weapons provided the Iraqis with a crucial 

weapon when faced with overwhelming Iranian manpower. While Iran had abandoned most of the Shah’s 

weapons of mass destruction program after the revolution, the threat of Iraqi attacks with WMDs led them 

to restart a series of programs, including chemical and nuclear weapons research projects. As long as the 

war continues, the region is under threat of the proliferation and possibly use of weapons of mass 

destruction. 

 

United Nations Actions, Questions a Resolution Must Answer, and BlocPositions 

With the outbreak of hostilities, the United Nations passed a series or resolutions calling for an end to the 

fighting. By 1984, four such resolutions had been passed by the UNSC, with calls for ending the fighting, 

withdrawing troops to internationally recognised borders, other states’ ceasing actions contributing to the 

hostilities, and for a United Nations team to lead mediation efforts. 

 

In assessing and writing resolutions, there are several broad issues that must be addressed by the UNSC. 

The committee must try and find a solution to the ongoing hostilities and create a framework for a 
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diplomatic process to end the war. In addition, the committee must respond to the war’s threats to 

international shipping and the global economy, as well as to regional stability. As such, delegates must try 

to find ways that UN member states can mitigate the harmful spillover effects of the war. Finally, while not 

normally an element of UNSC debates, delegates must address the deeper philosophical questions raised 

by the war, such as the targeting of civilians, the use of weapons of mass destruction, and the justification 

for aggression and ongoing hostilities. 

 

There are roughly three major blocs on the Security Council in 1984. The Western American-European Bloc 

is centered on the United States, and includes France, the United Kingdom, and the Netherlands. The 

Western countries are primarily motivated by a combination of economic incentives to maintain the 

system of open commerce established after World War II and political incentives to promote the expansion 

and strength of liberal democratic and Western-friendly governments. They all share the general 

commitment to domestic democratic governance and capitalism. The Soviet-leaning Bloc is centered on 

the USSR, and includes the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic and Nicaragua. These states are focused on 

expanding the influence and power of the Marxist-Leninist ideology of the USSR. Importantly, these 

nations are closely aligned with the USSR specifically, even though other socialist or communist countries, 

such as China, are members of the council. Western-aligned states include Pakistan, Peru, and Egypt; all of 

them are politically aligned with the Western countries, although domestically they pursue different 

ideologies, with socialism or Islamism having greater influence. Socialist leaning or non-aligned states 

include China, India, Upper Volta, Malta, and Zimbabwe. These states are Socialist leaning and/or opposed 

to the power and influence of the Western Powers over the world, even if they do not support the Soviet 

Union. While all of these countries have long standing relationships, the Iran-Iraq conflict also cuts across 

the traditional Cold War lines, with both Iraq and Iran receiving support from both the United States and 

Soviet Union at various points during the war. Each nation has a series of unique economic, ideological, 

and diplomatic factors invested in the war, and so their positions will not correspond exactly to the 

hardened East-West division of the later Cold War. 

 

Suggestions for Further Research 

The Iran-Iraq War is a topic of major scholarly import, and many books and monographs can be found 

describing the events and international context of the war. Three helpful texts are Dilip Hiro’s The Longest 

War: The Iran-Iraq Military Conflict, Williamson Murray’s and Kevin Woods’ The Iran-Iraq War: A Strategic 

and Military History, and The Iran-Iraq War by Pierre Razoux. Other works which cover the era of the war 
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and the diplomatic factors pressuring the different actors in the UNSC during the war are Malcolm Byrne’s 

Iran-Contra: Reagan’s Scandal and the Unchecked Abuse of Presidential Power, Odd Arne Westad’s The 

Global Cold War: Third World Interventions and the Making of Our Times, John Garver’s China and Iran: 

Ancient Partners in A Post-Imperial World, and Adam Tarock’s The Superpowers’ Involvement in the Iran-

Iraq War. Along with these sources, significant archival resources on the war exist in the Woodrow Wilson 

Center for Scholars’ Cold War International History Project and the National Security Archive, both of 

which can be accessed online. There are also numerous scholarly and analysis articles on the war and its 

legacy, all of which can be easily found through searching through the internet for the myriad sources on 

the war. 

 

Closing Remarks 

I believe this guide provides the key background information in order to understand the events 

surrounding the Iran-Iraq War and the deliberations of this committee. The conflict remains an open 

wound in both Iranian and Iraqi society, and there are numerous specific topics to be analyzed and 

addressed by our debate. I would like to remind all delegates that because we will be discussing sensitive 

topics with ongoing resonance for many people, I expect the debate to be civil and, while in character, to 

be respectful of the gravity of the topics we are discussing. I hope this guide, and this committee, will 

inspire you to further explore this complex and truly epoch-shaping conflict which inflamed the Middle 

East thirty-five years ago. 

 

The Iran-Iraq War is also central to understanding contemporary events. The invasion of Kuwait, the Gulf 

War, the American Invasion of Iraq, the Iranian nuclear program, the rise of ISIS, and the nuclear 

agreement between Iran and the UNSC Permanent Five plus Germany are all directly shaped by the 

dramatic events of the war. With this tremendous example of the influence of history on current affairs, I 

hope that this committee will provide you with tools to analyze how historical events, and the historical 

memory surrounding them. In the complex and interdependent world of the 21st century, the memories 

and legacies of historical events are one of the most important things for aspiring leaders everywhere to 

study and understand. 

 

Position Papers 

Writing a position paper is an excellent way to streamline your understanding of a given topic and pinpoint 

main ideas that you want to bring up in committee. Position papers should be broken up into three 

sections: a statement of the problem, your nation’s history in relation to the issue, and possible solutions. 
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First, give a concise summary of what you see as the central issues the committee should address not just 

from your nation’s perspective, but also from a comprehensive, international one. After the statement of 

the problem, proceed to give some information about how your nation has been influenced by the topic 

and provide context for your nation’s policy. 

 

The final and most substantial section of your position paper should create the foundation for your 

participation in committee. It should first detail your nation’s general policy on the key points of 

contention presented in this background guide. Then, the most important part of your position paper is 

your presentation of original proposals for how to solve the issues at hand. These should be presented as 

specific solutions geared towards the nuances of the topic of the position paper. 

 

Remember that these position papers are representative of a nation’s position and not a statement of your 

personal opinion. Therefore, they should be written formally and in third person. For example, a paper 

written from the perspective of Sweden should read, “Sweden believes that…” Position papers should be 

one page single-spaced, in 12 point Times New Roman or similar font, with one-inch margins. Please follow 

the guidelines on hmunindia.org for the heading of the position paper. 

 

These position papers should be seen as an opportunity to flesh out ideas effectively in order to come in 

truly prepared for committee. Therefore, they should show some thorough research and original thoughts 

and ideas. Do not be afraid to get creative; without taking some risks, no progress will ever be made. 


